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Introduction: A Radical, Archaic Novelty

Understanding Islam means identifying its double rationale, its twofold, age-old DNA: totalitarianism and jihad, paired with a belligerent conquest devoid of geographical restrictions, always accomplished through cunning or violence. To understand Islam is to become aware of the fact that, despite its deadly internecine divisions, it targets a common enemy: our own civilisation, as well as all other ones. Understanding Islam means grasping that the sole difference between Islam and Islamism lies in their respective tactics. To understand Islam is to ponder its propensity to confuse faith with lawfulness, temporality with spirituality and religion with politics. Understanding Islam means conceding that, due to its very essence, it is absolutely incompatible with pluralist democracy, secularism and freedom. Its cause is one of theocracy and its reign synonymous with the decline of intelligence and the waning of free inquiry.

To understand Islam is to look upon ‘secular Islam’ or ‘Islamic enlightenment’ as mere utopias. Its Western collaborators are in a state of submission, remaining frightened and blinded while simultaneously contradicting their own principles in a fit of schizophrenia. Understanding Islam means exposing its blurred convergences with Fascism, Nazism, Marxist Communism and anti-Semitism. To understand Islam is to assess how much it relies on a settlement process through immigration and on swift and uncontrolled mass colonisation.

To understand Islam is to perceive that it has no metaphysical aspect to speak of, lacks any theological dimension and is bereft of any and all philosophy. Instead, it depends on the dogmatic binomial of superstition and ideology. In addition, our understanding of Islam leads us to ponder the duality between obscurantism and reason, as well as that between submission and freedom.

To understand Islam is to acknowledge, from a historical perspective, its power to stun and conquer, a power as archeofuturistic as it is proactive and currently reemerging from the centuries of old. Understanding Islam means refusing to submit to its values or to accept its principles. However, this does not imply that we are to despise it, as it is not subject to contempt, but emphasises the necessity to familiarise ourselves with it in order to prevent the Islamisation of Europe, a process that would lead to both catastrophe and decadence.

Understanding Islam also leads us to question why European leaders are afraid of it, giving in to a syndrome of cowardice and fearing a power that they eventually collaborate with in accordance with an old historical logic, as confirmed by the prosecutions conducted against ‘Islamophobia’, the new capital sin, and by the incredible privileges that Islam benefits from in a Republic that practices a secularism with a variable geometry.

One is also left wondering why, despite the recurrent anti-Christian persecutions in the East, the Catholic prelates and the Vatican hierarchy of the Church bow their heads before Islam’s all-conquering will. Furthermore, one puzzles over the reason why the majority of all acts of terrorism, bloody turmoil and geopolitical destabilisation committed all over the world use Islam as a justification and revolve around the latter. Understanding Islam implies a reticence to abide by its values, endure its principles and coexist with it on our soil, simply because any cohabitation with Islam has always given rise to civil war.

Islam has never honoured a single truce nor respected a single pact. Defending oneself against it is considered a ‘stigma’, an act of aggression. It is this very same Islam, which constantly presents itself as a victim, that is responsible for practicing an aggressive jihad and demanding privileges.

Last but not least, understanding Islam means returning to the central issue: that of the (possibly slow yet steady) onset of war and the designation of the enemy. Carl Schmitt once taught that even if you refuse to have enemies as a result of being pacifistic, it is to no avail, since others will still identify you as their foe and you will find yourself unable to escape war, suffering attacks regardless of your own actions.

Islam is to be taken very seriously, much more so than by today’s Islamophiles. The latter misunderstand it and consider it to be a ‘religion like any other’, which has never been the case and never will be. This criticism of Islam does not stem from a Judeo-Christian perspective nor that of any other religion, nor is it due to an atheistic mental position or one’s ideological belonging. My reflection is a personal one, the only difference being that I am inspired by the principles of Aristotelian thought, namely experience, common sense and balance.

The author thus presents things from an Aristotelian perspective. 

Guillaume Faye, who has authored numerous books, is the man behind the gfaye.com blog, a blog otherwise entitled ‘Making Sense Of It All’. A lecturer in the EU, Russia and North America, Faye is considered to be a dissident theorist of the ‘New Right’. 




Chapter I: The Historic Nature of Islam: The Invention of Totalitarianism

From the death of Muhammad in 632 CE in Medina to the time when Charles Martel stopped the callous Muslim-Arab conquest in its tracks at Poitiers in 732 CE, the Muslims managed to take over all of Arabia, the Middle-East, Egypt, North Africa and Spain in the space of a single century, beginning in the small area of the Arabian Peninsula known as the Hejaz. In the process, they brought the Persian Empire to its knees, amputated the Byzantine Empire and erased the Visigothic kingdoms. Seldom in our entire human history has anyone seen a single people, the Arabs, conduct such a hostile conquest and thus claim such immense territories. The power of Islam accounts for this victory, especially when considering the fact that the vanquished nations often converted to the Muslim religion. In the eyes of all fundamentalist Muslims, this historic episode is a foundational miracle which has but one significance: that Allah is the one true God who grants his believers supremacy.

Later on, things were to become complicated, with the emergence of schisms and power rivalries within this all-conquering Islam. Over the centuries, periods of conquest and domination, stretching the Muslim rule all the way to Asia through highly brutal and glorious means, gave way to humiliating setbacks. The European colonialism that characterised the 19th and 20th centuries was to have the worst impact of all, far more so, in fact, than the Crusades themselves, not to mention the dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire and, at a later point, the creation of the State of Israel.

However, already in the 1920s, Islam was plotting its revenge and retaliation with the creation of the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt. Oil revenue, demographic growth, the birth of the Shiite Islamic Republic of Iran and the Muslim migration with its flooding of Europe would come together to mix the necessary ingredients for an overwhelming renewal of the age-old Islamic aggression. The complexity in which this recommencement is shrouded should not be allowed to conceal the truth: that of an ongoing Muslim offensive.

What we are witnessing is the opening of a new chapter in the novel of human history, a chapter once thought to have ended with the Spanish Reconquista, European colonialism, the fall of the Ottoman Empire and the gradual domination of the West under American guardianship. Islam, once believed to be dead and buried, has resuscitated, its archaic power still intact. There are several new developments nowadays: the Muslims’ return to their roots (Islamism), their demographic dynamism and the powerlessness of European leaders in the face of immigration, all placing Islam at the core of history. The latter, it seems, is more cyclical than linear…

The Oracle Muhammad and His Uniqueness

Islam was born during the 7th century among the Arab Bedouin tribes, thanks to a warlord named Mohammed, a man of ingenuity or, at the very least, one whose personality was superior to that of others. He claimed to be a prophet, a messenger of God. In truth, it would be more becoming to speak of the oracle Mohammed, since he never actually ‘prophesied’ anything, restricting his role to the transmission of God’s words and laws (or so he claimed). All of this is reminiscent of the Pythia, the Oracle of Delphi, who conveyed Apollo’s wishes and predictions to the people. Many see in Mohammed an affinity with Jesus Christ, who declared himself to be the actual Son of God, the Messiah whose advent had been foretold by Jewish prophecies and who had been sent to Earth by God himself, partaking in the Trinitarian Godhead and embodying God Himself in a man born of a virgin.

Never have Judaism and Islam dared venture that far. Just like the oracle Muhammad, all the Jewish prophets since the days of Moses have always presented themselves as mere mortals whose inspiration comes from God. Jesus, on the other hand, is consubstantialis patri (consubstantial with God the Father) and immortal, having risen from the dead after his crucifixion.1

 The Jewish religion, however, does not acknowledge him to be the true Messiah mentioned in its prophecies. In any case, the three monotheistic religions born out of the Middle East apparently follow the same pattern: God elects a representative, a man who leads humans towards the Truth, regardless of whether he is an inspired prophet or seer, a messiah (an emissary) who happens to be the Son of God and therefore God himself, or an oracle, namely Mohammed, chosen by God among everyone else in an Arab tribe.

Obviously, when looking at things from a pagan point of view (that of the polytheism that typified Antiquity in ancient Rome, Greece and the East, or that of the modern form of Hindu polytheism) and an agnostic standpoint (Aristotelianism and all hermeneutical philosophies), one cannot help being critical and feeling concerned that men would declare themselves to be chosen and claim to reveal God’s truth and will. The three revealed monotheistic religions are thus all tarred with the same brush and subject to the same rejection of dangerous dogmatism. Nevertheless, as we shall soon see, the differences between the first two monotheistic religions (i.e. Judaism and its self-declared successor, Christianity) and Islam are huge.

Admittedly, unlike pagan polytheism (a system devoid of Revelation, based on mythology and particularly dependent on ritualised superstitions), the above-mentioned monotheistic religions are all rooted in sacred scriptures which establish fixed dogmatic rules that appeal to people’s faith and require a mental engagement that is totally alien to both paganism and philosophical agnosticism. However, this is where their similarity ends. For the particularity of the Islamic religion, whose tenets were officially inscribed in the Koran through Muhammad the oracle, is that it separates itself radically from the Judeo-Christian doublet through its extraordinary rigidity, a rigidity that is absent among Jews and Christians. Indeed, Islam has adopted several misdirected imitations of various Judeo-Christian elements, including them in its Koran, watering them down and transforming their very meaning. Unlike Jewish and Christian texts, which require interpretation, the Koran is seen as the direct word of God (Allah), whispered in the ear of Muhammad the oracle. The incontestability and immutability of the text are therefore absolute. One may well object that in the New Testament, the words of Jesus (who is considered the Son of God and God Himself) establish absolutes that are just as rigid as those revealed by Allah to the oracle Muhammad. True enough, but there is a difference: Christ speaks in parables, which are always open to interpretation and discourse, whereas the Koran is a series of statements and rules, supposedly of divine origin, that are incontrovertible and authoritarian, tolerating neither objection nor criticism. And therein lie Islam’s totalitarian roots.

Resultantly, the power of Islam is due to its dogmatic simplicity. The oracle Muhammad has spoken, so there is nothing more to think about nor comment on: one is simply required to obey. The power of Islam is indisputable, yet it lacks any philosophical ingenuity whatsoever. Islam targets simple-minded people while simultaneously simplifying their spirits further, at the risk of rendering them childlike and flushing out every trace of critical spirit. Moreover, unlike the message of Christ, who preached harmony, the commandments of Allah reported by his oracle and organised into Suras contain an implied intolerance, fraught with numerous appeals to murder and constant references to punishment should one fail to submit. Hence a fact that we will return to later, namely that Islam is, by nature, fundamentally anti-Jewish and anti-Christian (in its sacred texts), but equally ruthless towards anything and everything that conflicts with it. By contrast, Judaism and Christianity are not anti-Muslim in any way, and neither are the other faiths or philosophies embraced by the rest of mankind.

It should also be noted that, as a result of the absoluteness of Muhammad’s decrees, both traditional Muslim countries and those conquered by Islam experience less wellbeing, prosperity and peace than anyone else, a fact that applies as much today as it did in the past. They wallow in disorder, poverty and war (the only exception being the oil monarchies of the Gulf, which act as temporary bunkers). In anticipation of Allah’s post mortem Paradise, the general rule is that all zones which fall under Muslim dominion are plagued by internal chaos or permanent tensions and that Islam is in itself a source of threats and confrontation, wherever it becomes established. Why is that, I wonder...

Muhammad — a Manipulative and Ingenious Dictator?

Unlike ordinary people who display sufficient common sense to view Islam as an aggressive, conquering and intolerant religion, the European elites regurgitate, for reasons of hypocritical political calculation, that Islam is a peaceful religion resembling Christianity. They know very little about the subject. Christianity itself has not always been a religion of peace, far from it actually, but Islam is even less so.2

 For if the internal and external wars waged in the name of Christianity were conducted in spite of Christ’s words, the wars and acts of violence carried out in the name of Islam have been in agreement with the words and deeds of the oracle Muhammad.

The founder of Islam, Muhammad, was by no means a bleeding heart. This young, illiterate camel driver from Mecca married his mistress, Khadija, a rich merchant who was fifteen years his senior. This situation of economic comfort allowed him to meditate in the desert, where he claimed to have met the Archangel Djibril (Gabriel), the one who transmitted the word of God (i.e. the Koran / Koran) directly to him. At this point already, there are several strange things to be noted. First of all, this constitutes a deviation from strict monotheism (whose only examples are the solar forms of paganism), since this archangel is indeed a supernatural being, a demigod as pagans say. What an embarrassing contradiction. On the other hand, the Archangel Gabriel, a being inspired directly from the Jewish Bible (and, in all likelihood, from pre-Islamic Arab polytheism as well), is the very same one who, in the Christian narrative, announces to the Virgin Mary that she will conceive the child Jesus. This explains the fact that the Muslim tradition claims to be the successor of Judaism and Christianity, one that amends them both. For Muslim theologians, Christianity was mistaken in its belief that the Archangel Gabriel had announced the birth of the Son of God, when, in actual fact, he had merely proclaimed the coming of a prophet, Christ, whose role was as temporary as that of all Judaic prophets and whose words were to be replaced by the teachings of the ultimate true prophet (or oracle), namely Muhammad.

As the sole authentic custodian of the divine word through the intercession of the Archangel, Muhammad begins to preach a new religion. This is ‘Islam’, meaning submission (to God, of course, but also to Muhammad himself, who claims to be God’s messenger and spokesman). His orations achieve some success among the poor and destitute, but are rejected by Arab dignitaries as cock-and-bull stories. When Khadija dies, he is expelled from Mecca and departs in order to take refuge in Medina, accompanied by his followers. This marks the beginning of the Hegira, i.e. the start of the Muslim calendar count. In Medina, Muhammad sets out to conspire between rival clans, imposing himself first as an intermediary and referee and then as a leader thanks to his powerful personality and charisma. He becomes the ringleader of a gang that indulges in raids and the looting of caravans, while still continuing to preach. He murders his opponents, those who criticise him openly and the ones that are too moderate, using ruse (taqiya, a fundamental notion that is revered and considered positive in Islam) and breaching every single truce he signs.

Furthermore, he does not hesitate to award himself several women (including Aisha, then 6 years old and deflowered at the age of 9), in addition to concubines and slaves. He justifies his outrageous behaviour through various verses of the Koran that he recites continually and in a most timely manner, verses that represent the indisputable words of God revealed exclusively to him by the Archangel during his stay in the desert. Muhammad then attempts to rally neighbouring Jewish tribes behind his politico-religious cause. All in vain: they refuse. He therefore proceeds to exterminate them. Then, after successfully conquering Mecca (where he was once persecuted) and exhorting his faithful fanatics to attack surrounding nations and the rest of the world, he dies unexpectedly, without having appointed a successor (i.e. a new politico-religious war chief). A political crisis thus erupts between two factions: the Sunnis (the companions of Muhammad, claiming to have the right to succeed him) and the Shiites (those who sided with his cousin and son-in-law Ali and supported him). A deadly conflict ensues. Despite these hostilities, a common foundation subsists: the Koran. That is to say, the teachings and divine directives supposedly received by Muhammad, whose sacred authority neither of the two hostile camps questions.

One thus sees that since the very beginning, Muhammad’s behaviour, which is set as an example for all Muslims to follow, has had no peaceful aspect whatsoever and has been the complete opposite of the ‘righteousness’ that characterises the values of Greco-Roman philosophy and European Christianity. Unlike Jesus Christ who, declaring himself Theou uios soter (Son of God and Saviour), never strived to interfere in politics or war, rejected any and all personal benefits, did not plot to have anyone assassinated, preached love and forgiveness and confined himself to the spiritual sphere, Muhammad, the founder of Islam, sets a completely different example with his conduct. He is a religious preacher, God’s sole spokesman, a political conspirator, a brutal warrior and a monocratic leader whose actions are not be restricted in any way, all in one person. It is Muhammad’s personality that was to have a profound impact on Islam, a religion that adopted him as its supreme model. It also accounts for two further facts: firstly, the complete fusion of religion and politics (as well as the merger of faith and law), and secondly, the justification of a cynical and uncompromising morality in the expansion of Islam, with the prevalence of a dictatorial leader legitimised by a rigid ideology and surrounded by a caste of willing accomplices.

Therein lies the very root of Islamic politico-religious totalitarianism. In addition, by practicing treachery as an example to follow (‘the end justifies the means’), Muhammad has instilled into Islam a power rooted in justified lies, a legitimated double discourse and the breaking of promises. But what he has also endowed it with is an extraordinary strength, a strong-willed, conquering and aggressive power that the Bedouin tribes of Arabia had lacked thus far. Does the doctrine of Mohammed express the deepest Arab mentality, a mentality that represents its infrastructure? Or is it the case, quite to the contrary, that the doctrine professed by the ingenious Muhammad has failed to influence the mentality of the Arabs and that of all the other peoples who converted to Islam? Let anthropologists decide on the answer to these questions.

Defying all those pseudo-secular Islamophiles terrorised by Islam, I would dare to argue that Muhammad is either an impostor or a mystic who convinced himself of his own miraculous encounter with the archangel Gabriel. Or, indeed, perhaps both. The Koran, the divine word that he supposedly heard and passed on, was nothing short of pure invention on his part (one that was later improved upon by his successors) in order to establish and consolidate his own power in accordance with his own interests and exalted desire for conquest. I personally favour the hypothesis that Mohammed was either an absolute atheist or a pretentious man who ended up believing in his own delusions. He invented his own god, a schizophrenic projection of himself. And it worked.

The Koran’s Inconsistencies — a Locked Religion

Upon the prophet’s — or rather the oracle’s — death in 632, the Koran was but a rough version of what it is today, differing greatly from the latter. Since Muhammad himself was illiterate, it merely comprised a set of texts collected haphazardly by his literate followers or learned by heart through oral tradition, including his extolled sermons, orations and conversations, gathered in a rather disorderly fashion. This, however, was of no importance — for the Koran is the word of God, or rather that of Allah, to use the right terminology, this overhanging deity whose existence, by the way, predated Islam among henotheistic Bedouin tribes.3

 

The idea that this initial Koran is a sacred and timeless text (the direct word of God) surfaces: it is recited in the form of chanted verses. In an effort to avoid even the slightest alteration, Uthman, the third caliph, has this oral tradition set down in a single written version, or second Koran, which is pretty much the one that we are familiar with today, but the result is a highly contradictory and disorderly compilation. It is as if Allah was unable to collect his thoughts.

Indeed, the Suras (or chapters) contradict each other. Some are peaceful and spiritual, while others belligerent and intolerant. The former date back to the period when Muhammad was in Mecca, the latter to the time when he led a rebellion in Medina. In short, there is a noticeable inconsistency between the Suras. The explanation for this is that Muhammad delivered his sermons according to changes in the political situation through plain calculating behaviour, in an attempt to reinforce his power over his accomplices. Some Suras call for murder and intolerance, others for peace. The content is marked by rational inconsistency, for the concept of reason, in the Greek, Roman and European sense of the word (logos, ratio), remains completely incomprehensible to the Islamic worldview.

The notion of ‘abrogating’ and ‘abrogated’ Suras was therefore coined in order to resolve the Koran’s mystifying contradictions. Depending on the circumstances, some Suras apply whereas others do not, a fact that is completely incompatible with the supposed divine and absolute nature of the Koran. The verses that were written at a chronologically later time annul and abrogate (mansukh) previous verses. In this manner, more than 100 peaceful verses are abrogated by the sole content of a single verse, namely the ‘verse of the sword’ (IX, 5), whose substance is truly hostile.4

 

Nevertheless, the fact remains that, overall, the Koran, which targets uneducated and semi-educated populations (possibly even some fascinated intellectuals), has great appeal. It provides solutions to everything and prevents people from thinking for themselves. The power of the Koran lies indisputably its poetic, compelling and haunting character. It is written in a beautiful form of classical Arabic, which makes it one of the literary monuments of humanity alongside the works of Homer, the Hebrew Bible, the Christian gospels and the Bhagavad-Gita. Its weakness is that it is mere dogma that crushes any individual freedom of thought, a theocratic and ideological manual advocating totalitarianism.

The very nature of the Koran, considered to be the unabridged ‘word of God’ ever since the days of Muhammad, does not stand up to rational analysis, since it has constantly been rewritten and manipulated to suit the circumstances. But what is shocking today is that those who question the divine origin of this text and denounce it as ideologically dangerous and intellectually stultifying are threatened (and sometimes murdered), even in a ‘secular’ country that proclaims its attachment to freedom of expression such as France, especially if they are Muslims by birth and thus considered apostates and traitors. By contrast, one luckily runs no risk when disputing the divine nature of Christ and blaspheming against all other religions. All of this is meant not to offend and ‘stigmatise’ Muslims, who everyone is basically afraid of. Are we to revert to the same situation with regard to Islam as the one that prevailed during the 18th century when Catholicism was the state religion and one was forbidden to challenge its veracity or ridicule it? Talk about mental regression…

***

People’s ignorance of the true nature of Islam, their underestimation of its dangers and the idea that it is comparable to Christianity and Judaism stem, at least in part, from the fact that Western leaders and intellectuals have not read the Koran nor the Hadiths (i.e. the accounts of Muhammad’s deeds and words), which every Muslim is required to abide by and follow. In addition, translations are deliberately altered and softened so as to disguise the Koran’s true content. Under normal circumstances, it is in classical Arabic, the language of Allah in the eyes of all Muslims, that it should be read.

As for ‘Islamic science’, it focuses on understanding and learning to interpret the Koran and the Hadiths, which is in itself a very poor endeavour when compared to the Jewish and Christian theologies, which have a large variety of texts at their disposal. This allows the latter to enjoy a flexibility that secures them against fundamentalists. However, in Islam, the quantitative poverty of the texts and their rigid nature prohibit any form of adaptation and legitimise fundamentalism as being the only acceptable attitude. Contrary to Christian theology, which is not solely based on the Old and New Testaments but relies on a considerable number of other canonical texts and writings set down by the Church Fathers, ‘Islamic theology’ rests exclusively upon the monolithic block of the Koran and the Hadiths (a collection of stories and statements about Muhammad). In the words of François-Xavier Robert5

, Islam is a ‘locked’ religion. It is to supersede Judaism and Christianity, both considered flawed, and there can be no further Revelation after it. For Muslims, Muhammad is the ‘seal’ of all prophets, meaning the last one. Jews and Christians are seen as having altered and falsified the divine message. Islam is thus convinced of its profound truthfulness and nurtures an absolute absence of scepticism regarding its precepts. Cartesian doubt is entirely foreign to it, as is any critical mindset, which sets it apart from most other religions and philosophies. This mental inclination not only prevents any and all possible adaptation, but legitimises doctrinal rigidity and grants its adepts the right to consider every moderator or ‘moderniser’ of Islam, as well as anyone who strives to relegate this religion to the level of personal spirituality (the Sufis), to be a deviant and a schismatic traitor.

Account taken of the fact that the Koran is the very word of the sole omniscient God, one cannot remove a single word from it nor add one, which is in blatant contradiction with the concept of abrogated and abrogating verses. But never mind ... What matters is that this mixture of doctrinal rigidity and opportunism epitomises the power of Islam. Being the word of God, the Koran is eternal and timeless and true Islam is consubstantial with it. Neither one can therefore be adapted to our era nor ‘modernised’, notions that are looked upon as absurd by all true Muslims, who remain essentialists and reject any concept of evolution. Those who dream of an ‘Islam of Enlightenment’, one that would embrace secularism, are either Westerners who do not understand this religion or utopian Muslims who, while deserving our utmost respect, face a great deal of difficulty these days. Within the genuine Muslim doctrine, any interpretation of the Koran is currently impossible, all prospects of evolution denied and every commentary prohibited. According to ‘scholars’ (i.e. Muslim theologians), all reflections and commentaries on the sacred texts at the hands the Ulama, muftis and jurists have been brought to a halt: the ‘Gates of Ijtihad’ (meaning those of independent reasoning) were closed once and for all during the 10th century.

The Sunnis and the Shiites — Enemy Brothers

In the Yemen, Iraq and Syria, the religious war between the Sunnis and the Shiites, which has lasted for over a thousand years, has resumed once again. The Sunni jihadists of the Islamic State (Daesh) are the most barbarous and the most savage. They have already conquered much of Iraq and Syria and infiltrated Libya. They view the Shiite Iraqi government (a government that has taken over from Sunni dictator Saddam Hussein) as well as Iran, of course, as their enemies. In the Yemen, the same intra-religious war has been raging, with the Sunnis benefiting from the help of Saudi Arabia. Historically speaking, it should however be noted that it was paradoxically Shiite Iran, under the leadership of Khomeini, that revived Islam’s great global offensive in 1979. Just like its fellow Gulf monarchies and other Muslim autocracies or kingdoms, the rulers of Saudi Arabia only combat Islamic fundamentalism so as to preserve their own power. They still practice a rigorous but cunning form of Islam, one that is meant to respect the sensitivities of their Western clients.

A schizophrenic syndrome thus often surfaces: on the one hand, certain regimes fund Islamism (and thus participate in jihad) while, on the other, fighting it solely on their own soil so as not to be overthrown.

The Sunnis, who are greater in number, claim to be the representatives of true Islam and consider the Shiites to be schismatic and semi-profane. Of the two, the former are the most violent. They say that they embody the true tradition (Sunnah) of the Prophet Muhammad which, according to them, was preserved in the successive caliphates of Damascus, Baghdad, Cairo and Istanbul. The Shiites form the ‘faction’ (Shi’a) of Ali, Muhammad’s adopted son, who managed to become the fourth caliph. However, his authority was immediately challenged by the governor of Damascus, Muawiya, the founder of the Umayyad dynasty. In 680, caliph Yazid I, whose father was none other than Muawiya himself, slew Ali’s son (Hussein) during the battle of Karbala, making the latter the holiest of places in the eyes of all Shiites.

It can therefore be seen that Islam, which is a product of the Arab ethnosphere, quickly found itself enmeshed in a contradiction involving its defence of a unifying doctrine and of the notion of a strong community held together by a common faith and struggle, and a simultaneous addiction to internecine feuds and power struggles. This situation has not yet changed, as Islam’s cultural and anthropological base has remained the same throughout the centuries.

The Sunnis only revere the Prophet Muhammad and his teachings, whereas the Shiites venerate their ‘twelve imams’ in addition to the prophet himself. Moreover, Sunni Muslims adhere to a strict reading of the Koran, unlike the Shiites, who have encouraged various interpretations and schools of thought and have their own clergy, which is not the case of the Sunnites. It is hardly a matter of surprise that Shi’ism has been adopted by the Iranians, as this attests to their Persian mentality, a mentality that is more flexible than that of the Arabs. One might thus be inclined to think that Sunni Islam, which is of purely Arab origin, differs from the Shiite form, which, owing to its Iranian-Persian influence, remains more open. It was during the early 16th century, in fact, that Persia renounced Sunnism in favour of Shi’ism, in an attempt to evade Ottoman rule. Moreover, unlike Christianity with its Byzantine Orthodoxy and the Protestant Reformation, the main schism that has been tearing Islam asunder has had relatively little theological and intellectual motivation. Instead, it is founded upon underlying rivalries, war conflicts and ethnic enmity and deeply rooted in power struggles.

The sanguinary conflict between the Sunnis and the Shiites has been rekindled because of the Anglo-American invasion of Iraq and the overthrowing of Saddam Hussein’s regime, a situation that has resulted in utter chaos. Another crucial point should be made here if one is to understand the predominantly Sunnite Muslim-Arab mentality, a mentality characterised by a propensity for turnabouts, changes of allegiance, extremism and shifts from apparent moderation to fanaticism: some of the soldiers and officers belonging to the Sunni Islamic State (Daesh), whose actions mirror the peak of obscurantism and barbarism, were at one point members of Saddam Hussein’s army and self-declared ‘secular’ regime (Baath), which protected the Christian population! It thus becomes clear that the potential for a radical return to the sources could very well be lurking behind the apparently moderate discourse of numerous Muslims, a radicalism that may awaken at any given moment.

The rebirth of the Sunni-Shiite war of religion dates back to the attack against the Golden Mosque (a Shiite sacred sanctuary) in Samarra, Iraq, perpetrated by a Sunni commando affiliated with al-Qaida on the 22nd of February 2006. Since then, sanguinary attacks against Shiite mosques and markets have been on the increase throughout the Middle East. The Shiites (who represent 55% of the Iraqi population) are currently backed by Iran, while Saudi Arabia supports the Sunnis (25%) and engages in double-dealing with regard to the Islamic state. In this reawakened intra-Muslim war, it is the Sunnis who display the greater fanaticism. A general hostility towards the ‘West’ has been cropping up as well, as the war metastasises into further Muslim countries: Lebanon, Syria, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Iraq, the Yemen and Pakistan.

Indeed, it is Sunnism that is spearheading this global offensive and radicalisation of Islam. Sunni jihadists have been recruiting their fighters among the immigrant populations of Europe. In their eyes, Shiites are apostates that must be executed, similarly to Christians. Unless something is done, this blood-thirsty jihad, led by Sunnis who consider themselves the very sword of Allah and currently ravaging numerous countries from Nigeria to Pakistan, will soon flood our European lands, even if it does lack the centralised consistency that typified the totalitarianism of the former communist bloc. Instead, it feeds on local and regional conflicts and relies on mob-like tribal strategies. However, beyond this apparent disorder and religious war against the Shiites, it is the rising power of a radical Sunni Islam that has come to the forefront, a power that seeks a return to Islam’s age-old totalitarian roots and whose objectives are to be applied on a worldwide scale. This issue will be covered at a later point.

The Close-Mindedness of Islam

Whether in Africa, the Middle East or the Indian subcontinent, the populations that have been raised within a Christian (or different) culture are not just remarkably more efficient than the Muslims, but also less aggressive and more open-minded in their everyday behaviour and worldview. Travellers who visit India, the Middle East and sub-Saharan Africa can easily notice that the populations that have resisted Islamisation have thereby evaded Islam’s inherent close-mindedness. What accounts for this fact is the dogmatic nature of Islamic education in the madrasas (Islamic schools). Their teachings lead both to intolerant brutality and the replacement of personal thought patterns with dogma, which is synonymous with the decline of intelligence and creativity.

In fact, such teachings rely on the ingurgitation of dogmas, rules, rigid prohibitions and mental associations that extirpate every principle of free inquiry (when Suras are learned by heart, for example) and permeate the mind with the idea that Islam is a revealed and indisputable truth that must be embraced by all of mankind and whose destiny is to dominate the planet, becoming the sole source of thought and doctrine. Paradoxically, this close-mindedness draws upon cunning and concealment, which are recommended whenever the balance of power is not in the Muslims’ favour. Strangely, this psychological rigidity and mental flexibility coexist within the Muslim mentality.

The notion of revealed truth, which Christianity and Judaism also embrace, takes on an absolute scale in Islam. Nothing is further from the Greek philosophical concept of free thought and its critical relativism than the simplistic dogma of Islam. What Hannah Arendt has not mentioned in her decryption of the secular totalitarianisms of the 20th century is that Islam offers a perfect model of totalitarian thinking in its teachings, profound doctrine and political practices. Its totalitarian thinking is much more dangerous than any other kind since it claims to be illuminated by divine light and not by the inconsistent Hegelian historical reason that inspired communist totalitarianism and failed in the long run.

This Muslim close-mindedness is also evident in Islam’s attitude of disembodiment (the rejection of images and a schizophrenic attitude toward sensuality), its rigidity and hypocrisy. In Islam, the use of Arabic writing, especially calligraphy, plays a pivotal role. The beauty of the written word in Arabic is consubstantial to the message, endowing it with power. Hence the rejection of images, colours and the representations of nature. In accordance with the truth of Islam, the flag of the Islamic State (Daesh) bears no colours nor illustrated symbols, merely carrying the brutal profession of core faith with which the Koran opens and that Allah has decreed, calligraphed in white Arabian letters on a black background in the form of a slogan. One can only wonder at the paradox of Islam, an ideological and political religion which intellectualises its symbolism by textualising it, while simultaneously epitomising an intransigent message that erodes every ounce of intelligence.

Formalism, hypocrisy and violence coexist in perfect harmony and balance within the constraints of the Islamic straitjacket, leaving no room for reflection. This mechanical rigidity applies to any and every act, whether eating, bathing, defecating, praying or anything else. Everything is classified into fixed categories: it is either obligatory, recommended and permitted (halal), or inadvisable and forbidden (haram, impure). Intentions are of little significance: only the form matters. One is thus under the impression that the requirements of Islam are intended for simple minds, those unable to assess expediency and incapable of analysis and self-discipline, people who are only prone to obeying a monolithic code. Obviously, this simplistic formalism does not encourage any kind of creativity or adaptation within the Muslim umma…

But apart from this, what Islam promotes and legalises is hypocrisy, especially in the shape of double-talk, lies and sophistry. When in a position of inferiority or weakness, Muslims are to resort to cunning and concealment strategies, similarly to the Prophet Muhammad himself, in order to safeguard the interests of Islam and pave the way for a future offensive. Sophistry (reversing the meaning of words through false demonstrations) and bad faith are equally recommended. For example, since Islam literally means ‘submission’ and advocates the jihad, the holy war, will it not bring an end to all conflicts once it has achieved final victory and imposed global submission, thus leading to peace? Therefore .... Islam means peace! It is to this very sophistry for useful idiots that Jack Lang and Laurent Fabius have succumbed when claiming that Islam is ‘a religion of peace’.

Islam Versus Chrisitianity and Judaism

Of course, both medieval Christianity and the Catholicism of the Counter-Reformation were essentially intolerant. This, on the one hand, often conflicted with the teachings of Christ, which, unlike those of Muhammad, were neither authoritarian nor threatening. Furthermore, Christianity had to come to terms with the European spirit, inspired by the rediscovery of Antiquity during the Renaissance period. The cult of the saints and of the Virgin Mary (considered by Islam to be the equivalent of idolatrous polytheism) has mingled with the concept of Redemption and prevented Christianity from sinking into totalitarianism despite its desire to be the sole true universal religion. As for Judaism, it has kept totalitarianism at bay despite the strict requirements of its foundational texts, because it has always been meant to be the ethnic religion of a single people, a people chosen by God, never striving to impose the Jewish faith or doctrine upon others.

As highlighted by historian Alain Besançon, member of the Institute and author of Contemporary Religious Problems (Fallois Editions), Islam is neither compatible with the notion of a secular republic and democracy, nor with Christianity and Judaism. Its worldview differs from the latter’s, as does its God. The three central principles of Christianity, meaning the precepts of the Trinity, Incarnation and Redemption, are utterly rejected by Islam. The ‘Jesus’ mentioned in the Koran is a simple, secondary preacher who had no divine nature whatsoever, was not God incarnate and never died on the Cross. This factitious Islamic Jesus bears no connection to the Christian Redeemer. Nevertheless, this has not stopped Christian intellectuals and ignorant prelates, who have all already submitted, from rejoicing at the fact that the Koran mentions Him.

There is of course a kind of continuity between Judaism and Christianity, a kinship, thanks to the connection that exists between the Old and New Testaments and the account of the Messiah. The actual rupture between Christianity and Judaism is due to the fact that the Jews do not believe in the reality of Christ as the Messiah whose coming had been announced by the prophets, regarding him instead as an impostor or, more precisely, a schismatic. But this has never led the Jews to hate Christians or to persecute the Jewish apostates who have converted to Christianity.

Christians, especially Catholics, ‘respect’ the Muslim religion nowadays, although this attitude is not mutual (since Christians face persecution in almost all Islamic countries). Islam has always considered Christianity and Judaism to be fraught with lies and errors, which is its right. That the Church should ever praise and respect Islam is a sign of submission, resignation and surrender. This frightful tolerance displayed by Christians towards Islam began with the Second Vatican Council, when the Nostra Aetate declaration expressed a preference for Islam in comparison with non-Christian religions, agnosticism and paganism, whereas Islam has always condemned and rejected Christianity and abhorred Judaism, as confirmed by several Koranic Suras.

Islam is presented as being the successor of Judaism and Christianity with regard to Revelation. It is supposed to be the third and final pillar of the so-called Abrahamic religions, the first two being the Jewish and Christian religious systems, of course, which would make it the ‘last of the revealed religions’, meaning those that acknowledge that Jews, Christians and Muslims are all the sons of Abraham. This statement is however a fallacy, because the Abraham that the Koran refers to bears no resemblance to the one that the Bible speaks of. Similarly, there is little distinction in the former between Mary, the mother of Jesus, and the sister of Aaron and Moses. In fact, Muhammad never stated that he intended to pick up where Judaism and Christianity had left off and thus embrace their legacy. His intention was to replace and abolish them through authoritarian means, despite drawing inspiration from them in a highly disorderly manner.

Having been allegedly instructed to do so by God, Mohammed wanted to restore the Adamic religion (and not the ‘Abrahamic’ one), which dates back to the creation of mankind, before history itself began. Islam rejects the Jewish and Christian Scriptures (the Old and New Testaments) as ‘falsifications’. What is more, the Judeo-Christian Bible is banned in most Muslim countries. The religion of Mohammed does not think of itself as a continuation of Judeo-Christianity or an improvement upon it, but rather as a new, unique and a-historical foundation, one that is not subject to discussion and whose application is as final as it is eternal. It abrogates all the past errors and lies that every other monotheistic or polytheistic religion is guilty of and establishes, in the sole language of God himself, i.e. Arabic, a single religion for all humanity to follow until the end of time: Islam.

It is from this idea that the naturally totalitarian imperative of Muslim faith springs, a faith which, logically speaking, could never tolerate anything other than itself, whether in the field of beliefs (faith) or that of socio-political organisation (law). Relentless and simplistic, this mental mechanism erects itself in the shape of irrefutable dogma and is extremely effective. No dogmatism has ever been this powerful, despite the schisms that divide Islam.

As I have previously explained in The New Jewish Question (Du Lore Editions), Islam’s unfailing anti-Jewish attitude cannot be explained on the basis of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. What accounts for it is a specific historical factor: the rivalry between Mohammedan and Jewish tribes. The founder of Islam never shrunk from slaughtering his enemies. Moreover, Islam draws heavily on Judaism in its religious foundations and often modifies them, which generates rivalry and a kind of jealousy. And then there is the Israeli-Palestinian question, of course, which began in 1948 and has exacerbated matters further. Its impact is however not decisive. What is significant is that Islam condemns the Jews in its foundational decrees, as seen in numerous Koranic verses.

Unlike the Church, which was once similarly involved in a problematic schism from the common Judaic matrix and accused the Jewish people of deicide for having crucified Jesus, Islam has not renounced its anti-Jewish stances. Christianity did remain anti-Jewish for several centuries (without being anti-Semitic in the ethnic sense), but relinquished this inclination in the end. Islam, by contrast, has stuck to it and kept it intact. This accounts for much of the constantly increasing hatred and violence against Jews among the immigrant Muslim populations of Europe, whose radicalisation is on the rise

Of the three major monotheistic religions, meaning Judaism, Christianity and Islam, only the latter has led to totalitarianism. How is one to explain this? Doesn’t monotheism bear within itself an element of totalitarianism as a result of its imperative of uniqueness? Despite its desire to profess a singular, divine and universal truth, Judaism has always been, paradoxically, the religion of a single people, chosen by God himself, and has thus been preserved from the temptation of imposing a single system upon the entire world. Instead of being required to convert all of humanity to their religion, the Jews are expected to teach mankind a certain morale. As for Christianity, a religion which has repeatedly come close to succumbing to totalistic intolerance (a fact that did not escape Voltaire’s attention), there are two reasons that have allowed it to evade totalitarianism in the end: the first is its spiritual complexity and the overhanging Messianic figure that advocates both sacrifice and love as supreme virtues, while the second is rooted in the Marian cult, the cult of the saints (who intercede with God) and the integration of the Greek concept of logos, which tempers faith through reason. And beyond a few exceptional cases, Catholicism has yet to engage in forced conversions, even though it shares Islam’s aim to convert all of humanity to its belief.

Such an attitude is out of the question in Islam, since the latter is supposed to remain inflexible and espouse its own totalitarianism, meaning the founding of a universal, unified and unique humanity under a single totalising law: the law of the Koran, forcibly imposed of course. Muslim theologians also argue that Christianity is not a genuine form of monotheism and that its God is neither theirs (Allah) nor the true one, a fact supported by Islam’s criticism of the Trinitarian dogma (Father, Son and Holy Spirit), the cult of the Virgin Mary and that of the saints.

An Aggressive and Obscurantist Form of Collectivism

Muslim prayer is a ritual act devoid of freedom. It is restricted to a repetition of various Koranic verses while remaining in a prescribed posture and kneeling in submission, the head pressed against the ground and facing Mecca. It is not a matter of personal dialogue with a protective God, but a mere recitation of certain phrases one learns by heart, an act that is to be performed at fixed times. This rigid rite eradicates subjectivity and replaces it. In its mental conformism, not only does Islam represent an obstacle to freedom of thought and therefore to creativity already at a very young age, but it even prohibits personal spiritual quests. It is a superstitious and aggressive type of collectivism.

Muslims have no personal and unrestricted relationship with their God, as Allah is an uncompromising and unforgiving master that is deaf to his worshipers’ pleas. It is obvious that such a religion / ideology, one that is based on the central concept of submission (the submission of all disbelievers to the umma as well as the latter’s submission to Allah) can only lead to the abolition of both individual freedom and collective inventiveness. Islam is a source of mental impoverishment and a decivilising factor, because it grants the notion of order a dimension of absoluteness (a concept that is otherwise positive when applied wisely) at the expense of freedom (even if liberty does lead towards anarchic permissiveness when implemented with excess) while ignoring the Aristotelian conception of Mesotes, i.e that of balance and equilibrium.

Apart from its marginal components such as Sufism, Islam is equally averse to mysticism, metaphysics and philosophy. It revolves around two axioms: ideology and ritual, two interpenetrating concepts. Islam is not focused on a personal relationship between man and his God, but on a collective relationship between the umma (the Muslim community) and a single overhanging, intolerant, impalpable, threatening and authoritarian deity: Allah. One should note that Allah borrows some of his features from the Mosaic Yahweh, including his severity and a leniency conditioned to absolute obedience, retaining a decidedly warlike aspect. Since its very inception, not only has Islam drawn theological inspiration from Judaism, but it has also adopted some of its ritualism (circumcision, dietary prohibitions, etc). This kinship has thus resulted in a constant animosity against Jews, greatly surpassing Islam’s hostility towards Christianity, with which it has fewer common aspects.

However, the Jewish Yahweh only concerns the Hebrews and, despite his severity, advocates neither acts of aggression against non-Jews nor forced conversions. The Jews thus keep to themselves. In Islam, on the other hand, all of mankind is targeted either by conversion or by submission through violence, which makes the Muslim religion similar to Marxist Communism. And this is always done in the name of some greater ‘Good’. Due to their fantasy of unifying humanity under a single law and system, Islam and Marxism follow the same collectivist logic.

But while Marxism and its socialist substitute are egalitarian and, for reasons of cynicism or ideological stupidity, result in various caste privileges, Islam, by contrast, remains much more consistent. Indeed, its divine law, the Sharia, consecrates inequality among humans under the pretext of apparent common sense. However, one quickly realises that this inegalitarianism is not one that is founded upon the acknowledgement of people’s different capacities, but upon the affirmation of unequal rights and status through discrimination, exclusion and oppression. Muslims and unbelievers (or other ‘infidels’), freemen and slaves (the enslavement of non-Muslims persists in Islam, and not just in the Arabian Peninsula, where such practice is carried out with a certain degree of covertness, but also in Iraq and Syria, where slavery is openly practiced by the Daesh), men and women are all subject to differences of treatment, with the former considered eminently superior to the latter.

Islam’s discriminatory inegalitarianism is completely counter-productive for the Muslims themselves, since it is non-selective: it undervalues humans and deprives itself of elites, not because of some humans’ lower capacity, but due to stupid, dogmatic exclusions that relate to religious or sexual imperatives. This obscurantism impedes the very expansion of Islam, since it antagonises people and constantly triggers revolts against the type of callous, brutal society that the Muslims attempt to impose.

Among Islam’s other requirements, the following are noteworthy: the legitimisation of violence (whenever necessary) in order to enforce Islam, as well as the lawful robbing of infidels (Kuffar, from the singular kafir) in accordance with what Muhammad himself practiced in his raids. This fact explains why, in European societies, young Muslim immigrants often justify their crimes in the following manner once they have undergone basic Koranic education: the taking of ‘spoils’ from an infidel is not a vile act of thievery, but a levy authorised by God and therefore legitimate. In addition, one must not forget to mention the mandatory death penalty for all apostates and homosexuals, which is still in vigour and widely taught, even in Europe. Numerous acts of delinquency and crimes are committed in the name of the conquering and vengeful religion called Islam. Anti-Christian persecutions are justified in the exact same way.

Islam and Totalitarianism

To begin with, the word totalitarianism (and we all know that words tend to stretch beyond the things they refer to) was coined by Italian fascists to describe, in a positive sense, a regime in which State and society form one whole, a regime that is centred around the same ideology, free of any and all partisan conflicts and dedicated to the service of a common will. This was the doctrine of the Single Party State with its unique ideology and one-dimensional type of man who gave his duties to the public sphere priority over his own privacy. Hence the etymology of the term fascist: the people and the State are one, striving towards the same goal and fuelled by the same doctrine, just like the fascio (bundle) of the Roman lictors.

Hannah Arendt, who, similarly to many philosophers, chose to ignore history and rely on the abstraction of her own ideas without taking anything but the present into account, made one grave mistake: she believed that totalitarianism was a modern concept that only applied to fascist regimes, National Socialism and Communism. She assumed that totalitarianism was a phenomenon limited to the 20th century, thus confusing the word with what it designates.

Since its birth, however, Islam has displayed all the characteristics of totalitarianism, a fact that anyone can determine by checking the Koran (a book that everyone talks about without having actually read it):

1) A mandatory, unique religion imposed upon a given territory (in Communism, Nazism and Fascism, it is a single ideology that is taught everywhere, paired with a ban on all conflicting creeds or opinions);

2) The merger of Faith and Law within the Sharia (i.e. the Muslim religious law), making the latter the sole applicable legislation (which is equivalent to the politicisation of laws and the criminalisation of any behaviour and remarks that contradict the official ideology);

3) The criminalisation / undervaluation of infidels, meaning that of all those non-Muslims who resist conversion (the social classes, political groups, dissenting opinions and populations that are targeted as a result of their origin face the same adversity);

4) An intention to convert and/or dominate all of mankind through jihad, i.e. forced universalism (Communism, especially in its Trotskyist variation, aimed to impose its system upon the whole world, while National Socialism aspired to Germanic world domination);

5) A social life fully innervated by the official religion and its compulsory rites (akin to having many youth movements and associations affiliated with the Single Party, under a practically absolute obligation to adhere to it);

6) The prohibition of all remarks, written discourse and research at variance with the Koranic truth (Lysenkoism immediately springs to mind. Additionally, the three types of totalitarianism mentioned above abolished people’s freedom of speech and introduced various forms of punishment should anyone dare criticise the regime);

7) A will to homogenise all of society through authoritarian means, stemming from a State that remains fully obedient to unelected religious authorities (which mirrors the existence of a single, unelected party that holds sway over the State and homogenises society);

8) The presence of a Chief or a Caliph who monopolises both political and religious power following the example set by Muhammad (similarly, a Supreme Leader is the Head of State that holds all the reins of power);

10) The idealisation and sanctification of the official dogma contained in the Koran (which parallels the sanctification of the official ideology through an entire arsenal of rites and ceremonies in political totalitarian systems);

11) The presence of a holy Book, used as an absolute reference (likewise, Hitler’s Mein Kampf, Marx’s Capital — along with several works written by Lenin — , Mao’s Little Red Book, etc.);

12) An aggressive rhetoric calling for the extermination of both external and internal opponents or enemies, and never for debate. Physical conflict and warmongering are resorted to in the end if necessary.

However, the difference between Islamic totalitarianism and the other three systems is that the former, as I have explained elsewhere, embodies a rule of law, since it abides strictly by the Law of God, a Law enshrined in the Koran and the Hadiths. Conversely, Communism, whether Stalinist, Chinese or any other, does not respect its own constitution, since the ruling Party and its leader act in accordance with their own pragmatic judgment, violating various laws or interpreting them at will. In Fascism and Nazism, the dictator rules through decrees, without any constitutional or legislative concerns: constitutional law is not even abolished, but simply ignored.

Islamic totalitarianism is much stronger, much more sustainable and far more fanaticising than the political totalitarianisms that emerged during the 20th century, because it is based on a theocracy cemented by faith and not on a religion with secular ideals. If one considers the classification that stems from Georges Dumézil’s trifunctional hypothesis (the function of religion and sovereignty, the military function, and the economic function of productivity), the Communist and Nazi totalitarianisms were based respectively on the third (economic) function and on the second (the military one). Islam, by contrast, is rooted in the first (theocratic) function. This is why it is so long-lasting and durable historically speaking, having seen the light of day long before political totalitarianisms ever surfaced, yet outlasting them by far. Islam enjoys the strength of archaism, whereas Communism, Nazism and Fascism only bore the weakness of modernity. It thus becomes obvious why both Trotskyites (i.e. ‘Islamo-leftists’) and the nostalgic intellectuals who embrace National Socialism find Islamic totalitarianism so appealing. It suits their palates. Some of them, in fact, are hardly willing to restrain their admiration for the Iran of the mullahs and its official anti-Semitism. In recompense, the latter may well end up granting them its financial support.

***

Indeed, the Iranian regime, created by Imam Khomeini, is a good showcase of what comprehensive Islam has to offer (albeit in its less radical, Shiite version) when applied to politics: totalitarianism, of course. This regime, strengthened after the June 2009 coup that followed Ahmadinejad’s rigged election and the subsequent bloody repression, is a good example of what a political system governed entirely by Koranic prescriptions embodies. The Afghan and Pakistani Taliban movements set an even more fanatical and radical example, similarly to their Da’esh counterpart. Meanwhile, those who stand behind the naive official discourse of the West, which asserts that it is all just a disfigured version of Islam, i.e. a pseudo-Islam, are making a fatal mistake because, if this were the case, there would be no links, no crossing points nor switchovers between moderate and totalitarian Islam.

Islam bears a striking resemblance to communist totalitarianism. Every communist regime referred to itself as a ‘People’s Democracy’, whereas Islamic Iran is an ‘Islamic Republic’. However, the terms ‘democracy’, ‘people’ and ‘republic’ are completely at odds with the reality of these regimes, which represent a dictatorial oligarchy that relies on an atheistic or transcendent ideology / religion in order to enforce its absolute power, betraying the very principle of ‘serving the people’ which it so heartily proclaims. This is the technique of semantic, Orwellian lies, a directional reversal.

Such a regime places great emphasis on ‘virtue’, but its ruling caste practices corruption, bribery and wide scale monopolisation. Its characteristics are repressive violence, arbitrary detention, the forced rule of an armed minority over an unarmed majority, oppression against women, the suppression of any and all freedom of expression, widespread obscurantism, economic mismanagement (Iran’s Western ‘friends’, whose own countries are funded by the totalitarian regime of the Islamic republic, blame the poverty that afflicts the Iranian people on the weak ‘sanctions’ and blockades decided by the UN, an assertion that has yet to be proven true.), etc, all of which is carried out in the name of the greater metaphysical and sacral legitimacy that Islam represents.

It is of course the case that fanatics, who sincerely believe in this higher and transcendent Islamic truth that legitimises the vilest actions, and cynics, who pretend to believe so as to take advantage of the totalitarian regime, do coexist in Islam. The same principle can be applied to communist regimes, where one distinguished the sincere (and less intelligent) supporters of ‘dialectical materialism’ from the apparatchiki, i.e. the sceptical ones actively involved in the system. In Iran, a country bruised by the totalitarianism of radical Islam, the mechanisms of social and mental oppression are very similar to those of Communism and Nazism. The logic of history is relentless in this respect: it will all lead to war, mater populorum fati.

Islam and Communism

The resemblance between Islamism and Marxism / Communism is remarkable, as they originate from the same mentality, which explains the sympathies between leftists / collectivists and Islamists. Islam and Marxist Communism share the absolute certainty of holding the Truth, being right on all levels, possessing the only correct solutions in every field and following the path of Good and Righteousness (for even when they are guilty of every possible abuse, they view their owns deeds as being just). They never tolerate any opposition or dissidence (except on a temporary basis, when they are still a minority), nor do they ever practice persuasion the moment the scales of power tilt in their favour, for their understanding of power is restricted to its undivided form, without any separations or counter-balance. In Communism, the Single Party and the State are indistinguishable, similarly to any Islamic state, where the prescriptive religious authority of the Sharia is consubstantial with the State. Hence the very meaning of the word ‘caliphate’.

Let’s take things further, shall we? Within Marxist Communism, ‘dialectical materialism’ (Diamat) was a kind of pseudo-scientific catechism cobbled together from the writings of Marx, Engels and Lenin. It played the role of central dogma and was taught everywhere. The parallel with the Koran is dumbfounding. The only (admittedly huge) difference that explains the collapse of Communism (even in China, where it is no more than the banal nationalistic, capitalist and imperial dictatorship of the State) and that also accounts for the age-old sustainability of Islam is that dialectical materialism was a mere joke whose ‘absolute’ scientific nature has not withstood any reality checks. On the other hand, the Koran is presented as the direct, divine word, whose refutability is as impossible as it is unthinkable. In accordance with the categories of Karl Popper, the ‘Diamat’ is refutable and has been discredited by the facts (evidence and events), since it had the imprudence of making socio-economic predictions that never came true. In contrast to this, the Koran is indisputable (just like any other religious dogma), because it is exempt from the necessity to provide evidence that supports its claims and does not belong to the domain of reason, but that of faith.

However, both in the case of the ephemeral dialectical materialism and that of the age-old Koran, the overhanging dogma prevents any expression of individuality and subjectivity. Both systems smother every possible creative impulse, initiative, debate, controversy and critical thought. Their collective imperative supersedes personal reflection. Furthermore, their prohibitions, norms and crushing constraints incapacitate the societies that submit to Islam or Communism. This is what encourages transgressions and causes endemic social unrest, through continuous repression and corruption. When one compares Marxist Communism with Islam, a parallel between the concepts of masses and umma comes to light. The ‘masses’ comprise undifferentiated proletarians, an aggregation of various peoples that disregards any notion of nationality and identity. Similarly, the community of believers or umma manifests internationalism.

In Marxist Communism and Islam alike, the same twofold abolition of individual identity and national identity reigns supreme. In comparison to this, all traditions of European origin since the birth of Greek thought have been based on a philosophy of subjectivity, whether that of individuals, nations, peoples or cities, in the face of a global, homogenising System. All specific traditions are doomed to vanish in Islam and Communism, much more so than in westernised market societies, simply because it is clearly stated in their foundational texts and written in the form of commandments.

You must not be yourselves nor belong to your nation, family and class, or embrace your identity and traditions. Instead, you are to join the rites and accommodate the ‘values’ of our ideology / religion. As subjects, you are no longer entitled to your freedom. You are, in fact, objects that serve the interests of our dogma. Islam and Communist / Marxist totalitarianism are related to each other through kinship. The only difference is that the former has outlived the latter because its speech invokes sacred principles and not profane ones.

Although Undemocratic, Islam is in Favour of the Rule of Law

Due to their ignorance or cynicism, European leaders and intellectuals imagine that Islam is perfectly compatible with our republics and democracy (even if the latter is hardly exemplary in Europe and North America), both of which drift towards oligocracy, plutocracy and technocracy. It is however necessary to admit that, in its fundamental principles, Islam is absolutely irreconcilable with all European philosophical and democratic traditions.

No elected parliament nor human assembly can therefore contest, modify, alter, amend, adapt or contradict the Sharia, the divine law of the Koran. In the eyes of Islam, the concept of democracy is an absurdity. Political authority can only rest in the hands of a caliph, a leader who applies the religious law passed down by Muhammad, word for word. No human assembly has the right to bring in, on a whim, new laws that would replace Allah’s divine omniscience.

This is the reason why all the ‘democracies’ introduced into Muslim countries as a mockery of Western institutions are predestined to malfunction and drift towards dictatorship, a fact that naive Western leaders have failed to comprehend. Alternatively, if they are truly intent on playing the game of democracy in harmony with the European tradition, they will be targeted by Islamists as enemies to slaughter, just like in Tunisia. One does not easily change the cultural substratum of a people. The tragic and ridiculous example of the so-called ‘Arab Spring’ events, which have all gone wrong, demonstrates this. The natural tendency of the Muslim mentality is drawn towards a single and essentially totalitarian power that applies the law (i.e. the ideology) of Allah. Saudi Arabia and the monarchies of the Persian Gulf exemplify this perfectly. Meanwhile, displaying ironclad hypocrisy, our leaders get on amazingly well with these regimes (it is a question of oil and money and of obedience to the USA), while loathing Putin’s Russia, which has an authoritarian but nonetheless democratic (populistic) power approved by the majority of the electorate.

Of course, there are some Muslim regimes that have formally adopted a representative and elective form of democracy, but they are rare and constantly threatened from within, such as Tunisia. Such governments fall between two stools, torn between the terrible rigidity of their simplistic religious ideology and their fascination for the West.

On the basis of a completely erroneous conception of political science, one often assumes that the ‘rule of law’ is synonymous with freedom and democracy. Islam sets an example that proves otherwise. The rule of law is not necessarily defined by the prevalence of freedom, equality and democracy, but by an absence of the arbitrary, where the legalised rules of the game are known to all and one is punished for breaking them. And these rules can indeed be completely oppressive. Islamic law, the Sharia, advocates the practice of jihad against all infidels (whether those located on the same soil or abroad), the implementation of legal inequalities between the sexes as well as between good Muslims and others (apostates, schismatics, moderate Muslims or non-Muslims), the application of harsh repressive rules upon all deviants and absolute obedience to the authority of an unelected Caliph who conveys the divine word. In this respect, the Islamic State — Daesh — does embody a certain Rule of Law, one that implements Islamic law in accordance with the initial foundations of Islam and not the arbitrary decisions or the whim of a monarch. Even the acts of looting committed during jihad are legal.

So there may be constitutional states that advocate peace, freedom and equality in their laws, and others that preach submission, war, inequality and ruthless theocracy instead. Carl Schmitt demonstrated that the very concept of Rule of Law is strictly legal and normative, and therefore neutral and not moral in the sense of a universal ethic.

The antithesis of the Rule of Law is anarchy, the arbitrariness of a monarch or a plutocracy ruled by extralegal implicit conventions. However, as proven by the regimes led by all those Arab autocrats who were eventually overthrown (or restored, like in Egypt), autocratic, authoritarian regimes are infinitely more positive and peaceful from the people’s perspective than the fanatical Islamic State of Law. The latter ends up missing its mark, since it leads to anarchy. Compared to the conditions established by the Islamic fanatics of Daesh, Libya, Syria and Iraq seem infinitely preferable when ruled by whimsical and corrupt tyrants.

One would be entitled to say that Islam pushes its demand for a rigid State of Law (which centres around the uncompromising requirements of the Sharia) so far that it results in the destruction of that very same Rule of Law wherever applied (or almost), especially since it causes permanent war and breeds revolt as a result of its intolerance and intrinsic extremism. Furthermore, this is where the greatest weakness of Islam and its Sharia lies, hidden under a varnish of uncompromising strength: the Rule of Law that they advocate, destined to extend to all corners of the globe in application of Allah’s commandments, is so blunt and oppressive that it leads to widespread civil war, tribal anarchy, disorder and chaos, persecution, exactions and therefore revolts. The Islamic, Marxist and Nazi systems, which all claim to be the expressions of an absolute rule legitimated by a higher principle, are undermined (and illegitimated) by the chaotic virus that they spawn, a fact that Carl Schmitt understood when highlighting the recurrent conflict between legality and legitimacy: an oppressive legality (like the Sharia) can be perceived as illegitimate, especially since the very legality of Islam, which intertwines faith and law, relies heavily on the concept of divine ‘revelation’. It is both very strong through its spiritual dimension and tainted with fragility as a consequence of its lack of popular approval and its indomitable need to resort to permanent repression so as to generate obedience. Civil war is an intrinsic part of Islam because it is inherent to its doctrine and history.

Islam, Marxist Communism and Nazism: Differences and Kinship

Whereas Islam’s purpose is the Rule of Law, Nazism and Communism washed their hands of it because they found it more convenient to follow arbitrary procedures, which they considered to be more flexible and adaptable to the circumstances, thus freeing themselves from the entrapping restrictions of a legal system. The Soviet constitution has never been respected and the Third Reich never bothered to adopt a binding constitutional or criminal legislation apart from the Nuremberg race laws. Not only were the deportations and exterminations decreed without any legal framework, but also without falling into the spectrum of illegality, as they were neither legal nor illegal. They were simply lawless. However, all acts of persecution, dispossession and exclusion committed upon infidels are perfectly legal in the Islamic State because they comply with Koranic law.

The kinship between Marxism and Islam is obvious: they both represent unifying teachings for all mankind to abide by. On the other hand, Nazi totalitarianism was different since its basis was racial, meaning that it only concerned a certain part of mankind. Marxism-Communism and Islam are devoid of a racist dimension, seeking universality instead. Though practically speaking, Islam does display an obvious anti-white racism, especially in Europe nowadays (we shall return to this very ambiguous question later on). Nevertheless, there truly is a similarity between these three siblings, a similarity that lies in the fusion (or confusion) between the individual sphere and the collective sphere, as well as between the private and public domains, which are encompassed in a single doctrine. This kinship also relates to the fact that Doctrine — or dogma — holds sway over the notion of social contract and free democratic inquiry. In this regard, Islam, Nazism and communist (or socialist) Marxism radically defy the European traditions inherited from ancient Greece and Rome and contradict Slavic and Scandinavian Germanic customs, as well as those of the Enlightenment, which all originate in the principial assumption of the superiority of both public debate and majority opinions over any doctrine whatsoever.

Marxist-communist totalitarianism collapsed because it had no spiritual or superstitious aspects at all and was limited to an economic and materialistic dimension. Its policies thus failed miserably. Nazi totalitarianism fell apart because it attempted to wage war upon the world and was vanquished. However, Islam and Nazism did collaborate at one point, when the Grand Mufti of Jerusalem made a pact with Hitler. There were two reasons behind this collaboration: first of all, Islam and Nazism were both anti-Jewish and, secondly, they advocated the same type of totalitarian society and State. This complicity between neo-Nazis and Islamists has endured, as confirmed by the recent controversies surrounding comedian Dieudonné (meaning ‘Godgiven’, a performer with close ties to Islamism and with anti-Semitic stances) and publicist Alain Soral, a man who happens to be a former Marxist and who defines himself nowadays as ‘National Socialist’ (and therefore presumably neo-Nazi), his eyes always aglow with fascination for young Muslims. Soral is thus the perfect embodiment of the Marxist-neo-Nazi-Islamic triangulation.

Massacres and attacks are said to be committed ‘in the name of Islam’, as if such acts were foreign to the latter and Islam were a mere victim of adverse possession and usurpation. Forget it. These violent acts are committed by Islam, in accordance with its own doctrine, similarly to the mass crimes perpetrated by Stalinist Marxism and Nazism, which were not committed by some irresponsible extremists ‘in the name’ of Communist Marxism and Hitlerian Nazism, but specifically by the two systems themselves.

These mass crimes are a common feature of Islam, Communism and Nazism, although the three are not, of course, vested with a monopoly on such acts. Throughout history, the exterminations of entire populations have been legion, including the slaughter of whole tribes in Belgic Gaul (Gallia Belgica) who, having broken the truce, were put to the sword by order of Julius Caesar, the extermination of pagan Saxon villagers at the hands of Charlemagne, the atrocities of the Thirty Years’ War, the massacres perpetrated during the inter-Christian religious wars, etc. However, the scope of these actions was limited.

Suffice to say that genocidal mass murders, meaning those committed in the name of ethnic, religious or social belonging in motu proprio, have been perpetrated by the three totalitarian siblings (Islam, Marxist communism and Nazism) since the beginning of the 20th century. The Stalinist and Cambodian mass crimes, those of the Chinese Communist Party under Mao, the Holocaust of the Jews and the massacres committed by forces declaring their allegiance to Islam (ranging from the Armenian Genocide to the current barbarism of the Islamic State or Daesh that is stretching out its tentacles in all directions) are unmatched among the other religious or ideological systems of the 20th and 21st centuries. Perhaps with one exception: the tribal and ethnic exterminations that regularly drown black Africa in a tide of blood, of which the Rwandan genocide is an illustrative example. It should also be noted that the slaughter of the Vendee during the Revolution (as a result of their ‘Catholic and Royal’ rebellion) was a kind of rehearsal for Marxist communist abuses, albeit on a smaller scale. Marx himself, in fact, acknowledged the most extreme currents of both the French Revolution and the Paris Commune as his ideological predecessors.

Islam and its Murderous Violence

For decades on end, Islam has been involved, on a worldwide scale, in the vast majority of all acts of terrorism, persecution and oppression, in addition to being responsible for most civil wars, executions, deportations and massacres, all committed in the name of the religion of Allah and its various tendencies. All these attacks have been conducted against populations deemed ‘infidel’. According to the US State Department, more than 10,000 terrorist attacks perpetrated all over the world in 2014 have been tied to Islam, attacks that left 30,000 fatal casualties and 30,000 wounded victims in their wake. This represents a massive increase of 81% compared to 2013. Over 60% of these attacks took place in Iraq, Pakistan, Afghanistan, India and Nigeria. In the latter country, the jihadists of Boko Haram (who are affiliated to the Islamic State or IS) have already killed 6,644 Christians. As for the IS, it has already been credited with murdering 6286 civilians. Since 1990 and the bombing of the Saint Michel metro, 100% of all terrorist bombings and shootings in France (whose numbers are always on the rise) have been committed by Muslims in the name of jihad. The same goes for the attacks that have been foiled. The Islamic terrorist threat has become a global menace. Should we then not draw the conclusion that violence and chaos have (once again) become the hallmark of Islam, contradicting its publicly declared desire to establish stability and order? Herein lies, in fact, the common trait of all secular or religious totalitarianisms, one that would have them pretend to establish an unalterable Order in the name of a specific vision of a greater Good and Justice only to end up generating, instead, nothing but disorder, chaos and injustice. Unlike Christianity, Islam’s invasive and conquering power is not based on persuasion and voluntary conversion, but on violence and coercion. Similarly, becoming a member of the Single Party and learning its ideology were both, at the very least, recommended if not required in the communist and Nazi systems. Having said that, one must concede that Christianity has not always been free of such violence (Charlemagne against the Saxons, the wars of religion between Catholics and Protestants, etc.), but still much less so than Islam and in blatant contradiction to its own Gospel texts, which advocate conversion through persuasion. In The Black Book of Islam (Tatamis Editions), Jean Robin has put together an impressive list of crimes and abuses committed ‘in the name of Islam’, or rather by Islam itself, which is a tragedy for those peaceful Muslims who somehow remain trapped within their own religion, a religion whose precepts they are unfamiliar with. For just like Marxism and Nazism, Islam, too, has many skeletons in its closet.

The Metaphysics of Subjectivity Versus Totalitarianism

The obsessive enemy of all those intellectuals with simultaneous ties to Marxism, Islamism and closet Nazism lies in the ‘metaphysics of subjectivity’ (to use their jargon), meaning in the very essence of the European tradition: individual freedom, one’s adherence to a given nation or a particular city-state and the rejection of homogenisation and massification. Totalitarian lines of thought abhor individualism, i.e. the subjectivity of citizens and small business owners and therefore that of a sovereign homeland and nation. Both Islam and the secular forms of totalitarianism interpret such subjectivity as selfishness or, in a typically puritan reflex, as vulgar consumerism, a sign of the ‘commodification’ of the world, which is but a hollow concept in itself.6

 By contrast, they prefer the regimentation of individuals within a homogeneous and binding system where all thoughts abide by the same totalising rule, just like the State itself.

This metaphysics of subjectivity, a pompous term that bears no relevance to actual ‘metaphysics’ and that should simply be replaced with ‘subjectivism’, characterises the worldview of our European civilisation (a civilisation that all totalitarianisms, whether secular or Islamic, are rising up against) and defines individual liberty, freedom of thought and the independence of the city-state as its supreme values. Subjectivism contrasts with collectivism, a common characteristic of Marxism, Islamic fundamentalism and other kinds of totalitarianism. Collectivism has always fascinated secular and religious intellectuals, who always hunger for globalising yet unrealistic thought systems. Their criticism of ‘individualism’ is as abstract as it is observation deficient and devoid of pragmatism, since they claim that individualism is an egotistical attitude that rules out every possible prospect of solidarity, which is an absolute fallacy.

Collectivism (which, paradoxically, has never led to solidarity but resulted in oppression instead) detests the very notion of free subjects and aims to transform individuals into docile subordinates, all to the great benefit of a tyrannical caste that dictates what is right or wrong, what is lawful or prohibited and who the wicked and the virtuous are. The subjectivism of individuals, city-states and free nations is the cultural and philosophical foundation of our civilisation. Provided that certain conditions are met, it never leads to disorder, anarchy or decadence. Aristotle specified those conditions:

1) Laws should express the general will of the majority, and never represent a doctrine, ideology or religion, nor even the views of government officials. Simultaneously, the State must guarantee their absolute implementation while assuming all its sovereign functions of justice and order.

2) Individual freedom ceases as soon as it infringes upon the freedom and rights of other citizens.

3) The city-state or nation should remain ethnically and culturally homogeneous if civil war is to be avoided.

Does Islam Have a Civilising Aspect?

The historic power of Islam is ambiguous in its results. The dreadful devastation wrought upon the treasures of the Persian and Roman Empires by the jihadists of the Islamic State in Iraq and the devastation of the Buddhas of Bamiyan at the hands of the Taliban in Afghanistan reflect the propensity of Islamic fundamentalism to abolish everything that precedes it (meaning anything ‘pre-Islamic’) and to practice iconoclasm, i.e. the abolition of images. This conquering power of Islam has hardly been synonymous with civilisation and creation. On the contrary, destruction has been its most noticeable trait. Ever since its birth in the 7th century CE, Islam has spread its sphere of influence into different parts of the world and established its dominion, yet produced a remarkably low number of artistic, literary, philosophical, synthetic and scientific creations when compared to other civilisations, a fact that contradicts the rehashed claims of modern propaganda.

The question thus arises as to whether or not Islam is in fact decivilising in its impact, meaning restricted to its brute force and its purely expansionistic and quantitative power, a power that is both digital (demographic) and belligerent and always imposed through violent jihad and deception. Cunning is an atavistic feature that Islam has inherited from the Bedouin culture and whose living source was clearly identified and clarified by René R. Khawam in The Book of Deceit (Phaébus Editions). The myth of a supposedly civilising and creative ‘Andalusian Islam’ is an unavoidable gimmick used by the dominant ideology and does not correspond to historical reality since, contrary to what is claimed, the Muslim rule in Andalusia was fraught with destruction. The literary, artistic and scientific productivity of Islamised peoples is quite minimal in comparison to that of other nations, perhaps even insignificant. The wealth and power of the Arabian peninsula and of many other Muslim countries is due to their oil and gas revenues, whose technological source is of strictly Western origin. The Muslim sphere has always advanced through what it has borrowed from others, as well as through its practice of raiding, looting, slavery and piracy. Creativity, imagination and mental freedom are all incompatible with the very roots of Islam. This results in a great deal of suffering for many so-called ‘moderate’ Muslims, who have schizophrenic issues with their own identity. Although it smothers any and all mental and intellectual liberty, Islam somehow still manages to seduce some psycho-rigid Europeans, be it those that adhere to Marxist totalitarianism or the ones that identify with extreme-right traditionalism, as they mistakenly believe Islam to be acting in defence of a universal and eternal ‘tradition’, when all its actions are actually intended to further its own expansion, similarly to cancer metastases that only breed misery and pain. This explains why ‘humanistic’ islamophiles are ignorant of both Islam and humanism. As for the Muslims who have genuinely embraced an anti-Islamist stance, they may well have understood humanism, but have failed to grasp their own religion. Islamists, on the other hand, understand humanism and Islam perfectly well and reject the former.

Is Islam Truly a Religion like Any Other?

Islam represents a strange mixture of ingredients, where its will to dominate mingles with a desire for submission, while reclusion merges with universality, materialism with superstitious spiritualism, repressed sensuality with asceticism and rigidity with duplicity. Allah’s Paradise, for example, is not equivalent to the mystical contemplation of God in ineffable happiness as in the Christian notion of Paradise or to a cosmic union with the divine principle as in the Jewish or Buddhist afterlife. Nor is it akin to Hindu metempsychosis and its final reincarnation into perfection. It is a place of infinite pleasure and sensuality and a highly materialistic realm. Moreover, it is the exact counterpoint to all that Islam prohibits on earth and represents absolute anti-asceticism. In this post mortem afterlife, Allah will allow his followers to indulge in all that he prohibits in life, as a reward for all believers who practice jihad. This schizophrenic paradox is one that Islam is alone to possess: the truth of this world is not identical to that of the afterlife. Muslim values are changeable and their promises meaningless. In his practice of double standards, Allah is a faithful reflection of those who invented him.

Such an attitude is out of the question in other religions, of course, including Christianity and Judaism, whose respective values are immutable and do not change to suit the circumstances. It is in this respect that Islam is similar to Marxist Communism in its deep-seated mentality: everything is twofold, and nothing straightforward nor clear. Rigid principles are associated with infringement authorisations and duplicity, just as their pacifistic discourse is combined with acts of violence. Another common trait between Islam and Marxism is their aim, which is exclusively materialistic: it would hardly be a matter of surprise if the paradise of Allah, a realm of boundless pleasure granted to the faithful as a reward, had actually been a source of inspiration for the modelling of the communist ideal of a classless society, one that enjoys absolute abundance and embodies the theoretical objective for all mankind to strive for within the trilateral framework of dialectical materialism, the dictatorship of the proletariat and Socialism.

Islam is always judged from a Christian perspective and within a Christian mindset, as if it were a spiritual religion associated to merciful salvation, a ‘religion like any other’. Which is certainly not the case. What it is, in fact, is a politico-religious totalitarian doctrine with a superstitious dimension. And it is this fact, this absolute simplicity, which has endowed it with a power greater than that of Communism, since the latter was no more than a socio-economic utopia founded upon a farcical scientific nature, which explains its ephemeral character and failure.

Save for a few exceptions that can only be qualified as drifts, such as Sufism (whose influence has been very limited), Muslims submit entirely to their dogma, without any discussion: Salvation, meaning the Paradise of Allah, can only be accessed through jihad (i.e. a ‘strife within the path of Allah’), which every believer is expected to participate in to the best of his abilities and skills, but ideally through the self-sacrifice of murderous martyrdom, whenever possible. The major difference that sets the Christian and Muslim concepts of Salvation apart is that the former is complex, intellectualised and spiritual. It is not founded upon a notion of strife, but pervaded by concepts such as ‘grace’, ‘love’, charity, redemption, etc., all of which are completely foreign to Islam. The Muslim beliefs that relate to Allah’s Paradise, with its young virgins (72) that offer themselves to the resurrected mujahid elites, are not only rooted in very effective superstitions, but also in a deficient mental level. No other religion’s beliefs and dogmas are this appalling.

A powerful but simple elaboration, the doctrine of Islam was developed by cynics to be used upon the simplest of minds. Naive fanaticism has always been compatible with Islam’s calculating, manipulative and brainwashing purposes. The Bedouin culture, characterised by dogma, cunning and a simultaneous superiority and inferiority complex, has permeated the Muslim religion, whose followers are however not, on a worldwide scale, predominantly Arab. Despite this fact, Islam, whose Sunni wellspring is located in Saudi Arabia, has adopted this original mentality, a mentality endowed with an immense power of acculturation. As for the ethical dimension and worldview that stem from all this, they are both at odds with European, Indian, Chinese and Japanese traditions and mentalities for instance, as well as with those of many other peoples of our planet.

The concepts of honour, sincerity and face-to face combat are for example absent from the Arab-Islamic culture. Instead, it is cunning behaviour that prevails, double standards and calculating hypocrisy (taqiyya) that are nurtured and lies that are considered a virtue. These facts explain the Muslim fascination for indiscriminate attacks and terrorism. In the long term, the Islamic ambition to conquer humanity is bound to fail, however, because the nature of man differs greatly from the unifying and totalitarian vision of the world that is proper to Islam. Mankind is not uniform in its constitution and even the Arabian mentality itself, which gave rise to Islam, will eventually crack once it realises that what it has begotten is an impracticable ideology.

Islam Through the Ages — a Radical Attachment to the Past

One of the main differences between Islamism (or rather ‘primary Islam’ or ‘fundamental Islam’), on the one hand, and Communism, Nazism, Fascism and all other religions or ideologies is their relation to time. Unlike Western civilisation, which has been influenced by Judeo-Christianity, Islam does not have a linear and progressive vision of time nor even a cyclical conception of it: its chronological vision is delimited by an absence of evolution.

Communism, Fascism, Nazism and the French Revolution (through its Reign of Terror) all strived to create a ‘new Man’ through revolutionary endeavours. Their actions were a projection into the future, an abolition of both the present and the past and a desire to end up with a ‘clean slate’ through their respective progressive myths. With Islamism, i.e. a return to genuine fundamental Islam, the only projection one encounters is focused on the past. This is what Marcel Gauchet calls ‘radical traditionalism’ and is a manifestation of what I prefer to term ‘archeofuturism’, namely the resurgence of the archaic in one’s future undertakings. But beware: there are other types of archeofuturism (i.e. the integration of tradition into the future) that are far richer and more interesting than Islam.

What Islam seeks is a return to the Mohammedan effort of the 7th and 8th centuries, whose goal involves the establishment of a universal community of believers revolving around ageless morals. Islam also lacks the eschatological and therefore progressive vision that characterises Christianity and Judaism. The contemplation of God, associated with the notion of an Islamic unification of mankind (both in this life and in the hereafter), reveals a religious ideology pervaded by the central concept of immutability. Islam is supposedly beyond temporal restrictions and any conception of evolution remains foreign to it. It is timeless and can therefore bide its time.

This is what has, for a long time, fascinated various European traditionalists, Evolian enthusiasts (who have read Evola but misunderstood his words) and Islamophile Sigrid Hunke, a Nazi ideologist and author of the surrealistic work entitled Allah’s Sun Over The Occident, where she associates Islam to Hitlerism as part of an exalted sort of mysticism. In his Black Book of Islam (Tatamis Editions), Jean Robin clearly explains the Nazi-Islamic complicity of the Third Reich: it involved the creation of a Muslim SS division comprising Yugoslavian recruits, while Hitler himself held talks with the Grand Mufti of Jerusalem, the highest Islamic authority at the time and an admirer of National Socialism, with whom he claimed to have common values. These obviously included radical anti-Semitism and anti-Christianism. As we shall see later on, there are some obscure connections between Islamism and some neo-Nazi circles nowadays, all in the name of the struggle against ‘Americano-Zionism’.

Due to a severe case of intellectual confusion, Islam is perceived among some groups as the champion of tradition against decadence. Islamists (and others too) do not shy away from contrasting Islam, the regenerative and traditionalistic defender of natural law, with Western decadence, whose symbols are Gay Pride activities and same-sex marriages, for instance. This rhetoric may well be influential in certain traditionalistic circles but remains fraught with sophistry, in the sense that the ‘tradition’ that Islam advocates is completely incompatible with European traditions (whether Christian, Greco-Latin or any other) or those of other peoples (Japanese, Kabyle, Jewish, Chinese, Indian etc...).

However, this so-called traditionalism, this archaism that characterises radical and fundamental Islam, does not hesitate to make use of the technologies and most recent Western cultural codes when, for example, recruiting potential candidates for jihad and terrorism among the young Muslim members of the immigrant populations of Europe. Social networks are used to brilliant effect, while mobilising images depicting various atrocities and inspired by video games and ultraviolent Western movies are broadcasted online. One thus sees that those manipulative jihadist leaders’ anachronous and archaic mentality does not hinder them from using the most decadent modern instruments. This approach is both very clever and highly revolutionary.

The Tragedy Surrounding Moderate Muslim Reformers

It is extremely difficult to be moderate within a radical system and attempt to reform a doctrine that claims immutability. One may object, saying that many Muslims are peaceful people who do not adhere to a totalitarian and violent Islam in any way, but such an argument is invalid. The opinion of moderate reformers is one thing, the central doctrine another. What any sincere moderate Muslims — excluding those who embrace hypocrisy and cunning — refer to is a virtual and intellectualised Islam, a pipe-dream that could never come to pass. It is but a westernised and therefore disfigured Islam, one that does not correspond at all to the current trends of returning to the source, as witnessed through the global rise of Islamism. Countless naive non-Muslims have never even opened the Koran and yet believe in an ‘Islam of Enlightenment’, which they blindly rely on. This is nothing short of ‘Western-centrism’ (excuse the neologism), as if Islam was ever going to follow the same path as Christianity and relinquish all notions of intolerance and exclusivity. The fact remains that Islam differs greatly from its counterpart, since its discourse and ethics are antithetic to the latter’s and the mere idea of espousing a more ‘moderate’ message contradicts its Koranic precepts.

Indeed, what is essential to the matter is the objective content of Islam’s founding texts. I am now referring to the critical Aristotelian view of ideological and religious discourse: the theory of essences. The moment a speech (whether religious, ideological or of any other kind) outlines certain principles in an explicit fashion, these postulations may well end up being applied to the letter. ‘Moderate’ people do not represent this central doctrine and their gold-plating efforts lack any genuine value.

Considering that some essentially totalitarian principles are enshrined in the very fundamentals of Islam (and, in addition, happen to be applied objectively), there is no reason not to view Islam as an essentially totalitarian doctrine. The same goes for Nazism and Communism: the fact that one encounters some moderate followers among the proponents of these doctrines does not alter the instilled doctrinal virus in any way. This medical comparison is quite to the point, since there are both moderately affected people and others with severe symptoms among all populations afflicted by viral disease during an epidemic. The virus itself, on the other hand, remains unchanged..

Moreover, we must be very wary of those who describe themselves as ‘moderate Muslims’. Some of them are sincere, of course, but are they real Muslims? And is it not the case that there are also those who resort to cunning and concealment when claiming moderation? Nevertheless, the situation of sincere moderate Muslims is a rather tragic one, both among those who practice their religion peacefully and the intellectuals whose ambition is to ‘modernise’ and secularise Islam, which is mere utopia. In fact, they are caught between the hammer and the anvil.

On the one hand, they are suspected of conniving with Islamism, i.e. with fundamental Islam, which they struggle against and sincerely want to reform (an impossible mission nonetheless), while on the other hand being harassed and threatened by their own coreligionists, who accuse them of mellowness, betrayal and apostasy, especially with the rise of the idea of combative jihad among young Muslims everywhere. This applies to France, but also to Tunisia for example, where both the government and civil society organisations are attempting to resist Islamism, whose proponents no longer hesitate to resort to terrorism.

Deep within, these moderate Muslims are torn apart, because they cannot, for emotional reasons, admit that Islamism and Islam are indistinguishable, nor renounce their faith, the sole exceptions being the rare individuals who have converted to other religions or those who have embraced agnosticism. They have also displayed great courage by joining the front line in the battle against Islamism. Islamists consider them to be traitors and apostates, directing their hate at them and threatening them much more than they ever wreak vengeance upon the Islamophobic non-Muslims who resist them. The harshest criticism against Islamism (and even against the Islamisation of Europe and the uncontrolled immigration that the latter suffers from) has come from these very same moderate Muslims, who have shown much more lucidity and courage than most European intellectuals.

Writer, journalist and director Mohamed Sifaoui is a Muslim who fights against Islamism with a lucidity and bravery one rarely encounters among intellectuals and non-Muslim politicians. He argues that the ideological criticism of Islamism and jihadism is paralysed by the fear of being branded ‘Islamophobic’ and ‘racist’. As might be expected, he has been targeted by hatred and threats at the hands of his fundamentalist co-religionists.7

 Just like many other intellectual Muslims, Sifaoui relies on the existence of a ‘true Islam’, an Islam that he believes to be peaceful, democratic, free of medieval extremism, compatible with democracy and humanistic. A reformed Islam? A modern Islam, perhaps? The problem is, however, that real Islam is defined by what is written in the Koran, whose content is neither democratic nor peaceful, nor even tolerant. Similarly to all those brave Muslims who fight for the same cause, Mohamed Sifaoui is trapped in a tragic situation and heading towards a dead end. He is caught in an admirable illusion that stems from an intellectualistic and dreamlike attitude. For Islam is an indivisible whole, just like the black stone of Mecca.

The Word of Allah is not Subject to Discussion

Of course there are harmless Muslims, but will they remain so in the long-term? Will they not, either as a result of their own personal evolution or under the pressure exerted by their own community, be motivated to participate in the jihad? What is troubling is the sudden radicalisation of many young Muslims of immigrant origin in Europe, Muslims who had thus far never been a source of problems. Another cause for worry is the identity of numerous men currently present in the military framework of the Islamic State, Daesh, since many of these mujahideen were previously members of Iraq’s secular party, the Baath. Aristotle’s theory of causality, which displays great common sense, should be mentioned here: as soon as a doctrine, whether religious or not, delineates a number of precepts and principles, the latter are bound to remain its primary causes. Even when scholars attempt to attenuate them, they always retain their central, founding and virtually active aspect. The only element that matters is a doctrine’s conceptual basis, meaning its mental DNA (to express things in contemporary terms). Ideologies and religious doctrines are responsible for their own basic concepts. Islam, Communism and Nazism all have such inherent conceptions. One cannot claim, therefore, that there are ‘extremists’ and ‘moderates’.

Either through their calculating hypocrisy or their naive sincerity, ‘moderate’ Muslims resemble closet communists in their desire to establish democratic dictatorship. A moderate, democratic and feminist Islam is as conceivable and credible as philosemitic Nazism or cosmopolitan and liberal Marxism. In fact, sincere moderate Muslims are attached to a sentimental cultural tradition without really being familiar with the true nature of Islam.

In its sacred, dogmatic corpus (the Koran and Hadiths), what Islam objectively presents is a worldview and comprehensive doctrine whose openly declared purpose is the submission of all mankind to the laws of the Sharia. Any claims that Islam’s matrix can lead to a different outcome are nothing but self-deceit. True Islam is the most perfect system of all totalitarianisms, one that seeks the abolition of all differences: All of mankind is to submit to its laws, worship Allah and yield to its traditions. The existence of a pluralistic form of Islam on a given territory, an Islamic rule that would tolerate other beliefs and ideologies as its equals, is completely at odds with the intention expressed in the Koran and the unifying doctrine of Dar al-Islam. It is a farce, no more no less. This is why the contradictory and deceitful statements made by Dalil Boubaker, the rector of the Parisian Mosque and a man who advocates the transformation of abandoned churches into mosques before retreating into assertions of love towards France’s Catholic roots, are nothing short of smokescreens and do not reflect any sincerity whatsoever. Indeed, what such an attitude betrays is pure Islamic cunning.

A genuinely moderate Muslim is thus burdened with a major predicament: he is either a false utopian Muslim, or a hypocritical Muslim mujahid of the Dar al-Sulh (a time of truce on a yet unconquered territory) and Dar al-Harb (a period of territorial conquest). True Muslims (i.e. Islamists) know that Islam is primarily an unreformable orthodoxy, in which any notions of extremism, moderation and adaptation are meaningless. One does not revise or alter the divine word: one is simply required to obey it. The message of Islam is very clear and expresses the totalitarianism of Allah’s laws. The latter may be endorsed or rejected, but never amended. 




Chapter II: The Islamisation of France and Europe

A situation unheard of in the entire history of the European continent and its peoples is taking place: since the 1980s (and in the space of less than two generations), a foreign religion, culture and people have taken root in our lands as a result of immigration and massive, uncontrolled colonisation. Things have actually reached such extremes that, in some areas, Islam already represents the foremost, if not the sole culture and no region can escape its clutches. With regard to the number of followers, it has already claimed second place in numerous Western countries (France, Belgium, the Netherlands, Great Britain, etc...). What accounts for its ever-increasing growth are the sustained migration flows and the significantly higher birth rate enjoyed by its population. Another influential factor is the laxity and collaborative spirit displayed by European rulers (or rather ‘overseers’) nowadays, all of whom will be held accountable in the court of History.

It is not merely a new and unknown religion that is establishing itself in Europe, but a culture and a lifestyle that are incompatible with European traditions. This has led to the start of an ethnic civil war, of which terrorism is but one single aspect. European oligarchies, whose members willingly comply with Islamisation, deceitfully claim that Islam has always been part of our cultural oecumene. However, historically speaking, clashes with Islam have been a common topic and occurrence ever since the 8th century. They also argue that France has always been a land of immigration: true enough, but the process used to be gradual and involved truly kindred European migrants.

This Islamisation process is supported by these collaborating oligarchies through the privileges and favouritism enjoyed by Muslims, who are allowed to enter Europe at will. In this manner, the collaborators display utter contempt and ignorance with regard to the views of the indigenous population, in absolute denial of democracy. So much so that Islamists speak of the ‘miracle of Allah’ when describing the extraordinary ease with which Islam and its believers establish themselves in Europe, without the necessity of any sort of combat.

The Strategic Technique of Islamising and Conquering Europe

The process of Islamising Europe involves three phases, phases that combine cunning, duplicity, threats and victimisation, taking advantage of the bad conscience, guilt complex and profound naivety exhibited by European elites.

1) The first phase is a ‘low profile one’, where Muslims remain discreet while simultaneously pushing for and enabling the immigration of their co-religionists through active lobbies aided by several Sunni Muslim countries: this is the Dar al-Sulh, meaning a time for truce. Islam thus attempts to come across as sympathetic, amiable, harmless and neutral.

2) The second phase, whose onset we are witnessing today, is one where Islam becomes strongly established, its members embodying the demographical majority in some areas. Under the pretext of being the victims of ‘Islamophobia’ and ‘stigmatisation’ and the guise of equality, Muslims demand that privilege is granted to them in all areas of social life, while falsely claiming persecution. Meanwhile, terrorist and warmongering jihad spreads throughout Europe and Islam opts for two parallel tactics: the apparent and falsely indignant denouncement of such acts in order to lull the enemy and the simultaneous encouragement of its own mujahideen. This is the Dar al-Harb, i.e. the time and domain of war, which, year after year, exerts an ever-growing pressure and creates an increasingly explicit threat that aims to frighten and morally disarm the enemy before forcing him to bow down in capitulation.

3) Relying on the simultaneous cowardice, pusillanimity and naivety of European leaders, ever paralysed by their own ideology of Human Rights, as well as on the aging and demographic weakness of Europeans with their assumed decadence and fear of jihadist terroristic violence, Islam will eventually reap the final submission of both France and Western Europe during the 21st century.

The latter are thus destined to become mere tenants in the Dar al-Islam phase (a conquered and permanently Islamised domain), which reflects the ancient Islamic intention dating back to the early Middle Ages, an intention that has never been forgotten by a culture that has all the time in the world and a long memory.

From a geographical angle, Islam follows the ‘leopard skin’ strategy, with the complicity of its European collaborators. This strategy, which will be dealt with again below, aims to establish Islam in various locations and extend its dark spots, so as to spread its presence across the territory and implant mosques as signs of its new dominion. The demographic dynamism of non-native Muslims (their birth rate and uncontrolled immigration) is the main sustenance factor in this invasive and substitutional process, a process that is not solely based on religious, immaterial and spiritual motivations. Indeed, the purpose is to destroy and abolish (through retribution and vengeance) the ethno-cultural reality of Europeans, on their own soil ... In addition to religious hostility, it is an ethnic confrontation that is surfacing. Whether voluntary or involuntary, the absolute inability of political and mediatic European leaders to comprehend this mechanism is but an opportunity for the Islamic offensive to seize.

In the current phase (the beginning of the Dar al-Harb / war period and the end of the Dar al-Sulh / peaceful implantation stage), Islam has turned its attention to several levels: that of its ever more pressing demands to obtain civil privileges, that of victimisation and that of intimidation. Its designated enemy are the ‘miscreants’, meaning us non-Muslims, targeted on our own territory with incredible impudence and blatant, implicit racism, despite the conversion phenomenon8

. Many Muslims view this process as an act of retribution and an age-old, vengeful undertaking (stemming from their frustration and their inferiority / superiority complex) against the West and the European continent, which are to be assimilated. Relying on our moral weakness, bad conscience and reluctance to defend ourselves (although the European ability to resist is overwhelming), they wield the asymmetric weapon of an invasion from below.

An Extension of Islamic Territories

Provoking a scandal among the media, Robert Ménard, the mayor of Béziers, has stated that Muslim pupils represent a rate of 64.5% among the children attending primary and nursery schools. Which means that this city, as indeed the whole region, is no longer predominantly European demographically speaking, but Muslim-Arab. He was consequently bribed by those who strive to break the thermometer and ignore reality. Further to the north, in Antwerp and the surrounding towns, the number of Muslim children of immigrant origin is often in excess of 50% in public schools. This demographic phenomenon is becoming a trend in Western Europe.

In 2007, the Zentralinstitut Islam Archiv Deutschland estimated the number of Muslims in the EU at 16 million (7% of the overall population), of which 5.5 million were in France, 3.5 million in Germany, 1.5 in Britain and a million in Italy and the Netherlands (a huge proportion for the latter). Due to the uncontrolled and ever-accelerating migration flows involving mostly Muslims who, additionally, have a much higher birth rate than that of European natives, these figures should in fact, at the very least, be multiplied by two, especially since the number of Muslims is systematically underestimated by the authorities, who falsify statistics so as not to validate the stances advocated by the ‘populistic’ parties that they despise. In all likelihood, the number of Muslims residing in the European Union exceeds 25 million — meaning almost 15% of the population — and Islam is only second to Christianity in terms of religious belonging. The former is gaining ground very rapidly, while the latter is in decline.

In addition, when it comes to Muslims who are culturally Christian, for example, and whose numbers have been experiencing constant and accelerated growth (thanks to the uncontrolled mass migrations that have been occurring since 2012), they benefit from a demographic structure that is significantly younger and more prolific, exceeding the overall fertility rate of 3 births per woman. And it is not a tepid and ‘sociological’ Islam that we are referring to here, but an increasingly more radical, conquering and belligerent kind. The threat of jihadist attacks, which are constantly on the rise and obviously bound to increase further without triggering any response whatsoever from our dull witted European governments to stop the invasive migration flows, is however not the most serious issue we face. The gravest danger lies in the rapid Islamisation of European countries, particularly France, which represents an unprecedented change in the ethno-cultural bedrock of Europe, a change that has emerged at a prodigious speed in the space of only two generations and is allowed to persist irresistibly while our oligarchies remain indifferent and unaware of the enormity of this historic transformation. The question is not one of Muslim ‘integration’ into our secular republic or European culture, an endeavour that is as structurally impossible as the fertilisation of a carp at the hands of a rabbit, but rather the coexistence of indigenous and immigrant populations rooted in different ethnic backgrounds on a single territory, which always generates intractable conflicts and civil wars, as understood by Aristotle. Islam is not the issue sui generis, as it merely embodies an aggravating factor. The problem lies in the impossible cohabitation of ethnically different populations, an impossibility that applies on a worldwide scale.

Suppose that the Chinese arrived here in the same numbers as the Muslims. The resulting tensions would be much less severe, but would still exist endemically. However, on small territories, the cohabitation of populations of different anthropological origin belonging to the Christian culture, for instance, could lead to harmonious coexistence. The French government, which tolerates or perhaps even organises the massive presence of Muslim immigrants on French soil and then wonders at the onset of a war that it does not even dare identify as such, displays irresponsible behaviour beyond anything ever witnessed in the entire history of France. The logical outcome may well turn out to be a backlash, as our country ends up experiencing the tragic situation that afflicts both Lebanon and the Middle East.

***

It is often the case that the ones who become aware of the dangers surrounding the Islamisation of Europe and the mass immigration which represents the latter’s primary source are none other than Muslim men and women living in Europe, who, although a minority in their community, demonstrate greater courage than anyone else. This is normal, since they are most familiar with the very nature of this threat. Here’s an example of this:

In late August 2010, Thilo Sarrazin, board member of the German central bank / the Bundesbank, published a book entitled Deutschland Schafft Sich Ab (meaning ‘Germany destroys itself), a book that caused a huge scandal. In it, he depicts an Islamised, degermanicised and deculturalised Germany a hundred years from now, a Germany doomed to vanish under the impact of mass immigration and its own declining birth rate. Every truth and prediction that could turn out to be accurate provokes a scandal in a frightful society that lives in dread of reality. Sarrazin noted: ‘In Berlin, 20% of all criminal offences are committed by a 1,000 different young Arabs or Muslims’. (In Paris, the figures are even higher than that).

The only one to defend Sarrazin, who was dragged through the mud by his country’s oligarchy and the media all over Europe, was essayist Necla Kelek, a German Muslim of Turkish origin. She had to be kept under police protection in reaction to the threats she received after she denounced the violence perpetrated against Turkish women. By their own compatriots, of course, not by native Germans. She wrote: ‘Thilo Sarrazin has forced us Muslims to rethink our role in Germany. It is ridiculous for anyone to accuse him of racism since Islam is a religion and a culture, not a race. I share his concerns as to this country’s future.’ She obviously questions her own native culture and does not like the prospect of a Muslim Germany...

Gradual Territorial Occupation: The Leopard Skin Strategy

When, in December 2010, Marine Le Pen referred to the Muslim public prayers held in the streets of Paris as being a form of occupation, she was alone to raise the issue. She was accused of equating Islam to the German occupation of 1940–1945. In actual fact, however, Islamisation is a much more serious phenomenon than the German occupation and other temporary military occupations experienced by France ever were, because it is a colonisation process that aspires to be permanent. And lurking behind this Islamisation effort, of course, one discerns a hidden purpose: that of ethnic colonisation.

In the 18th district of Paris, holding public prayers in the street is meant as a provocation, a test of sorts. The police are ordered not to intervene so as not to spark off any riots, for one can only be an agitator when defending himself against settlers. The increasing number of veiled women in the streets is also an act of provocation, a sign of occupation. Their presence is much more than a peaceful demonstration of religious faith, a claim that only deceives the naive. The aim is to make the native French (or native Europeans) understand that they are to retreat, for they are no longer really on their own land. In the words of the unaware or rather prototypical evil genius François Mitterrand, ‘they have found their home in ours’. Or perhaps it’s the other way around.

The invasive strategy of Islam is both ethnic and religious and based on the ‘leopard skin’ strategy, meaning the conquest of a territory through black spots that gradually increase in size, without resorting to open war or making use of an army. This strategy relies on the inability and unwillingness of the French State and that of other European governments to thwart migration as well as on the demographic fertility of immigrant populations. Unlike its own armed conquests that lasted from the 7th to the 10th century and, at a later point, those conducted by the Ottomans in the Balkans, today’s Islam utilises another approach, namely that of an invasion from below, exploiting immigration and settlement flows. The first step is to take over our society, our social space, before moving on to the gradual seizure of our local and state powers on the basis of a majority rule, as our institutions and State fall under their control. This is the fait accompli tactic: it’s too late, we’re already here.

For the past 20 years, the French landscape has been undergoing profound changes and the transformation is picking up pace. There are zones which are already entirely Muslim, where all ‘French’ living standards and traditions are strictly prohibited. These zones continue to expand, leaving a feeling of dispossession, sadness and longing in their wake, a feeling that overwhelms the man in the street and renders him unable to recognise his own neighbourhood, his sole material property. The black spots of this leopard skin thus multiply and grow, not to mention all those places of worship and mosques with their minarets and domes that are sprouting up everywhere, an operation partly financed by Muslim countries. There were already 2,500 mosques in 2015 and a further 300 under construction, all of which are funded by our various municipalities or subsidised by the Gulf States, Morocco and Turkey in utter disregard of our laws9

. The will to conquer and the invasion process are both noticeable. What one witnesses in the streets of many areas in the North, as well as in the Parisian region, Lyons, Marseille, etc, and even in the small towns and villages of the Languedoc and Provence region nowadays, bears a striking similarity to the Maghreb, so much so that the (few) Maghrebian elites that have integrated well into France refuse to live there, especially the women. If De Gaulle came back to life and caught sight of these events, he would ultimately say that his determination to grant Algeria its independence in order to prevent the Islamisation of France had led to failure.

In 2009, former Justice Minister and UMP (Union pour un Mouvement Populaire) member Pascal Clément had the misfortune of expressing a self-evident truth that earned him opprobrium in the eyes of his colleagues (although many share his view but are too cowardly to admit it), when he stated that ‘our country will cease to be French the day the number of minarets in France will equal that of cathedrals’. Hearing his words, Mrs. Nora Berra, the Minister of Public Health and member of the Diversity Movement, felt so offended that she left the UMP meeting and said: ‘I cannot tolerate the fact of pitting religions against each other’. This was an utterly hypocritical statement that discloses a tactic commonly employed by the secret agents of conquest, who present themselves as being moderate in an effort to lull people’s suspicion when, in actual fact, they are plain and simple extremists:

‘What did you say? Are you trying to tell me that the growing number of mosques threatens our French identity? Shame on you for undermining our “cohabitation” and its enriching diversity’!

Bewildered, our Catholic prelates fall straight into the trap and swallow this foul deception whole. It is obvious that Mrs. Berra, just like all the Muslim elites that have already settled into our country and hold the same kind of discourse, only displays false indignation and does not believe a single word she says.

The audacity to criticise Islam’s territorial, demographic and institutional strategy of conquest is, according to a currently unavoidable umbrella term, synonymous with stigmatising Muslims, who, as all we know, are mostly ‘moderate’. They are but gentle lambs who desire to live in peace. ‘It is out of the question for our community to be stigmatised!’, exclaimed Abderrahmane Dahmane, the Elysée’s 2011 ‘diversity’ and ‘community relations’ officer10

: we are expected to appease Islam and smoothen the path of invasion. One is therefore guilty of ‘stigmatising’ Muslims whenever complaining of the fact that Islam strives to conquer our territory. Any attempt to resist is already seen as an act aggression.

Of course, no one ever mentions the blatant lack of reciprocity: the fact that the building of any Christian place of worship is prohibited in Muslim countries, that Christians face persecution in the East, etc. Worse still, complaining about these persecutions also stigmatises Muslims (because everyone knows that those who plant bombs and murder Christians in such parts of the world are ‘unbalanced’ individuals and not Muslim mujahideen). But why even bother to stress this, when our confused public does not even bat an eyelid at this arrogance and impudence?

When a Muslim cemetery is desecrated or a mosque covered with hostile graffiti (a rare occurrence), the act always results in a general mobilisation and a wave of indignation, but whenever a church is burned or desecrated (which is becoming ever more frequent), all one hears are tearful whispers (as priests ‘forgive’ the deed) and attention is spontaneously shifted to tracking down the allegedly responsible ‘Satanists’. When it is eventually revealed that the culprits are none other than ‘neighbourhood youths’, heavy emphasis is once again placed on the fact that they are disturbed. The flaring of tempers and the hatred aroused by Islamic fanaticism, especially under the influence of all those Islamist websites that are fraught with flagrant calls for murder, are never mentioned by politicians or intimidated journalists, who have all engaged in a conspiracy of silence and choose to lie by omission. This allows Islam’s territorial implantation to enjoy even more legitimacy and impunity, a fact that may well enable Muslims to take control of both our local and national authorities eventually, with the ultimate aim of imposing Sharia law upon our whole country. The leopard’s pelt will thus take on a uniform aspect.

Multiphased Conquest and Muslim Sophistry

Throughout the media, there are many Muslim intellectuals who attempt to reassure the French regarding the rise of radical Islam, claiming that it is only marginal and poses no threat. They are well aware of the fact that radical Islam is Islam pure and simple and support it in secret. They criticise jihadist terrorism for show, in a demonstration of mellow disapproval.

Since 1994, Tariq Ramadan has been one of the most influential preachers of Islamism in France. He is the prototypical example of doublespeak. Using a refined and pseudo-moderate language, this pleasant and smooth-talking theorist is accustomed to television studios. A Swiss national of Egyptian origin, he strives to disseminate his radical Islamic ideology among European Muslims. ‘Tariq Ramadan is the future of Islam’, the President of Sudan, Hassan Al Turabi, once declared. The police investigations conducted since 2001 have confirmed that several terrorists have attended his lectures, paying great attention and expressing profound admiration for his person. Ramadan’s ties to Al-Qaeda have been authenticated as well.

Not only is Ramadan the Trojan horse of the jihad, but also the advocate of every possible increase in the privileges and exemptions granted to Islam, as the latter establishes its presence in Europe. The Islamisation of Europe is his objective. Ramadan is none other than the grandson of the founder of the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt, a movement that embodies the very seed of Islamism. He is the very prototype of the fifth Islamic intellectual column that aims to lull the suspicions of European elites while, at the same, fuelling the fanaticism of his fellow immigrants. Duplicity is his main weapon. However, being less cunning, more reckless and more pretentious than Parisian rector Boubaker, he was quickly unmasked as a double agent.

Hassan al-Banna, the founder of the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt in the 1920s and one of the main proponents of the awakening of Islamist conquest after centuries of slumber, spoke the following truthful words that summarised his own strategy of social Islamisation: ‘What we aspire for first is the Muslim individual, then the Muslim family, a Muslim people, a Muslim government and ultimately a Muslim nation’. He termed his approach ‘a multiphased thought process’. This is the very same clever strategy implemented today as part of the Islamisation process of France and Europe and assisted by demographic fertility and uncontrolled immigration, a strategy that our imbecilic politico-mediatic oligarchy pretends not to be aware of, its head buried in the sand.

A small but crucial clarification: Hassan al-Banna is Tariq Ramadan’s maternal grandfather, and the grandson has picked up exactly where his grandfather left off. In his lectures, he speaks of a ‘multiphased intelligence’. What he is getting at is that, in order to conquer Europe and especially France, considered the primary target and intended to be the first to ‘fall’, Islam must proceed gradually and gently. This stratagem is one of progressive poisoning, which the victim, half asleep, must gradually get used to. There is no need to begin by acting violently and betraying one’s intentions, as such behaviour could awaken the beast so to speak. Rather than that, Islam’s purpose is to continually conquer new strategic zones (thanks to the steady increase in the number of Muslims as a result of the immigration spillway and the demographic differential), obtain further concessions and impose itself upon the landscape at an ideal speed, being neither too hasty nor too slow.

Unfortunately for us, this strategy has been perfectly successful, particularly in a key area: the moral subjugation and intimidation of political elites, even those who belong to the ‘Right’ and who, year after year, simply retreat, concede, sell out and renounce their own principles when faced with our country’s Islamisation. From March 31st to April 1st 1990, a summit meeting was held by the RPR-UDF opposition at Villepinte, on the topic of immigration. It revealed an uncompromising political program, one that is roughly the same as that of the National Front (FN) today. The following (perfectly correct) sentence was included in the final report: ‘Islam does not appear to be consistent with our social foundations and seems incompatible with the French legal system. There is a great deal of incompatibility between Islam and our laws. It is Islam itself and none other that is required to adapt to the state of affairs in order to be compatible with our legislations’. What is noteworthy is that the word ‘Islam’ is used, not ‘Islamism’. Mr. Sarkozy was among this document’s signatories, alongside Mr. Chirac and a certain François Bayrou. I would add, of course (but this is solely my own opinion), that Islam is not required to ‘adapt’ (which is an impossible mission), but to withdraw.

But once in power, the Right, similarly to the Left that preceded it and followed it into power, went back on its word completely and did the exact opposite of what its own political programme had stated, as France witnessed the building of mosques carried out by foreign associations, the founding of the Union of Islamic Organisations in France (Union des Organisations Islamiques de France, or UOIF) and the French Council of the Muslim Faith (Conseil Français du Culte Musulman or CFCM), the generalisation of halal food, the political Right’s inability to slow migration flows down, an increase in social benefits and medical care assistance encouraging further abuse, excessive naturalisations, the legal criminalisation of ‘Islamophobia’, the spreading of de facto positive discrimination, etc.11

.

***

Not only does the above-mentioned multiphased conquest take place physically, but is also accomplished through the conquest of minds within the asinine brains of the political oligarchy. The latter gradually embraces the notion of the inevitable Islamisation of France, deluding itself into believing that everything will turn out fine and that it will be a positive event. Back in 1990, once again, the Right declared its opposition to Islamisation and mass immigration (at a time when the xenophilic Left still ruled) in the name of preserving the identity of France and its European civilisation. This is all over with. A major strategic retreat has occurred, once more in stages. It is no longer Islamisation or the modification of the ethno-historic face of France one opposes (while still claiming to be a ‘Gaullist’, which is a monstrous imposture)12

. Instead, one attempts to ensure ‘that all goes well’ and that ‘diversity’ is handled effectively in the name of values such as ‘the Republic’ or ‘secularism’, both of which are stripped of their meaning, while making sure that the concept of nation is never mentioned. Everyone turns a blind eye to a certain kind of perfectly tolerable and forgivable anti-Semitism, since it stems from the very same Islam that the Republic cherishes.

The multiphased decline of the political Right has thus led it to deny its own principles, desisting its principial opposition to immigration and its desire to put an end to Islamisation in favour of an attitude of acceptance towards the current state of affairs and a self-righteous will to manage the process and limit the damage. Of course, its efforts will only lead to failure. Historically, whenever fear and cowardice mingle with twisted utopias and rulers are characterised not by their lack of intelligence but by their deficient character, the end result is bound to be nothing short of a catastrophe.

There is a famous historical example that mirrors the current situation perfectly: the collapse of the Roman Empire in the face of the barbarian tribes. First came the raids and, in response, the Romans decided to defend the limes. Next, they incorporated barbarian troops into their own ranks and their own legions (in the hope of ‘civilising’ them). The third phase is the one where they allowed the barbarians to become established in the Roman Empire as ‘federated peoples’, hoping they would end up romanised. The result was a multiphased decline, whose outcome we are all familiar with: the two pillaging raids that targeted Rome in 410 and 455 CE marked the end of an entire world. The situation was however much less severe back then than it is today, since those barbarians were Europeans, who ended up converting to Christianity.

Nowadays, it is evident that the strategists conducting the multiphased conquest of Europe have not opted for the military route (jihadist terrorism is merely one option among others), preferring the path of demographic colonisation, cultural invasion and the enfeeblement of the European mind, benefitting from the support of the political, cultural and mediatic oligarchy. The ultimate goal, both Tariq Ramadan’s (the polished theoretician advocating the ‘multiphased intelligence’ approach) and that of many others, is indeed the progressive but ultimate Islamisation of France (and other countries too) and the latter’s disappearance as a historical entity. This dream is shared by many Muslims, whether in Europe or elsewhere.

Islamisation and the Exploitation of Women

As in all Muslim countries, the Islamisation of France leads to the oppression and inferiorisation of women and the establishment of a prevalent kind of misogyny. The contradiction is enormous when it comes to the political Left, a Left that is simultaneously ‘progressive’, Islamophilic and pro-immigration. Faced with the issue of the Islamic veil, left-oriented feminists are thrown off balance. The same insurmountable contradiction arises in connection to the topic of homosexuality: the ‘progressionists’ are both pro-gay and Islamophilic, whereas Islam detests homosexuals. It is an unsolvable and tragicomic equation, a standard case of common schizophrenia. Islam’s frustrated prudishness is confronted with the widespread phenomenon of ‘Western’ pornography found particularly on the Internet, which generates an explosive mixture, especially among young Muslims. Indeed, deep-seated Islamic culture combines three elements:

1) The macho inferiorisation of women and the latter’s legal incapacity.

2) The practice of polygamy and the veiling (or concealment) of women, who are viewed as objects of sexual desire that are to remain hidden from the eyes of other males.

3) A hypocritical prudishness of systematic gender separation reflecting a pathological attitude towards sexuality, as I have previously explained in my book entitled Sex and Deviance (Du Lore Editions [TN: Trans. by Arktos Media]).

This combination leads to some rather mind-boggling behaviour that has as much to do with fanatic religiousness as with provocation, thus disrupting social life: in various companies and administrative environments, one witnesses the refusal of some Muslim men to come into contact with women and an even more extreme rejection of their own subordination to females, a distinct aggressiveness towards policewomen, an unwillingness to allow their wives to be examined by a male doctor or to be assisted by one during childbirth, etc. It is a fear of women that underlies the entire Islamic culture. Hence the abuse of women and the consistent practice of rape and assault against them, a real pandemic that affects Egypt in particular. Because of this, the leftist-feministic proponents of the ‘gender theory’, who also happen to be huge supporters of ‘diversity’, find themselves at their wits’ end. In France, the enormous dichotomy between Internet pornography, which is free, unbridled and accessible to everyone, and those increasingly numerous women one encounters in the suburbs, fully veiled in a grim and black niqab, is beyond surreal. Two pathological states, two mental illnesses confront each other in a clash whose consequences can only be disastrous. In France, the increasingly present, imposed and demanded veil is never presented as a tool of female oppression (which it however is), but one that symbolises freedom. In actual fact, it is also a hallmark of our occupation by a different culture, a culture pervaded not only by contempt towards women (with the latter’s occasional consent, unfortunately), but by provocative manifestation as well.

The Neither Whorish Nor Submissive association (Ni Putes Ni Soumises) was founded by young women of Muslim immigrant origin who believed in ‘integration’ and ‘assimilation’, but its impact was short-lived and it is no longer of interest to anyone. Its message was that any girl residing in the suburbs and in Islamised areas who does not submit, ideally by wearing a veil, and demonstrates her femininity is seen as a ‘whore’, meaning a sexual object. Consequently, the association was considered implicitly ‘Islamophobic’. Meanwhile, the number of girls wearing veils and headscarves is on the rise, including those who clothe themselves in the niqab, i.e the full Islamic veil, despite the latter’s prohibition in public spaces. Since the Trappes riots of July 2013, however, women are no longer reported nor fined for having it on, by order of our Interior Ministry, a precaution that is meant to avoid potential incidents. There are three motivations for the wearing of the Islamic veil:

1) The woman wants to protect herself against sexual harassment.

2) The woman chooses to comply with the demands of her male relatives.

3) The woman wants to assert her ‘non-French’ identity through provocation and integrate into a protective (Muslim) Community.

These motivations often overlap and intertwine. At times, we even witness the Islamic logic of reversal and the following fallacy: the veil, even in its integral and full form, is supposedly not a symbol of women’s debasement, but, on the contrary, a sign of respect for womankind. When interviewed by L’ Express (13–19/05/2015), an 18-year-old schoolgirl, her face covered in a jilhab dangling over a sirwal, stated that she put on such clothes voluntarily and had stopped wearing makeup and tight jeans: ‘we live in a dictatorship of appearances. Whenever an advertisement attempts to sell a car, a girl in a bikini is always placed alongside it. In Islam, a woman is considered a jewel. I have decided to preserve my beauty and only show it to those I choose and have therefore taken control of my own image’.

It sounds like an excerpt from an Orwellian novel: oppression is synonymous with freedom, and vice versa. When Islam proceeds to veil, devalue and lock up women, it basically liberates them and enhances their femininity, right? Although what this girl (calling herself ‘Delilah’) spewed forth was probably a remote-controlled speech resulting from her own brainwashing, this kind of quibble manages to seduce left-oriented feminists in a most perverse fashion. Islam is thus considered the protector of femininity when concealing its desirable baits from the leering of male perverts. The incredible complicity between puritanical feminism and Islam — making sure that the latter’s machismo remains carefully concealed — is explained by the following sophistry: Islam protects women against becoming pornographic objects.

The problem is that Islam does not actually tell women not to become pornographic objects, but it does command them all to be objects: objects of pleasure and sex toys for some, maternal and reproductive objects for others.

The Feeble European Spirit

Having vanquished the communist world, the West now faces Islamic fundamentalism, which I prefer to call by its true name: an Islamic return to the source. And this enemy is even more dangerous, since it is far more at variance with Western values than Communism ever was: from a certain point of view, the Communist system could be seen as perfectly Western or European because of its Franco-German-Russian origins! Another reason is that this fight is not merely politico-ideological, but ethnic and demographic. And, due to Europe’s catastrophic migration laxity, the Trojan horse of Islam has been brought deep into the European fortress through a process of colonial settlement.

Moreover, as noted by Marcel Gauchet (in Le Débat, The Wellspring of Islamic Fundamentalism, No. 185), the aggressiveness of the jihadists is exacerbated by a certain frustration, a contradiction that plagues ‘an Islam objectively dominated by the very same people it considers itself superior to’. This remark must be taken further: Islam, a religion that has always thought itself superior to all civilisations and entitled to constant victories, suddenly found itself utterly dominated by European colonialism and, from a strategic and economic angle, by the West as well.

Lacking the courage to speak of a ‘war’ or ‘clash’ of civilisations, Gauchet inappropriately refers to a ‘match’ between Islam and the West, or more precisely between Islam and Europe, as North America is (or believes itself to be) much more sheltered thanks to its proactive political approach and its geographical remoteness, a belief that the latest terrorist acts in the USA have invalidated further. The major weakness of both the West and Europe, which Marcel Gauchet analysed skilfully, lies in its ‘strategic inefficiency’. He pointed out the fact that the Western world ‘finds itself in a position of leadership within a world that it fails to understand. Any confrontational situation can thus turn to its disadvantage.’

Europe thus fails to defend itself and remains in a state of indecision and absurdity (one conducts military actions in Mali and the Middle East against the Daesh, but stands powerless against the waves of illegal migrants that the very same Daesh organises). Europeans are only interested in the social, economic, legal and humanitarian dimension of things. They are oblivious to the political, polemological, ethnic, religious and demographic aspects, which always prevail historically. At a time when weakened Westerners have yet to even dare identify the enemy that attacks them, some of the masterminds behind this combative Islam, meaning Islamist intellectuals who are very well aware of the already ongoing war, have told Gauchet: ‘We will defeat you because your world is rotting away.’

The fact is that the West, taking great pride in having conquered individual freedom, offers no answers with regard to the meaning of life, whether on a personal or collective level. It has lost any and all stimulating ideals, if one does not count consumerism, humanitarianism and environmentalism, all of which have poor and ephemeral effects. It has abandoned nationalism and replaced its proud, warring and aesthetical Christendom with vague, Christianomorphic, feeble and pathetic human rights. By contrast, Islam displays a religious faith, combative ideals and an inflexible and impervious dogma, all admittedly simplistic and often targeting uneducated or semi-civilised masses, but extremely and dangerously efficacious when it comes to mobilisation. Where the West only asks questions, Islam manages to provide answers.

In what is de facto a very complex commencing war between an age-old Islam and our own civilisation, we must not underestimate the former’s primal power, a power based on a dogmatic and fanatical faith which correlates one’s personal hope to access Paradise with a collective utopia of a universal Caliphate that submits to the will of Allah. This utopia is associated with a vengeful retaliation against Europe. In addition to a declining birth rate, our weaknesses include our spinelessness, abulia and a reticence not only to vanquish others but also to defend ourselves. In short, we suffer from character deficiency, meaning an absence of life force that no technology, no matter how digital, could ever compensate for. In the face of Islam, the West’s body is stricken with disease and lacks any sort of will or powerful values.

The Mechanisms of Conquest

At the annual gathering of French Muslims held on the 4th of April 2015, Dalil Boubaker, the rector of the Great Mosque of Paris, demanded that the number of mosques be doubled in the space of 2 years (!) in order to raise their total count to more than 4,000. This provocation was truly deliberate. Boubaker is believed to be moderate, but is actually two-faced. He flirts with the UOIF, an Islamist lair with close ties to the Muslim Brotherhood, and is engaged in a rivalry with radical Salafism, a movement that is currently gaining ground particularly among young people (there are already 89 Salafist mosques in France, which no one ever protests about). Boubaker wants to jump on the bandwagon of an all-conquering Islam and prove that he, too, desires to Islamise France as quickly as possible.

This conquering Islam is motivated by the political Left’s Islamophilia, the accelerating de-Christianisation of France and the fact that public opinion is split along a Left-Right axis between those in favour of the construction of mosques and the ones who oppose it. It is also energised by an uncontrolled mass immigration process where 90% of all migrants are Muslim and which all of Islam, whether Sunni or Shiite, radical or supposedly moderate, calls for and encourages.

Tirelessly, the Islamic conqueror pursues its harassment and increases its demands in all areas, through the provocative presence of the veil in public spaces, the ever more numerous places of worship found on campuses and in business companies (some legal, others not) and the demand for halal meals in school canteens and special rules in hospitals, swimming pools, etc. Officially, the argument that is used to justify this situation is of a communitarian and egalitarian nature: the aim is to enable Islam to enjoy its own social rules, just like others groups. One is thus deceived by this specious pretext because, first of all, the demands made by Muslims often break the most fundamental laws of the Republic (such as those that guarantee gender equality) and, secondly, the purpose is to impose these rules upon Muslims initially before implementing them on others. The ultimate goal is the global conquest of public and social space, allowing Islam to become the sole applicable norm.

In numerous suburbs populated by a Muslim majority, it is already impossible to find marketplaces or even shops that sell wine, alcohol and meat. The pressure is too intense for anyone to contravene this rule. As the Republic turns a blind eye and retreats, Islam rubs its hands in delight at this attitude.

Following the Trappes riots of July 2013, sparked by the revolt of a couple where the woman was wearing the full burqa13

 and was fined in accordance with the 2010 Law, law professor Jean-Louis Harouel published a courageous analysis in Le Figaro (07/25/2013) entitled ‘The Law On the Burqa Should Be Applied’, in which, according to some people, he commits the sin of ‘Islamophobia’.

Let us summarise the views of Professor Harrouel:

1) The violent Trappes riots, whose perpetrators were much less severely sanctioned than those who participated in the ‘Manifestations for All’ (Manifs pour tous) events, will only serve to discourage police forces from inspecting fully veiled women.

2) The ideology of Human Rights, a secular religion in itself, is a growth factor for Islam to take advantage of, a factor that is in complete contradiction to the very principle of Human Rights.

3) We are witnessing the rampant Islamisation of our society as well as that of entire territories. The process obeys a ‘political’ logic, says Professor Harrouel. I personally prefer the term ‘ethnopolitical’.

4) Islam, unlike Christianity, is incompatible with secularism, which is foreign to the Islamic system.

5) Veiled women are the instrument of a strategy whose purpose is to show the French that they are being conquered.

6) The objective is our country’s progressive Islamisation and ‘de-frenchification’, since a large number of Muslim immigrants consider themselves to be at war against France (I would add: a war of both resentment and conquest). Prof. Harrouel states: ‘The events that occurred in Trappes and Brétigny have come to remind us that there are numerous predators in our suburbs that remain ruthless towards what they perceive as French’.

7) It is imperative to uphold the anti-burqa law and its strict implementation. ‘Its relinquishment would be a triumph for Islam.’ 8) He concludes by saying that we are under duty to protect those Muslim immigrants ‘who have found in French secularism a source of liberation from the stifling conformity of Islam.’

Professor Harrouel says nothing of the ethno-anthropological dimension of the problem (but what would you expect when his analysis was published in a major national newspaper, and he himself is a professor lecturing at Paris II?). He has already ventured far enough in his analysis when implicitly refuting the difference between Islamism and Islam. However, he obviously found it difficult to say that the source of the problem does not lie in the manner in which Islam is handled in France, but elsewhere: in putting a stop to mass immigration and colonisation and repressing them. This is the so-called ‘plumber’s paradox’: it is of little use to wipe the water streaming from a leak if one does not cut off the tap water and clean up the mess ... We have brought the wolves into the fold, hoping that they will turn into sheep. The anti-burqa laws are useless. We cannot just sweep the dust under the carpet. We need to vacuum it out. France is in need of thorough cleaning, so who’s up for it?

Victimisation and Islamophobia — Islam’s Driving Forces

A certain Air Force sergeant, aged 23 and with a reputation of having ‘extreme-Right tendencies’, was arrested and jailed on account of his intention to open fire on a mosque in the Lyons area in August 2013. Back in 2012, he had already thrown a Molotov cocktail at a mosque in Libourne, without causing any damage. As might be expected, this insignificant event took on nation-wide proportions, because it was an act of Islamophobia, the cardinal sin. A rally was held in front of the mosque in Vénissieux and the rector of the Grand Mosque of Lyons, Kamel Kabtane, denounced the ‘Islamophobic climate’ afflicting France. Immediately, the entire Islamic association network and Islamophilic Left-wing community sector took full advantage of the situation and were flooded with dramatic and heartrending statements against the terrifying threat of such Islamophobia.

Dubious claims of ‘Islamophobic’ aggression are the rise, especially at the hands of veiled women. The reality is that, in France, Muslim places of worship and the Muslims themselves are very rarely attacked or threatened. 90% of all acts of desecration, theft and damage targeting Christian places of worship and cemeteries are all officially committed by ‘unbalanced individuals’ and hardly ever mentioned by the media. On the other hand, whenever there is an incident involving a Muslim victim, the situation is overhyped and overexploited.

To gain a better understanding of what is happening, one must read the Book of Deceit (R. Khawam, Phébus Editions, 1976), which analyses the profound Arab-Islamic mentality, a mentality that is already obvious in the Koran. The aim is to avoid engaging in straightforward and open battle, but rather to claim victimisation and plague the opponent with guilt so as to advance. The Muslims thus strive to come across as if they were being oppressed when they are, in fact, the aggressor and the invader. In short, what they attempt to do is to reverse the reality of things in favour of their own version of the facts. The tragedy is that, in their irredeemable naivety, politicians and journalists have been falling straight into the trap.

Not only is Islam far from being underprivileged in France, but it actually benefits from various advantages and is, one might say, sanctified by the pseudo-republican secular state: halal food is imposed upon everyone, mosques financed through public funds, abrogating and unconstitutional laws implemented in order to combat Islamophobia (i.e any criticism of Islam) under the pretext of ‘anti-racism’, etc. We are expected to stand by idly and without the slightest hint of a protest, as they, i.e. the ‘victims’, flood us. Islamophobia is therefore a semantic and ideological apparatus of paralysis, a term coined to annihilate any defensive reaction against Islamisation. The Muslims are actually right, unlike their submissive opponents: they know all too well that they will never become French nor embrace the Republic. What they want is to establish themselves here, replacing us instead of ‘becoming us’. They are more lucid than French Republicanist politicians or Terra Nova para-Trotskyists, who no longer speak of ‘assimilation’ or ‘integration’ these days, but opt for an abstract notion worthy of intellectual madmen: that of ‘insertion’, meaning our peaceful coexistence with Islam, one that has never worked historically but will somehow miraculously succeed in France.

The paradox of the fight against ‘Islamophobia’, which has seen the French collaborators with Islamisation support the arguments of the Islamists, bears within it the following implicit accusation: when it comes down to it, the ones who are truly responsible for the terrorist attacks committed by Muslims, whose beliefs have been offended, are actually the French ‘Islamophobic’ provokers. Ultimately, it is we who are the aggressors. They have come to strafe us on our own soil and to invade us, but we are the culprits. ‘Islamophobia is synonymous with defending oneself against Islamisation’, according to the prevailing ideology. Islamophobic people are bastards and far worse than Islamist terrorists. It is both extraordinary and significant that there has been no popular uprising nor any mass reaction against Islam itself following the numerous terrorist acts, save for the huge demonstrations under the slogan ‘Je suis Charlie’ (I am Charlie) that were boycotted by Muslim immigrants ... It was all but a deceitful defence of our freedom of expression, since the courts and the media continue to hunt down ‘Islamophobics’ in total contempt of this very freedom. The Anti-Islamophobia Collective of France (CCIF), which plays an instrumental role in the Islamisation of our country, is an offshoot of jihadist Islam that speaks of an ‘unfurling Islamophobic wave’ and somehow manages to keep a straight face. The invaders complain about encountering some resistance, when there is hardly any to come up against... In the absence of any actual Islamophobia, one must simply invent it. The slightest graffiti on a mosque is as good as a bomb. By contrast, the whistleblowers of Islamophobia make no mention of the rising Christianophobia, the eruption of Muslim anti-Semitism and the expansion of anti-white racism14

.

The LDJM (Muslim Legal Defence League) is a new element within the Muslim lobby in France and embodies a further structure in the wide range of (usually subsidised) associations whose official aim is to combat ‘Islamophobia’, a sinful monster that is as real as the one in Loch Ness. The LDJM was founded on September the 16th 2014 in the City of Fashion, Paris. Lawyer Karim Achoui is at the head of this initiative. Funded by Mr. Farid Belkacemi, its goal is to ‘ensure the legal defence of those individuals who face discrimination due to their actual or supposed belonging to the Islamic religion and on the basis of their religious beliefs.’

This association is but one among many others of the same ilk. Their purpose is always the same and their method, as usual, based on a completely Islamic logic: that of portraying the invader as a victim. The hypocritical and self-victimising struggle against Islamophobia is one of the weapons that facilitate the Islamisation of France. The ethnomasochistic naivety displayed by the French elites in the face of such manoeuvres is mind-blowing, since they take people for fools: not only is there no discrimination against the Muslims living in France, but the latter are, in many respects, pampered and even privileged and subsidised. The instances where secularism has been perverted to their benefit are beyond count. Not only is there no Islamophobia, but people have, in point of fact, yielded to Islamophilia instead. Every Islamophobic crime — or sin — is, in essence, considered a very serious violation of Republican, secular, substantive and impartial law.

All alleged ‘Islamophobic acts’ are but a fabrication, as are the so-called assaults on veiled women and the purported attacks on mosques. Let us point out four disturbing facts from Mr. Achoui’s perspective:

1) In France, the people who have recently been assaulted or murdered based on their religion and ethnicity have all been Jews, killed by his co-religionists. In addition, there are Catholics who almost fell victim to bombings that were thwarted in extremis.

2) The vast majority of violent acts and ethno-religious massacres around the world are committed by Muslims against Christians and other Muslims, mostly Shiites15

.

3) In Europe, the majority of attacks, assaults and violent crimes (whether fanatical-religious or simply reprehensible) involve Muslim immigrants. Let us not forget, for example, the soldiers who were injured or killed in Paris and London by assassins acting in the name of Islam. Imagine they had acted in the name of Christianity, Judaism, Buddhism or some other religion...

The creation of this new Muslim lobby is part of a rhetoric that is typical of Tariq Ramadan, a wolf clad in sheep’s clothing, just like Mr. Achoui: they complain and present themselves as martyrs in order to ease their conquest, impose themselves and burden the enemy with guilt. It is therefore likely that the LDJM’s primary focus will be to transform and disguise the failures of Muslims (whether those of the professional kind or any other) as discriminatory acts. Such is the ploy of the inadequate.

Is Islamism Less of a Threat Than Islamisation?

Should Islamisation not be considered the real danger, rather than Islamic terrorism? Let us now review the following twelve points, all of which are worth pondering and reflecting on:

1) People focus on the ‘Islamist’ threat spread by fanatics murderers such as Merah or Nemmouche, i.e. those pseudo-French nationals who carry out barbaric attacks and killings and are allowed to return to France from the Middle East once they have acquired enough experience and have been given the right kind of training by the ‘Islamic State’. I must remind you, however, that regardless of its origin, terrorism has never resulted in a great deal of death and destruction, unlike accidents, epidemics and open war, whose respective death tolls are far higher. The only difference is that it simply stuns and strikes at public opinion in a most blind and publicised fashion. And yet it is rather harmless, for there is a much more serious issue than Islamist terrorism : that of the Islamisation process that has been undermining us from below, just as damp gnaws away at walls.

2) Paradoxically, Islamist violence has an ‘anti Islamic’ effect that is contrary to its very purpose, namely that of triggering an awakening of consciousness with regard to both the danger of Islamisation and the very nature of Islam. Similarly, all the excesses committed by the Muslims in France as part of their conquest phase (Dar al-Harb) stimulate public awareness: identity claims, provocations, aggressions, fully veiled women, riots, anti-Jewish atrocities, jihadist websites and internet blogs, etc...

3) This is why those intelligent and cunning Muslim-Arabs, who long to conquer Europe smoothly through immigration and demographics, choose to condemn all the foolish ‘Islamist’ violence and the acts of provocation organised by a radical and fundamentalist Islam. They consider such behaviour to be clumsy, premature and counterproductive. It is a strategically calculating and cunning scheme. More often than not, what those who denounce the slaughter of Westerners shed are crocodile tears, for they cannot allow themselves to show open solidarity.

4) Only the ignorant could ever believe that there is a fundamental difference between Islam and Islamism. It is simply a matter of degree, phase and time and place strategies in the jihadist battle of conquest, as jihad can take on any conceivable form. Islam is an impervious whole that remains intolerant to anyone but itself, which is true of both Sunnites and Shiites. A moderate or secular Islam, or one that could be ‘corrected’ through aggiornamento, is an impossibility and reflects the delusions of gullible Western sheep, who are caught in a trap set by the amiable wolf in disguise, just like Red Riding Hood.

5) The (US-led) Western strategy that consists of waging war against Muslim countries and bombing the latter so as to eradicate the Islamist terrorists who threaten us and introduce a ‘democracy’ that is beyond the comprehension of those populations is complete nonsense. We have no business being there. Such an approach is counter-productive and will merely lead to a military stalemate and defeat, as was the case not just in Afghanistan but elsewhere too, serving only to increase the fanaticism of the Muslim masses in the face of the ‘crusaders’.

6) The only sensible solution would have been the ‘cordon sanitaire’, meaning the fact of terminating any and all Muslim-Arab immigration to Europe and implementing a policy of ‘demigration’, as advocated by Laurent Ozon16

, while guaranteeing real internal security. Ever since the time when, back in the 1970s, millions of Muslims were allowed to settle in Europe (in addition to all the other immigrants), we have been bringing the wolves into the sheep-pen.

7) There have been countless statements made by various Muslim authorities in Europe and throughout the world calling for the conquest of Europe, especially France, at the hands of Sunni Islam, all in perfect harmony with Koranic preaching. These appeals do not advocate a violent Islamist jihad, but recommend a gradual acquisition of power, one that is achieved from below through demographics and migration flows. In their minds, France is destined to end up becoming a Dar al-Islam (domain of Islam). These appeals and objectives are primarily broadcasted through the Internet, as well as through many other channels, reaching all the Muslims of France and never falling on deaf ears.

8) The following two elements are a source of great concern: not only do we have to deal with the rising number of indigenous Europeans who convert to Islam, but also with the Islamophilia of political and judicial authorities and that of numerous mediatic and cultural elites, who are either unaware of what their actions entail or willing accomplices, especially in France. Islam has gained a privileged and protected status and ‘Islamophobia’ is not tolerated by the ‘secular’ State. On the other hand, Christianophobia is ignored and Judeophobia repressed in the most feeble manner, the severity of the punishment depending especially on the culprit’s origins... This official Islamophilia, a syndrome of precocious submission, paves the way for widespread Islamisation.

9) There is thus an absolute contradiction between, on the one hand, the desperate efforts to fight Islamist jihad abroad using half-hearted military means (a jihad that we have actually fuelled through a stupid ‘Arab policy’, as was the case in Libya and Syria) and to try to track down potential Islamist killers in France and, on the other, the mindboggling encouragement of the massive and continuous implantation of Islam in France. This is nothing short of schizophrenia.

10) Islamist terrorist attacks (which we are bound to experience again) are obviously a horrible phenomenon in the short run, but they provide the means for an awareness to be triggered with regard to enemy identification. What is far more disturbing is the prospect of France’s disappearance and the vanishing of its age-old identity and essence in the course of the 21st century. The most dangerous aspect of Islam does not lie in the attacks committed in its name, but in its replacement of the French and European ethno-culture. 

11) The question we must ask ourselves at this point was posed by Carl Schmitt: what is an enemy? It is not an opponent, meaning a competitor (like the USA, for instance), but a genuine enemy. Enemies are the ones who threaten you and desire your ruin, your death, either in the short or long term, even if they do not admit to it. Conversely, an opponent only wants to weaken you and win the contest. We must pluck up the courage to designate our primary enemy: ‘Islamic terrorism’ seems but a decoy, or rather an avatar of what overshadows, inspires and motivates it, specifically Islam itself, in all its inherent truth, which, thanks to the miracle of Allah, succeeds in imposing its will without the necessity to combat.

12) Let us end on a positive note, shall we? Confronted with various sociological and political signals, the ordinary members of our native populations (particularly in France), meaning those in contact with reality and endowed with common sense, are manifesting a silent revolt against Islamisation and, beyond the latter, against deliberate and uncontrolled immigration, a fact that sets them apart from those muddle-headed intellectuals and major mediatic and political elites who hold the reins of power at this time. It’s all good news provided that it leads to the following conviction: the solution is neither to be found in negotiations nor in the daydreams of ‘integration’, but in this simple watchword: the de-Islamisation of France and Europe and the reinstatement of democracy on their soil, meaning populism, two terms which are synonymous with one another. Everyone will thus remain where they belong, in their homeland, in harmony with Aristotelian common sense. For this to happen, however, violent confrontations will turn out to be inevitable.

The New School Programmes: Islamisation and De-Frenchification

The school programmes that were reviewed by Mrs. Najat Vallaud-Belkacem, a woman who was appointed Minister of Education for purely ideological reasons (since she represents sacred ‘diversity’) and not on the basis of her actual skills, promote Islam and attempt to abolish the transmission of French and European culture. This endeavour is quite obviously intentional and perfectly correlated with the process of immigration and settlement, as well as with that of Islamisation. The new programmes make sure that a part of our French history is no longer compulsory to learn (medieval Christianity, specifically), while the (predictably misrepresented) history of Islam becomes mandatory.

Indeed, the history of medieval Christianity, the Byzantine and Carolingian Empires and the Enlightenment period have all been made optional in the new school programmes. By contrast, the study of the early expansion of Islam is ... obligatory in the fifth grade! The PSC (Conseil Supérieur des Programmes, or High Programmes Council), populated by Muslim-leftist collaborators, has validated these choices entirely. It is all part of the project of gradually erasing French history and the historical memory of our nation in favour of the identity of these ‘new populations’, in accordance with the wishes of the Terra Nova think-tank. In the words of essayist Dmitri Casali, ‘they strive to rub out the Christian roots of France’. True enough, but this finding is in itself insufficient, and we must venture further. The purpose is simply to Islamise (and ‘Arabise’) all the teachings that relate to our historical memory already among teenagers.

Another intention is to push back any aspect of those programmes that might offend Muslims, including Christianity, the Enlightenment, etc. Hubert Tison, the secretary general of the Association of History and Geography Teachers, declared euphemistically: ‘One might be inclined to believe that we are banned from offending against some religious sensibilities’. All under the pretext of ‘alleviating school programmes’, considered too demanding. In actual fact, teachers are allowed to ignore problematic topics such as the Shoah in schools where a large number of students, perhaps even the majority, are of Muslim immigrant descent, so as not to ‘cause problems’...

By contrast, all students, even those who belong to classes where there are no Muslims, will be compelled to study the history of Islam! There is little doubt that the latter will be embellished and cleansed of its dark realities, including African slavery, Barbary pirate raids, the persecution of infidels, and so on. Behind this resignation and submission to Islam, one also finds the soft-totalitarian practices of our National Education, the proponent of ideological brainwashing. The transatlantic slave trade and colonial conquests, on the other hand, are presented as acts of aggression and kept part of compulsory school subjects. The objective is always the same, namely that of condemning our French history.

Ms. Najat Vallaud-Belkacem is well aware of the consequences of her actions. With the complicity of our National Education ideologists and the blessings of François Hollande, she actively campaigns for an acceleration of the Islamisation process. As a feminist, a devotee of the gender theory, and a frenzied egalitarian, she seems oblivious to the insurmountable contradiction that permeates her viewpoint. But what does it matter? For her, the dispossession of our French identity is undoubtedly a priority and linked to her desire to implement Muslim-Arab acculturation upon us. It is as if Islam had forcefully become ‘our history’, as if we were expected to incorporate it into our memory. This corresponds to the (Stalinist) dogma of the prevailing ideology, which we are being repeatedly pounded with despite all the historical facts, an ideology which claims that ‘France has always been a Muslim country’ or a land of immigration and permanent intermixing, a country that lacks any sort of well-defined identity. A recent report on integration mentions, in all seriousness, the ‘Arabian and oriental dimension of our identity’. Such statements are utter nonsense and fraught with historical lies that serve the interests of ideological fanaticism.

The new reforms that focus on the deconstruction of the European identity of France also strive to undermine the teaching of ancient Greek, Latin and German, which are all destined to gradually disappear or to become anecdotal and marginal. And this process is logically combined with the reinforcement of the teaching of original languages and cultures (ELCO), whose ambition is to teach young students of immigrant descent all about the cultures and especially the languages of their ethnic origins, primarily Arabic and Turkish, which they often master poorly or not at all. 92,500 pupils attend such lessons nowadays, of which 87,000 are at primary school, a total that has increased by 16% between 2010 and 2015. In parallel, the grammatical and lexical teaching of the French language is deliberately undercut. The logical conclusion is that the two endeavours are related.

In addition to the egalitarian and anti-elitist fury that wreaks devastation from below (notably through the abolition of bilingual classes) and is extremely harmful to the middle classes, one attempts to remove not only the teaching of our Christian heritage but also that of the Greco-Latin culture, both of which are similarly negated. It’s a cultural ethnocide in which the Trotskyite Marxist ideology, enjoying a large representation within the current socialistic State, fraternises with Islam.

It is an outrage: the Republic has renounced all its claims to integration, Frenchification and especially assimilation. Instead, it chooses to promote ethnic communitarianism and Islamisation (while pretending to fight against Islamism!). In actual fact, the authorities have taken cognizance of our demographic reality and of the mass immigration that they themselves have promoted for decades on end. Manuel Valls had this to say on May 5th, 2015, when, in the presence of his fellow MPs, he castigated those who opposed the reform programme : ‘What you are trying to defend here is a nostalgia, a nostalgia that relates to a long since obsolete France’. In other words, the ‘new France’ is to abolish both the memory and the identity of the ‘old France’. The native French must renounce their identity and their ethnicity .... while non-native immigrants are allowed to keep theirs! As for the foreigners who have opted for French and European assimilation, they face equal disdain. Mr. Valls made yet another confession, specifically that ‘the term “integration” no longer means anything’. He favours that of ‘citizenship’, which betrays his utter naivety: Republican citizenship is completely incompatible with Islam! What is more, true citizenship (as seen in the writings of Aristotle) is only possible among those who have the same values and share the same memory. Otherwise, the only possible result is a communitarian rupture, at whose end lies the outbreak of a likely civil war. This moronically naive ideology, which basically hates the French and European identity, has also been formulated by Mr. Sarkozy (although, in his case, it was a matter of political calculation and not ideological fanaticism as with M. Valls) when he penitently said: ‘When I was President, I should not have spoken of a national identity. Instead, I should have stated that I wanted to defend the values of the Republic’. What republic is that? A future Islamic republic? Due to its own extremely marked mental complex, it is very unlikely that the political Right will ever dare question the destructive measures introduced by Ms. Vallaud-Belkacem should it achieve a return to power in 2017.

But is this strategy really guaranteed to succeed? Not quite, since the oligarchs at the head of the French Republic have neglected the dialectical effects of their decisions. Luckily, every cloud has a silver lining. In other words, by reinforcing communitarianism, particularly the Muslim kind (while simultaneously fighting against Islamism and terrorism, which is an absolute contradiction), the government has also strengthened the polemical rupture between the ethnic French and the ‘new population’. They consolidate identities that are hostile towards each other in the name of their pacifying ‘Republican’ dream. They pave the way to a global ethnic civil war in Europe, a war which will obviously and necessarily involve Islam. They are playing with fire, as if they were children with matches in their hands. The irresponsible ones who create chaos shall be devoured, just like the children of Saturn.

Naivety with Regard to Intergration and Assimilation

Mr. Hervé Mariton, the UMP (Union pour un Mouvement Populaire / Union for a Popular Movement, who have now renamed themselves ‘Republicans’) deputy mayor of Crest (Drôme), believes that ‘the disappearance of history as a crucial school discipline has led to the fact that pupils no longer relate to the notion of national identity these days’. Always the same naivety. It is for ethnic reasons that you cannot teach French history to people who do not and never will feel ‘French’. And yet Mr. Mariton himself embraces anti-immigration views and is a proponent of the ‘right of blood’, remaining opposed to ‘family reunification’. This good man’s reasoning must be inverted: it is not because the history of France is no longer taught that ethnic divisions have surfaced, but it is because of those ethnic fractures (in multiethnic classes that are often predominantly Muslim) that it has become impossible to teach French history, causing the latter to disappear from school programmes. It is all a vicious circle.

What one attempts to cover up is that, save for a few exceptions, hatred and hostility towards France, its culture, and its identity have been growing among young people of immigrant origin, despite everything that we have done for them. Or is it actually because of everything we have done? This last question is a legitimate one. Camel Bechikh, the founding president of the Fils de France (Sons of France) association, is an anti-communitarian, anti-Islamist and utopian man, someone who is both sincere and righteous and whose position is only shared by a minority. He advocates successful integration. ‘I am far from being an exception among the descendants of immigrants in France: the vast majority is entirely acculturated, meaning that they are integrated and feel French, while still aware of their foreign roots and their Muslim familial tradition’, he states in his newsletter. And therein lies the rub. One cannot lift up two standards and espouse two homelands: a choice must be made. And what he does is mistake his desires for reality, for the higher the number of immigrants, the fewer of them feel ‘French’, which is especially true of youths. They have no desire to integrate into France. Instead, they mean to replace it. Mr. Bechikh is a likeable dreamer. Not only does a large number of Muslim immigrant youths not wish to be Frenchified or Europeanised, but they actually seek confrontation while marching under the banner of Islam, this identity-defining symbol of aggression. The prevailing ideology and its ‘Care Bear’ ideologists will never succeed in finding a solution to this ineluctable sociological reality, because they spend their time dreaming of the world rather than observing it.

Community Withdrawal, On-Demand Privileges and Territorial Appropriation

On top of the ever increasing number of Muslims, we are faced with what the Interior Ministry euphemistically called ‘community withdrawal’ in its concept note of March 4th 2015, i.e. a worsening of ‘community divisions’. The Muslims are gaining ground, but want to remain among their own, thus driving out the native French, who are subjected to harassment and no longer recognise their own country. We are witnessing ‘a proliferation of Muslim organisations offering religious activities under the guise of academic support’, according to the Service central de renseignement territorial (Central Service of Territorial Intelligence).

One cannot speak of a ‘failed integration’ process, since the people in question refuse to have anything to do with integration, displaying a preference for the concept of invasion. In addition to this wave of communitarianisation and the extension of Islamised and de-Frenchified areas into the suburbs and the heart of cities (Marseille, Roubaix, etc.17

), there is an appeal for privileges to be granted to Muslims, an appeal to which the authorities yield. The following example is emblematic: a supervisor in the Saint-Malo house of detention once confided in me, saying that the halal menus which they were forced to serve Muslims were considerably better than the ones reserved for non-Muslims. Muslims thus found it unnecessary to spend their own money in the ‘prison canteen’ to improve their normal meals. What accounts for this privilege is the understaffed prison administration’s concern to avoid riots. The supervisor added that some non-Muslims declared themselves Muslim (converts) to benefit from these high-quality halal menus. The very same situation occurs in most French prisons.

Companies are increasingly faced with working hour adjustments and ensuring that prayer rooms are placed at the disposal of Muslims. We are heading straight towards granting Muslims holidays that are their own exclusive right.

For political scientist Pascal Perrineau, a ‘vigorous re-Islamisation process’ has been engaged, especially in the case of young people, in addition to an increase in the number of conversions to Islam among French natives, pointing to a twofold syndrome of fascination and submission. Another issue: girls have been converting as well, in order not to be harassed in the Islamised areas that they reside in. In other words, not only are integration and assimilation into French traditions no longer an option and we are faced with an Islamisation process that is much more pronounced than, for example, in some parts of Tunis, but the mechanism of acculturation has taken an opposite direction, as the indigenous population adopts the customs of Muslim immigrants.

Let us give an example of the harassment that the ethnic French are subjected to in Islamised areas in an order to be driven out, a sign of the territorial appropriation that has taken place in Roubaix. A modest French family, one of the last remaining few, was regularly mistreated, robbed, and insulted by ‘youths’, who were often underage. These events culminated in car arson. All of this happened without the attackers’ families or the neighbourhood ever lifting a finger to prevent it, in an expression of silent consent. Worse was yet to come. The complaints filed by the family at the police station were dismissed as a ‘non-case’ so as to appease the situation. The family eventually moved away, fleeing their hometown.

One cannot help thinking of what many members of the Blackfoot population stated when, at the time of Algeria’s independence, they were forced to flee the country that they had built and developed, leaving all their belongings behind (‘a suitcase or a coffin’): today, yet again, Islam is responsible for the very same kind of exodus, only this time within metropolitan France!

The Islamisation of France: A Radical Historical Novelty

There is a constantly flouted truth that must be reinstated: the Gaulish French territory had, until the mid 20th century, never experienced any significant mass immigration and the only migration that did occur had involved kindred European populations. A global ethnic homogeneity had thus always been preserved. Similarly to other parts of western Europe, the rupture occurred during the catastrophic 60s and 70s (‘The Glorious Thirty’) when continuous and massive non-European migration flows began, an unprecedented event in thousands of years of European history. Not only did this process coincide with a drop in native French and European fertility, but it also led to the introduction of Islam into our territory, an age-old religion that is entirely incompatible with European civilisation and in conflict with it since the 8th century. Faced with this phenomenon of invasion, not only did the French and European elites surrender to it, but actually chose to promote it, which is as unheard of as it is incomprehensible to anyone from China, Japan or even Africa. They have thus elected to collaborate.

Have a look at the movies and photographs of France during the 1960s. The human landscape has changed, yet the process is still in its infancy. One of my photographer friends played a joke on people: he held an exhibition on the topic of everyday life in Equatorial Africa and the Maghreb. The photos had, in actual fact, been taken in Paris, Marseille and Lyons. Already in many areas, those people are no longer a minority, but actually represent the majority of the population. Apart from a few exceptional and rare cases, we have not seen any indications of integration into the ‘French Nation’ involving the young masses of new immigrants. On the contrary, we have witnessed mass rejection, paired with secession and the onset of insurrectional behaviour under every possible pretext. The primary instigator behind this phenomenon is none other than Islam itself.

Will the new France, or Francarabia, be a mere extension of the Muslim-Arab world following an invasion process from below? A change of language, religion and culture is underway, and still the elites turn a blind eye. The truth is too simple to be understood by the intellectual mind, which favours the complications of scholasticism and its academic organisation pervaded by lies and systematic errors. Intellectuals are unable to foresee the future. The same goes for any presentist ideology that refuses to be rooted. I am personally a proponent of the ethno-political viewpoint, which states that the identity, personality and essence of a people, nation or country (all of which are related concepts) appertain to the latter’s human and ethnic base. The institutions, economy, culture and mentalities are the direct result of these roots. If cut, torn or modified, the country is doomed to disappear objectively, even if it keeps the same name. Demographics are therefore the most important of all the human sciences. It is neither economic crises nor military defeats that cause the downfall of a country (since a recovery is always possible), but the weakening and disintegration of the latter’s germen, its anthropological spinal column and the very roots of its tree. Could anyone ever imagine ‘Japanised’ Africans making up 50% of the Japanese population, in addition to the presence of other Asian nations? Israel itself is far more threatened by the growing number of Muslim Arabs on its territory than by military danger. This principle applies to all countries. A heavily Islamised France (with Islam as the foremost religion in terms of practice) where an ever increasing percentage of the population would no longer be of European origin would simply cease to be France and would not even be the latter’s heir, just as today’s Egypt is not the heir of the Pharaohs, nor modern Peru the heir of the Incas.

The Ball of the Barbarians

Contrary to the lies of the State, which are comparable to those of former Soviet powers who falsified both history and facts, Islam has never actually been part of the history of France. Nothing could be further from the truth than the claim that it has, whether before or after 1789. The hostility of Islam to European values, both Christian and secular, is a consistent and fundamental historical fact. Islam’s universalist will of conquest (and revenge) is an objective observation, as is the ideological collusion between Islam and Nazism, the source of which stretches beyond their common anti-Judaism. The criminalisation of ‘Islamophobia’ at the hands of our jurisprudence is a powerful signal of submission (and permission) transmitted to the agents behind our country’s Islamisation. In an interview between Bruno Le Maire and Pascal Bruckner (‘Barbarism has reached France’, Le Figaro, 04/08/2014), the latter declared: ‘On July the 27th, at the Place de la République, the demonstrators conducted their street prayers with their faces to the ground, which sends a very clear message: wherever Muslims are present is the land of Islam [...] The moment we reaffirm our national identity, we are accused of being racists.. The word ‘Islamophobia’ has become a means of equating any criticism of Islam to racism. However, no one makes any mention of Christianophobia.’ Interesting remarks. He was referring to those Christians who have been deported and massacred by our beloved Muslims in Iraq and Syria, not to mention the desecration of cemeteries and churches in France and the planned terrorist attacks against places of Catholic worship which were foiled.

Similarly to many other spheres discussed elsewhere in this book, the Islamic invasion achieved on this level is once again carried out as much through the Muslim wheeling flank present in France as through the actions of the French authorities themselves, who act in perfect collaboration with Islam. Bossuet, Montaigne, Montesquieu, Voltaire and Chateaubriand have all denounced Islam’s barbarism and ideology in texts that would leave today’s collaborating politicians, judges and journalists (the three powers that remain in partnership) tense and pale. On the other hand, the ideologists who have praised Islam more than anyone else were none other than the Nazis. It seems that there is an issue here which the Marxist supporters of Islamisation have failed to resolve, although the solution’s quite simple... Why? Because all barbarians flock together. 




Chapter III: Islamisation, Its Collaborators and the Resisters

As with any outbreak of confrontation or war, divisions have surfaced along partition lines that stem from vague problems, not to mention the presence of those warriors who, owing to their origin and intention to bring down both France and Europe, are perfectly at ease in the roles they play in support of the invaders and occupiers. The analogy with the Occupation period (1940–1945) is quite striking, although the current situation is far more serious. Once again, the French masses suffer but remain irresolute, just as they were back then.

The Collaborators and the Resisters: A Nebulous Landscape

The transcurrent presence of those who collaborate with Islamisation and the ones who resist it depicts a highly diverse landscape. Let us now attempt to categorise them. The collaborators can be divided into three groups:

1) The Left-oriented oligarchy, whether political, mediatic, judicial, associative or of any other type, an oligarchy that is either part of the Socialist Party (PS) or revolves around it and is influenced by Trotskyist Marxism, which considers Muslim immigrants to be a new kind of exploited proletarians. Its cosmopolitan internationalism is combined with a ‘racist’ vulgate and especially with an abhorrence of deep-rooted French and European traditions — Christian ones in particular. The destruction of the French and European identity is its obsession. In addition, it exhibits a pent-up fascination for the type of totalitarianism that is proper to Islam, as well as for the latter’s ‘anti-Zionism’. The insurmountable contradiction that characterises this political Left, which is pro-Islamic by ‘antiracism’ and as a result of its will to destroy, through immigration, both our country’s ethnic foundation and that of Europe, lies of course in the fact that all the (political and social) requirements of Islam are completely incompatible with its self-declared ‘progressiveness’.

2) The anti-Semitic neo-Nazi circles, whether folkloric or intellectual. Islam’s structural anti-Judaism and its synoptic discourse aimed against ‘Americano-Zionism’ have led them to believe that Islam is their ally. The defence of the European identity is not to their taste (or kept secondary). Their hatred of Jews and of a supposedly Jew-infested satanic America accounts for their love of Islam and their occasional flirtations with jihadists.

3) The useful idiots, who tend to belong to the political Right and include Nathalie Koscuisko-Morizet and Alain Juppé, among many others. They live inside the bubble of the great humanitarian and protected bourgeoisie, taking no notice whatsoever of the situation of real, ordinary people in the face of mass immigration and Islamisation. Some naive Catholic milieus are also part of this category, remaining obsessed with the ‘love of one’s neighbour’ and the Pope’s (irresponsible and erroneous) sermons on welcoming Islam in Europe, while combining their obsessions with acts of Christian charity towards those unfortunate and persecuted migrants. The French bishops follow suit, in a display of complete obedience.

Let us now move on to the resisters, who are also highly diverse and divided.

1) The Identitarian milieus, some of which are affiliated with the Front National (National Front). Their internal rivalries are complex. They all fight against Islamisation and exhibit varying degrees of radicalism and understanding of the relevant phenomena.

2) Some secular circles, comprising such Left-oriented and dissident intellectuals as Bruckner, Finkielkraut, Zemmour, etc., who have refused to submit to the system imposed by the prevailing ideology.

3) Entire factions of the Jewish community, whose members have become aware of how much of a threat Islamisation is to them following the recent and deadly anti-Semitic events. They find themselves in conflict with another part of the Jewish community, one that has embraced the stance of a calculating denunciation of ‘Islamophobia’.

4) A number of Muslim men and women (a minority in their community) who fear the Islamisation of Europe, especially women who reject the treatment that Islam inflicts upon them.

It is obvious that the majority of middle and lower class French natives are opposed to both Islamisation and the invasive immigration which they are being subjected to. However, they have no say in this matter and simply watch the events unfold. An ever growing number of people belonging to our working classes now choose to vote for the FN (National Front), but the latter has adopted an ambiguous position when focusing on the utopia of ‘assimilation’, a utopia which is now demographically impossible.

Collaboration, a French Disease

A rather humorous comparison can be made between the submission of certain elites to Nazism and Communism at one point and their subservience to the Islamic invaders nowadays. These elites, whether political, mediatic, intellectual, judicial, cultural or other, yield to the use of force and deny their very convictions due to a mixture of fear, cowardice and opportunism. Their ‘views’ are of a variable geometry, which is a frequent phenomenon in the history of France: at the end of the First Empire, during the period of the so-called Hundred Days (1815), we witnessed these same political, military and judicial elites betray Napoleon in favour of Louis XVIII, then switch sides again to support the Emperor, only to betray him after Waterloo and side with the Bourbons, before finally turning their backs on the latter once they were overthrown. Collaboration with the enemy and regular changes of allegiance have unfortunately been endemic to the history of France since the days of Joan of Arc, who had to contend as much with the invaders as with their French allies.

The 1939–1945 period saw officers, soldiers, judges, police officers and people of all walks of life switch sides like weathervanes, depending on the power relations. The Communist Party is a good example of this: first pro-Nazi then anti-Nazi, its leader, Maurice Thorez, deserted France and vanished into the USSR. As acknowledged by De Gaulle himself, the members of the Resistance were truly a minority in France, the majority opting either for collaboration or inaction. Both Vichy government staff and the members of our collaborationist or militia movements were mostly made up of people belonging to the radical-socialist and socialist spheres and to the communist Left, which stemmed from the Popular Front (Front Populaire) and whose representatives voted in favour of granting Marshal Petain full powers.

This fondness for totalitarian regimes, whether Communist, Nazi or Islamic, seems akin to a virus plaguing the French mentality. In recent history, it is the political Left that seems most afflicted with it. A socio-historical study should be conducted on the issue.

Islamophilia: An Incredible Tolerance

What is extraordinary to behold is how Western societies, all of which are rooted in the glorification of Human Rights, anti-racism, anti-xenophobia, non-violence, gender equality and the adulation of the ‘Republic’ and ‘secularism’ (which is especially true of France), tolerate an ideology / religion that is miles away from such principles and look upon it with wistful eyes.

One thus detects the same sophistic mechanism as with Communism: the crimes of Stalinism have done little to undermine the nobleness of the communist vision. In this case, one thinks to oneself that ‘the crimes of fanatical Islamism bear no connection to noble Islam’, a kind of reasoning that falls a little short. The West regards Islam in the same way it once looked upon Communism: its crimes are deemed not to be intrinsic to it, but accidental, which is a fatal error of judgment.

Faced with the presence of Islam, however, a religion that has always borne the virus of fanaticism within itself, Western democracies exert themselves to believe and convince people that there are actually two Islams: a genuine, moderate and pleasant Islam and an evil and false one. In actual fact, it’s all but a matter of degree on the scale of a single worldview. The future historians who will undertake to analyse the 21st century will be amazed to determine that although the ideology of Human Rights chose to fight Communism and Nazism, it willingly surrendered itself to Islam’s kiss of death. The reality of the matter is that this contradiction is the result of a schizophrenic complex: an embodiment of Dogmatism, the anti-racist ideology prohibits any and all resistance to Islamisation, a resistance that is implicitly equated with anti-Arab and anti-immigrant racism, etc. The notion of ‘Islamophobia’, this ideological monster, plays a key role in this respect.

Sanctioned by the entire political class, the tort of Islamophobia, a neologism coined during the 1990s, constitutes a fantastic gift bestowed upon the Islamic conquering force, since it virtually bans those being conquered from protesting against their conquerors’ actions. We thus witness the secular Republic prosecuting these blasphemies and complying with Koranic, religious law. The criticism of any religion, including Christianity, of course, as well as Judaism, is perfectly admissible. There are no criminal offences that relate to Christianophobia; the word itself does not even exist officially. Once again, the French republican, substantive and secular law is denied, as freedom of expression is flouted further. Consequently, those who would dare criticise both Islam and the Muslims find themselves burdened with the constant threat of prosecution and exclusion, which in turn causes them to resort to self-censorship, forcing them to considerably limit such criticism.

Another incredible example of how the law is being distorted (a further sign of the obscuration and blurring of the rule of law) lies in the act of equating Islamophobia with anti-Semitism and racism. Islam is regarded as a race by a Republic that does not otherwise acknowledge races, while Islam itself denies being the religion of a particular racial group, yet loudly asserts its Arabian inspiration. But this also generates an enormous mental lapse: by creating a parallel between Islamophobia and racism, the ‘Republican’ ideology (which is running out of steam) implicitly recognises that Islam is promoted by different races and remains the latter’s objective expression. This also constitutes an implicit acknowledgement of the fact that we are indeed falling prey to an underground colonisation process at the hands of other peoples, one that we are forbidden to oppose and whose existence this very ideology explicitly denies. A historically unprecedented situation.

Islam thus benefits from an exorbitant privilege not only in the public sphere but also in the legal domain. It is the only religion (and ideology) which one is forbidden to attack. One is allowed to vilify, ridicule, challenge, refute and mock Marxists, liberals, Catholics (more than anyone else!), Evangelists, Hasidic Jews, Hindus and countless others, but not Muslims and Islam. Islam enjoys a kind of mental extraterritoriality, which is more than Muslims could have ever wished for. We are presenting them with our severed hands and tongues on a silver platter. Our native censors have integrated the very principles of Islam into their frightened brains (meaning that they have undergone low intensity Islamisation or have become pre-Islamised): Islam is not subject to criticism or ridicule, but is to be respected and praised everywhere and at all times. All performances of Voltaire’s theatrical piece Mahomet are prohibited in the repertoire of the Comédie-Française.

The phrase ‘one must neither stigmatise Islam, nor the Muslims’ (a catchall phrase that is becoming increasingly fashionable) is now part of the jargon of journalists and politicians. It implies that the conquerors are the ones being persecuted. This is precisely what the Islamic strategy was hoping for, a strategy that always recommends delegitimising the opponent and portraying oneself as a victim whenever encountering resistance. It is indeed the case that talking about the Islamisation of France, which is an objective fact, is now considered synonymous with making aggressive statements. What an Orwellian inversion of meanings!

On this level, it is an outstanding moral victory that Muslim expansionism has achieved, a victory without the necessity of combat. Implicitly, Islamising our country is becoming a right and opposing it both a criminal act and a sin. One cannot help but draw a disturbing parallel between the current situation and the collaboration of the Vichy regime, whose units obviously undertook to punish every criticism targeting the invaders. At that time, of course, the collaboration went hand in hand with a forced submission to military force. In this case, however, what we are facing is voluntary submission, a unique event in the history of France and Europe.

Islamo-Leftism

From the extreme-Left perspective (the source of over 50% of all executives and politicians in the PS / Socialist Party) Islam is equated with the religion of the oppressed, thus replacing Marxism as the secular religion of the proletarians. Following the same approach that once drove the petty-bourgeois leftists to espouse proletarianism and express solidarity with ‘exploited workers’ during the 1960s and 1970s, today’s leftist petty-bourgeoisie seeks to embrace the religion of the allegedly oppressed, meaning that of the immigrants. This allows them, incidentally, to find in Islam all that is necessary to submerge and destroy indigenous European cultures, in harmony with Trotskyist nihilism. Islam has replaced the old ‘proletarian internationalism’ promoted by those leftists’ elders.

In addition, this Islamo-leftism (of which the Trotskyist NPA is an example) harbours the feeling of continuing its anti-racist struggle when supporting and legitimising the Islamic conquest. The resulting ideological contradictions and confusion are, however, truly staggering: how on earth have these advocates of secularity, these atheistic and anticlerical Marxists denouncing religion as ‘the opium of the people’, come to defend the religion that displays the sharpest intolerance towards secularism itself, a religion that is more theocratic than any other? The main reason for this development is that the Trotskyist mentality, which is marked by nihilism as well as by its hatred of European identities, actually views Islam as a good means by which to disfigure and destroy Europe. Another unspoken reason (and one that is reminiscent of the attitude held by some Right-wing Islamophiles) is that Islam is fundamentally anti-democratic, authoritarian and statist, perhaps even prone to totalitarianism, just like the Marxists themselves.

By the late 1960s, the extreme-Left was already supporting the Palestinian Fatah (which, nonetheless, was an Arab nationalist movement devoid of Islamist tendencies). Nowadays, Islamophilic leftists support the Palestinians, whose Hamas and [TN: Lebanese] Hezbollah movements are no longer rooted in nationalism, but Islamism. This is a factor that accentuates Islamophilia, not to mention the impact of those repressed anti-Zionist and anti-Semitic impulses that are growing increasingly active in leftist-Marxist circles. Mélenchon’s silence in relation to all the Islamic atrocities is very significant.

Femen, a group of pseudo-feminist provocateurs (who do they get their funds from anyway?), has desecrated yet another church, namely that of La Madeleine in Paris (the Church of Notre Dame having been the first), by mimicking, right in front of the altar, the topless abortion of the Virgin Mary, using a calf liver. Just like in other acts of provocation targeting Catholic locations, which are always easy and defenceless targets, the authorities turn a blind eye. Complete impunity18

. What would happen if they pulled such stunts in a mosque? Although ‘atheistic’, they somehow lack the necessary courage or desire to do so, obviously. If they did, this would trigger inflamed condemnations, scandals, a general public outcry, arrests and trials: they would be found guilty of the cardinal sin of Islamophobia.

In the eyes of the false proponents of secularity currently in power, both Islam and its mosques have become untouchable objects worthy of veneration. In this regard, Le Monde, the prevailing ideology’s official journal, published the words of a certain Thomas Deltombe who, in an inimitable style permeated by political cant and Newspeak, recently explained that anything ‘Islamophobic’ was actually a racist abomination, a form of concealed racism. Even poor Caroline Fourest, an ‘anti-racist’ and feministic bourgeois-bohemian aligned with the Left like none other but suspected of being too secular, was included in what he defined as Islamophobic (and therefore racist). Any criticism of Islam is a sinful act, which allows the concept of a ‘desecration act against Islam’ to be introduced. This represents an extraordinary psycho-ideological reversal that brings delight into the hearts of those who have masterminded the Islamisation of France.

As far as this intellectual is concerned, anything that opposes Islam either marginally or in a straightforward manner is racist and fascist. Such delirium would not attract any interest if it was not relayed by the hegemonic media. The semantical reversal operated by Deltombe (consistent with the classic Leninist technique of disinformation), which claims that we live in an Islamophobic society, even if it actually is Islamophilic, is part of the intellectual bewilderment that embodies the hallmark of totalitarian or, to be more precise, pre-totalitarian thought. Mr. Deltombe and Le Monde are the indirect heirs of the regimes that once distorted people’s sense of reality19

.

Faced with the radicalisation of Islam, particularly among young people of immigrant descent, the self-righteous intellectuals of the political Left indulge in the culture of excuses and denial. In an interview with Patrick Weil conducted by Le Monde journalist Nicolas Truong (The Meaning of the Republic, Grasset, 2015), we find out that Islam is innocent of all those terrorist attacks and that those who murder others in the name of Allah and the Koran are unaware of what they are doing, killing only due to their own personal frustration and despair: ‘The perpetrators of such terrorist attacks should be set apart’ because ‘they are radical losers whose primary motivations have nothing to do with their religion, which only serves as a catalyst for their stress and latent frustration’. In other words, it is all our fault: it is because we proceed to exclude, disadvantage and despise Muslims that Islamist terrorists choose to commit such acts. In fact, it is the very opposite that is true: no jihadist candidate, no mujahid has suffered any exclusion or denigration, nor is he a pauper or a desperate man in a state of revolt. All of them are simply motivated by fanatical hatred and Salafist propaganda.

Commenting on the political cant that pervaded Weil’s words, which are a perfect representation of the incredible naivety that suffuses our journalistic-intellectual oligarchy, Eric Zemmour wrote: ‘We should just talk to each other and put together an army of psychoanalysts, psychiatrists and social workers to assist every Muslim delinquent and keep libraries open round the clock! This is what Patrick Weil claims in all seriousness. The good lads who shout “death to the Jews” and sometimes commit murder suffer from an insufficient amount of “respect, dialogue and understanding”. On the other hand, the deadly danger, meaning the purest anti-Semitic and racist hatred, continues to nestle in those bourgeois neighbourhoods where, as Weil tells us with overwhelming emotion, people still ponder the Maurassian message’. Zemmour concludes that ‘Weil is caught up in past battles and unconscious of the imminent war’. (Le Figaro, 02/07/2015).

Edwy Plenel is a cop-like leftist journalist and the former director of Le Monde. He also runs the Mediapart website and is the very prototype of a collaborator. Questioned by J-J. Bourdin on RMC on September the 15th 2014, he presented his book entitled For Muslims and gleefully stated:’ In today’s precarious world, France is immensely fortunate to be the foremost Muslim country in Europe’. Always the same Orwellian chorus: disasters turn into opportunities. Plenel is the caricatural symbol of the collaborating Left, but he ventures even further than others ever have: his words are declarations of love, as he lies either flat on his back or prostrate, offering his arse up.

For decades on end, the French intelligentsia and its contacts within the political and mediatic milieus maintained their support of communist totalitarianism, whether that of the Soviet Union and Stalinism, the one in Albania, Cuba and Maoist China, or even that of Pol Pot’s Cambodia and North Korea. Repentance came extremely late within the ranks of the bourgeois leftists, who were influenced by Trotskyism to some extent and now hold the reins of power. The same phenomenon has been occurring with regard to Islam: its totalitarianism fascinates the leftist perspective, a perspective with basically very little commitment to the notion of ‘freedom’. Such tropism is typical of the Left.

In the Shadow of Islam — ‘Free-Thinkers’ and Secular Leftists

At the end of 2014, three legal actions were filed against the displaying of nativity scenes in public places: one against the town hall of Melun, another against the General Council of Vendée, and a third against the town hall of Béziers. The Federation of Free Thought was behind all three of them. There are signs, however, that our justice system is losing ground and making erratic judgments: the Administrative Court of Nantes, unlike the other two (Melun and Béziers), ordered the removal of the nativity scene, despite its location at the heart of the old Catholic land of Vendée.

This is the very first time that the presence of nativity scenes in public places has been criticised (by Republican representatives, and not the Church!), all in the name of ‘secularism’. They had always been part of the environment without anyone ever taking offence, which goes for all self-declared secularists and anticlerical greybeards too. And suddenly they’ve awakened. Well, well, why do you think that is?

In reality, these attacks conducted upon nativity scenes do not fall under of some ‘secular counter-offensive’ against a Catholic Church that has been rendered speechless, but are part of an offensive against the ethno-cultural identity of France. It is absolutely not a question of defending secularism, but an intolerant aggression against indigenous traditions. ‘Secularism’ is subject to perverse exploitation. This attack is part of a coordinated plan that Islamic immigration makes the most of and that strives, in a most cunning fashion, to undermine and destroy (or ‘deconstruct’) the culture and memory of the native French population. The inspiration comes from an ideologically compatible blend of Marxism and Islamism, with the former standing at the forefront and the latter waiting in ambush.

According to an IFOP (French Institute of Public Opinion) poll organised in Western France, 71% of the French are in favour of having nativity scenes displayed in public places, since they are seen as an element of cultural tradition and are not considered to be part of Catholic clericalism. By targeting nativity scenes, one thus attacks one of the tree’s roots. Some of the media resort to shameless lies when claiming that those freethinkers’ anti-nativity reaction is a response to the ‘offensive’ placement of such crèches in public buildings. However, it is quite the opposite: the number of nativity scenes displayed there nowadays is not higher than in the past. It is rather lower, in fact. Such an attitude is therefore not a reaction to the provocative placement of crèches in public areas, but an actual plan to ban them, an endeavour that has a very specific ideological agenda revolving around the following watchword, a watchword shared by the masochistic oligarchy: the organisation of attacks upon any Identitarian element or aspect rooted in French and European tradition. These nativity scenes are an ideal target, since they are a deep-rooted symbol dating back to the Middle Ages and therefore considered dangerous.

In addition to this, the presence of those crèches is in violation of the ‘gender theory’ (i.e. the abolition of gender differences and natural law), because it displays a ‘family’ (a father, mother, and a newborn child), which is not politically correct enough for the dominant leftist ideology. Furthermore, the very image of the Virgin Mary, a central character in nativity scenes and the focus of specific veneration (the Cult of the Virgin), is a femininity model despised by the above-mentioned ideology.

It must be understood that when, by order of the government, the police repressed and underestimated the huge ‘Manif pour tous’ (Manifestation for All) movements (which brought together 1.7 million demonstrators), their actions were not motivated by a desire to defend ‘gay marriage’. It was meant to be a confrontation, an intimidating attack upon a deep-rooted France that is culturally Catholic and family-oriented, a France that embodies the oligarchy’s nemesis and its absolute enemy. The hatred towards Catholic symbolism — including crèches and family tradition — is not evidence of secularism at all, but serves as a warning that threatens our profound French identity.

In this highly suspicious matter, something obsolete and completely forgotten, a fossil, has been brought back to life: the Federation of Free Thought (which only comprises 4,000 members), an anti-clerical sect founded during the late 19th century. This cult has now been revived, however, and is being manipulated to file complaints against nativity scenes. Lurking behind, one obviously finds the Grand Orient de France (TN: a large Masonic organisation) and the Human Rights League, which walk hand in hand with the Socialist Party’s bourgeois-bohemian and leftist think-tank, the Terra Nova, whose main strategy is not at all focused on human rights but, instead, on the dissolution of the French identity. In the process, free-thinkers (and the rest of them too) are nothing but collaborators, objective allies, and useful idiots. Anything that can harm the European tradition is worth capitalising on. Hence this question: do they, knowingly or unwittingly, serve the interests of Islamisation?

The answer is yes. Malek Boutih, the Socialist Party’s Essonne deputy who shares some of our Muslim compatriots’ belief in interreligious coexistence, gave the following reply when questioned by Le Parisien, a daily that had been playing down the attacks against nativity scenes: ‘When I was a child, there were crèches all over the place. It was a celebration, not an act of aggression against my parents’ religion’. True enough, but, at the time, Muslim immigrants were but a minority. The situation has now changed entirely, as have the attitudes. Behind these complaints against the display of nativity scenes in public places, one finds the following implicit argument: these crèches offend those who are not Christian, particularly the Muslims. And it is the collaborators that have made use of this argument, not the Muslims themselves!

Could there be a certain form of anti-clerical secularism that acts as our Islamic conquerors’ secret accomplice? Actually, it is worse than that: they venture beyond Muslim demands, since the Muslims have never (yet) dared protest against crèches or Christian processions20

. Although previously nonexistent, this intense antagonism surrounding the symbol of the nativity is indicative of the ‘communitarianisation’ of France, a country that is experiencing the onset of a cultural clash. Islam is obviously the unspoken aspect, the core, the black hole of this whole controversy. What is worth noting here is that, due to the growing presence of Islam, the ‘secular’ attitude towards Christian identity markers has taken on an even more uncompromising dimension. They would never pluck up the courage to attack Islam, so they vent their frustrations by attacking Christianity in a pathological reflex of enemy reversal. This is the case of all those Femen provocations, which go systematically unpunished. One of their members has desecrated the crèche at St. Peter’s Square in Rome, without ever having to answer for it21

.

Christophe Borgel, the Socialist Party’s national secretary and a Haute Garonne Member of Parliament, seems to have grasped the ongoing issues. Commenting on the complaints that were filed against crèches, he has stated: ‘Such behaviour is stupid at best. At worst, it’s downright criminal. [...] The real problem today is our cultural confrontation with Islam. All one has to do is look at what is happening in Germany in terms of rejection22

. Nothing is more dimwitted than giving grist to the extreme-Right’s mill by prohibiting nativity scenes!’ He is aware of the problem, but to him, it is the ‘extreme Right’, i.e. the National Front, that represents the actual danger. His reaction is purely that of a politician who wants to keep his share of the pie. Do not to offend Islam! Do not embrace extremes!

With regard to the crèche affair, it should be noted that the Catholic Church bears no responsibility whatsoever. As if terror-stricken, it simply keeps a low profile. The Catholic Church is not the one that demands the presence of nativity scene in public areas. Moreover, Catholics, Protestants and Jews have never necessitated a more prominent role in such spaces. Only Islam does so, by issuing ever more pressing demands in accordance with its own logic of intimidation.

The mental mechanism of this behaviour is one of submission, collaboration and electoral calculation. How does it all work then? Faced with the growth of immigration and Islam, a growth which it actually promotes, the leftist oligarchy has chosen to pledge itself to the phenomenon by attacking the indigenous traditions of the ‘former France’, driven by a mixture of fear and calculation. Despite the countless contradictions between Islam and European (or ‘Republican’) traditions, the oligarchy plays it by ear: to please the supposed future victors, it denigrates the traditions of its own people.

In a display of utter cowardice, ‘free-thought’ sectarians have never lifted a finger in defence of the girls that have been forced to wear the veil, nor have they taken a stand against arranged marriages, polygamy, the Islamisation of the suburbs, the establishment of prayer rooms in companies, compulsory halal meals, etc. They have particularly made sure that they never brave those municipalities that spend public funds on organising banquets to celebrate Ramadan fast-breaking: such behaviour is not considered an attack on secularism, why would it!

The latest waves of criticism already target the ringing of church bells, always in the name of a perverted vision of ‘secularism’, as well as the shrines in the countryside, whose maintenance costs are beginning to be challenged. And in the near future, the very few Catholic processions, including the traditionalist march from Chartres to Paris, are bound to be next in line. In 2014, the Socialist government actually attempted, for the first time, to obstruct the path of the procession.

(People’s) Catholicism is primarily targeted because it is interpreted as a sociological marker of our indigenous identity. This was blatantly visible during the repression and deprecation of the ‘Manifestation for All’. Largely infected or paralysed by the dominant ideology, the prelates of the Church keep a low profile, without uttering a word of protest. Churches are growing empty, as the mosques fill up and increase in number, financed by Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Turkey and Morocco. 5,000 churches in France are threatened with ruination and lack of maintenance, even in Paris itself. In France, the Catholic Church’s budget does not exceed that of the city of Bordeaux and is certainly lower than that of Islam, which remains particularly opaque and is funded not through gold, but petrodollars.

The State’s Favouritism

The authorities grant Islam and Muslims incredible favours and privileges while denying the indigenous population the same rights. These include financial aid for the construction of mosques, special menus, the establishment of prayer rooms in companies and the arrangement of different working hours, the Belkacem pro-Islamic reform of our educational system, leniency or impunity for Muslim criminals (which applies to anti-French and anti-Semitic websites as well), special schedules for women’s use of swimming pools, organising receptions in various municipalities to celebrate Ramadan, favouritism, subsidies and privileges for Muslim institutions, associations and authorities, the practice of positive discrimination in the employment sphere and that of social housing (in the name of ‘diversity’), tolerance and support for the opening of Muslim colleges and religious schools where radical Islam is freely advocated, etc.

Examples of the submission of European elites to the Islamic invaders abound, symbolising a frightening kind of cowardice: Real Madrid removed the cross from its logo so as not to shock its sponsor, the National Bank of Abu Dhabi. Will one abolish the traditional Corsican banner showing a decapitated Moor’s head (in memory of the atrocities committed by Barbary pirates in the Mediterranean, who were then beaten back by the Corsicans)? Such polished submission is noticeable in our politicians’ declarations. Laurent Fabius has said that ‘Daesh has nothing to do with Islam, which is a religion of peace.’ A religion of peace, really? Has he read the Koran? And Manuel Valls once stated the following: ‘The Islamic State does not represent Islam.’ It is like saying: ‘Hitler does not represent National Socialism’, or ‘Stalinism bears no connection to Communism’. Such a denial of reality at the hands of those collaborators is mind-blowing.

‘Positive discrimination’, based on ethno-religious criteria and at odds with the republican concept of individual equality, has long been practiced, but has picked up pace since the Socialist Party took power, a fact that the brilliant Natacha Polony seems unable to grasp. In her article entitled What if France finally addressed the children of immigrants? (Le Figaro, 22/02/2014), she surrenders to the naive illusion of possible integration. She attributes the failure of ‘integration’ to the fact that politicians do not speak to the children of immigrants sufficiently and neglect them: ‘All the young people of Maghrebian or Sub-Saharan origin, who define themselves increasingly as Muslims [...], are under the impression that France is a bad mother to them’. These young people are said to harbour the sentiment ‘that they are not always considered fully French’. She deplores ‘the total absence of action — and of discourse, even — towards such populations’. Although Right-oriented, she criticises ‘the frustrations and real problems regarding discrimination in the employment or housing sphere’, harping on things in the leftist intelligentsia’s typical vulgate. She demands a ‘specific policy against genuine cases of discrimination’ and ‘massive investments’, i.e. the famous ‘Marshall Plan for the suburbs’. She concludes, in a completely romantic and hollow surge of ideas, that what we need is ‘to find verbal inspiration, one that gives hope and unites people under a common vision’.

But what planet does Natacha Polony live on, exactly? Why does she resort to an inversion of reality? Dearest Natacha, it has all been done before, a thousand times over. Astronomical sums have been invested into the suburbs, but all in vain. What the ideology of ‘diversity’ generates is positive discrimination in all areas, both in terms of hiring and in matters of social benefits, at the expense of ‘native’ citizens and comprising, administratively speaking, ‘contest-free (and therefore unconstitutional) recruitments’ meant exclusively for applicants of immigrant origin, in addition to the inclusion of compulsory quotas of ethnic preference in company employment23

. Far from being neglected, the ‘children of immigrants’ are privileged. Yet it all avails to nothing.

Things have gone so far that Malika Sorel-Sutter, former member of the High Council for Integration, stated without a trace of hesitation: ‘What the government labels “republican equality” is nothing short of positive discrimination, which is defined as the offering of bonuses or privileges in accordance with one’s ethno-racial background. The government intends to support all administrations in obtaining their Diversity label. This will necessarily result in the eviction of the native European French population, who will find itself excluded for not being of the right origin. We are distancing ourselves from the very concept of citizenship for which the French once took up arms and went as far as to conduct the Revolution’ (in Valeurs actuelles, 20–26/02/2014). This courageous and lucid woman was referring to the Lebanonisation of France.

The Government’s Blindness to Islam

In order to conceal the failure of the French Council of the Muslim Faith (Conseil Français du culte Musulman or CFCM), the government has decided to create a new structure, a ‘dialogue platform’ with Islam. At regular intervals, one hundred and fifty Muslim personalities will engage in a debate with the State on various sensitive issues, the training of imams, the funding of mosques, etc. Are these intentions to be taken seriously?

The first of a series of meetings was held at the Interior Ministry’s headquarters on June the 15th 2015 and confirmed the fact that the government was still blinded and in denial of reality. Rather than addressing the primary issues surrounding the opacity of the financing of mosques, the training of 2000 imams mostly of Algerian, Moroccan and Turkish origin (whose sermons are often radical), the disturbing questions regarding the ever more frequent entryism of Salafists into mosques, the increasing roughness of young Muslim immigrants fascinated by the Islamic State (Daesh) and willing to carry out jihad in France itself, and even the proliferation of terrorist attacks and assassinations committed in the name of Islam, the Ministry lacked the courage to tackle such sensitive topics. Instead, they chose to rehash the usual mantra of combating some imaginary ‘Islamophobia’.

The initial and primary round table focused on ‘the security of places of worship, the fight against anti-Muslim acts and the image of Islam’. Because everyone knows that it is Islam which is being threatened and attacked in France and is not the one that actually aggresses others. Lying through their teeth, the members of the Interior Ministry stated: ‘As many anti-Muslim acts have been recorded on the French territory during the month of January 2015 as throughout the whole of 2014’. In fact, ever since the traumatic Islamic murders of January 2015 (17 fatal casualties), which echoed those of Brussels, the focus has always been on ‘Islamophobic’ tags and inscriptions, never on actual attacks nor violent criminal acts.

Exhibiting complete submission to its Muslim counterparts and placing itself in a position of capitulation, the Interior Ministry lacks the necessary courage to mention the eruption of anti-Semitic and anti-Christian attacks, which are truly ultraviolent and whose perpetrators are young Muslim fanatics. Never mentioning the acts of aggression that are committed against Jews and that drive the latter to emigrate, move out of predominantly Muslim areas, and withdraw their children from public schools, the Interior Ministry’s senior officials are careful not to reveal the impressive increase in the amount of desecration and vandalism upon Catholic churches and cemeteries, despite having fully identified the perpetrators, with the added bonus of a terrorist attempt to commit a massacre inside a church in Villejuif in May 2015. This attempt was conducted by an Algerian murderer tied to international jihad and foiled at the very last moment. The man also meant to target the Basilica of Montmartre.

In this ‘dialogue platform’ with Islam, not a single word has been said concerning the Muslim authorities’ mild and rare reactions to Islamic violence, nor about their disturbing (either tacit or express) approval of the jihadist attacks carried out by a growing proportion of young Muslim immigrants. As always, the aggressor is portrayed as a victim.

At a time when the very expensive ‘Vigipirate’ and ‘Sentinel’ projects aim to protect various media headquarters, numerous tourist and administrative sites, churches, synagogues, and kosher shops, a decision has been made to offer a public subsidy of up to 80% of the total cost to ensure the safety of mosques, particularly through video surveillance. But who the hell is threatening mosques anyway? It is in the name of Islam that attacks are being conducted, but Islam that must be protected. What we have here is a desire to vindicate.

In a show of impudence, Muslim authorities have filed complaints with the French government because of a deterioration in ‘Islam’s public image’ in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks that afflicted France and the violent acts perpetrated by Daesh in the Middle East and Libya and, in Africa, by its emulators. Hypocritically, they deplore the ‘stigmatisation’ that Islam is allegedly being subjected to and the ‘amalgamation’ (another one of their fetish words) between the terrorism committed in the name of Islam and the Muslims themselves. Bizarre, is it not? Imagine that Christians, Jews or Buddhists were to wage bloody attacks against Muslims or any other group ‘in the name of’ of their religion’: would we not be entitled to ask certain questions?

Commenting on the results of this ‘platform of dialogue with the Muslim faith’, Jean-Marie Guénois suggests that it is all but a ‘windmill’ meant to cover up a certain ‘electioneering approach’ on the part of French Muslims (Le Figaro, 06/15/2015). Here is what he says: ‘Indeed, why would none of them (i.e the participants) ever want to or dare question [...] the rise of Salafist radicalism among some young French Muslims? “Off topic”, they say. But didn’t this tragedy (the attacks of January 2015) trigger the current development? “Let us avoid stigmatising Islam”, they add. [...] How can the foremost country of human rights remain silent about an extremist religious idea that programmes French youths to kill other people on a daily basis?’ The answer is a mixture of electoral calculation, cowardice and an ideological denial of reality.

On the occasion of the first meeting held by the ‘dialogue platform’ with Islam, Manuel Valls declared: ‘There is a major challenge for us to face in the coming years: that of demonstrating that Islam is fully compatible with democracy, the Republic, and the notion of equality between men and women’. I guess he must have somehow forgotten to open the Koran, just like Juppé and Jacques Lang. This is the so-called Coué method, i.e. a complete denial of reality. One might as well claim that Marxist Communism is entirely compatible with free enterprise, Christianity with atheism, Judaism with anti-Semitism, Nazism with the Jews and cats with mice.

Statal Francophobia — a ‘Population Policy’

In response to the Islamic massacre that took place in January 2015, the powers-that-be have, beyond the introduction of ineffective security measures, expressed the intention to ultimately impose, under the pretext of ‘social diversity’, a more pronounced form of immigration and Islamisation, through the implementation of a ‘population policy’. Instead of healing the wounds, this will add fuel to the fire and exacerbate the damage. As if the ‘ghettos’ were to be blamed for those Islamic attacks. Any policy of ‘integration’ or ‘assimilation’ is impossible given the scale of immigration and one must therefore resort to forceful measures so as to organise the territorial dissemination of immigrant populations (in housing and schools), 90% of whom are Muslims. Could the government’s secret purpose lie in the destruction of the French European identity? It seems that anti-French racism has plenty of fuel reserves.

Following the Islamic terrorist murders that were carried out on the 7th, 8th and 9th of January 2015 (and which a certain number of young Muslim immigrants were in favour of), the authorities, in a classic pathological reflex, did not come to the conclusion that a war was being waged against France on its own soil and that it was therefore imperative for them to stop and reverse the flow of immigration and Islamisation, which act as breeding grounds for terrorists and guerrillas. Instead, they inferred that the French were guilty of ‘apartheid’ and that it was thus necessary to forcefully impose the presence of predominantly Muslim immigrant populations throughout the French territory.

It is as if the aim was to prevent the native French population from regrouping by, once again, imposing the presence of a population that they had previously attempted to flee and with which any cohabitation is impossible. As for those members of the ‘gauche caviar’ bourgeoisie [Translator’s note: the term ‘gauche caviar’ bears a highly pejorative connotation and refers to people who declare themselves to be socialists yet behave in a way that contradicts their professed values] who have devised the above-mentioned strategy, a strategy whose function is to impose the famous ‘diversity’, they enjoy a life of protection in city centres or luxury villages that keep their country houses sheltered, far from their beloved immigrants. Manuel Valls has proposed ‘a population policy to fight against ghettoisation and segregation’, an approach ‘not solely focused on housing and habitat’. What he meant was that he wanted to implement tougher school mapping by using force to intermix indigenous populations with Muslim immigrants and reinforcing the measures of ‘positive discrimination’, meaning favouritism, which lead to the exclusion of our native French population from numerous sectors and serve as a sort of ‘punishment’ for its members.

Our response to the Islamic aggression against France is thus for us to take measures against... ‘Islamophobia’! The fundamentalists must be rubbing their hands with delight and feeling very heartened. Our other reaction is to send a benighted army to wage war upon Mali and bomb the Islamic militias in Iraq, while simultaneously allowing unchecked Muslim immigration flows to pour into France, and to standardise judicial laxity and impunity for criminals and offenders under the aegis of Mrs Taubira, in an act of utter delirium. Stricken with insanity, the Republic no longer protects the nation, but undertakes to hack off the branch which supports its weight.

The term ‘population policy’ itself has some rather bizarre overtones, giving off a somewhat totalitarian vibe. Was it a case of lapsus linguae (TN: a slip of the tongue)? Could Manuel Valls have meant ‘repopulation’, i.e. ‘population replacement’? Or ‘colonisation’ at the hands of a new population, perhaps? For such words are not neutral by any means. In harmony with the laxity of our immigration policy (which allows illegal migrants to become non-removable and enjoy various subsidies, grants all asylum seekers the right to stay and brings about a constant rise in our regularisation and naturalisation rates), this process of population replacement is combined with an imperative of territorial distribution. All of this is consistent with Terra Nova ideas (the name itself is truly revealing, since a ‘new earth’ implies a ‘new population’), i.e. those of the Socialist Party’s think tank: their purpose is to de-Frenchify the population, found a ‘new (and ideally Islamised) France’, and, at the same time, bring in new immigrant voters, especially since the native electorate has abandoned the Left (in favour of the National Front) and is considered lost, ageing and in demographic decline. The strategy of disseminating the immigrant population (the ‘leopard skin’ tactic) devised by the Socialist Party and its Terra Nova subdivision perfectly suits the intentions of the Islamists that strive to besiege France. There is a subliminal Francophobia that can be glimpsed in Mr. Valls’ ideological formulation of a ‘population policy’. He seems to have expressed a desire to bring the native French people to an end, replacing it and repopulating the country by force; his attitude is a positive one since, by stating such things, he has actually shown his hand. Some will speak of an ethnocide, but I will not venture that far. In truth, Mr. Valls loves France: this is why he keeps strengthening the regularisation and naturalisation of illegal immigrants ...

This ‘population policy’ has a vaguely Stalinist aspect to it. As part of its main elements, it comprises the reinforcement of the SRU (Urban Solidarity and Renewal) law introduced by Lionel Jospin in 2000. HLM (TN: Habitation à loyer modéré or rent-controlled housing) quotas, primarily reserved for immigrants, will increase from 20% to 25% and involve higher financial penalties for all reluctant municipalities, quintupled by Cécile Duflot. Let us emphasise the Stalinist comments made by Francis Pupponi, the Socialist Party’s mayor of Sarcelles, a man who fully agrees with Valls regarding the latter’s observations on the topic of apartheid: ‘Talking about social and ethnic quotas will turn out to be a necessity if we really are to trigger change’. There, he said it loud and clear. He then went on to say: ‘It is also crucial for the State to regain control over local communities’.

Meanwhile, Patrick Kanner, the Minister of Urban Affairs, let slip the following gem: ‘The State must seize the land that is available in these neighbourhoods and establish the necessary territorial collectivities there’. Strange words, considering the fact that Kanner is in favour of ‘decentralisation’. When it comes to destroying the French people, it seems, one is quick to embrace Jacobinism again. However, one still gets to have fun redrawing the regions and playing ‘federalist’.

Laurent Chalard, geographer and member of the ‘European Centre for International Affairs’ think tank, believes that this forced ‘population’ policy, centred around the compulsory redistribution of populations, is bound to be ineffective: ‘Overall, social diversity policies have little effect because in today’s world, individuals seek to remain among their own and avoid mixing [...]. We must free ourselves of ideology. In multi-ethnic States, people have a tendency to assemble in accordance with their community of origin’ (Le Figaro, 24–25/01/2015). This is particularly visible in Marseille and in the case of the Asians that inhabit the 13th district of Paris. Are they to be ‘dispersed’ as well? Stalin once sought to redeploy and resettle the populations of the Soviet Union on the basis of a mandatory cartographic logic of deportation. French Socialists, who have neither forgotten their past nor their ideological training, abide by this very principle, albeit in a soft fashion. This is of course completely at odds with the democratic model of freedom. Since Robespierre, the Left has had major issues absorbing these two notions.

Strangely enough, it is often the elites of Maghrebian and Muslim immigrant descent who, without even a hint of bad conscience, exhibit the greatest degree of lucidity concerning the colonisation of France. Malek Boutih, the Socialist Party’s Essonne deputy and former leader of SOS Racism, is the most independently-minded socialist representative. He criticised both the SRU law and Mr. Valls’ policy in the following manner: ‘This is nothing short of pure demagogy. What Left and Right-oriented mayors refuse to do is not the fact of constructing collective housings, but to attract an Islamist population. The breeding grounds of extremism will not be eradicated through dissemination’. Indeed, the contrary is true: they are destined to increase. In other statements, including the one published in Valeurs Actuelles, the Socialist MP denounced the little deals that suburban municipalities have struck with the local Islamic authorities in complete violation of ‘secularism’.

It is furthermore obvious that Malek Boutih sincerely believes in ‘integration’ and a possible dual allegiance (being simultaneously ‘French’ and Muslim-Arab). His standpoint is a utopian one and lacks any historical basis whatsoever, regardless of what population one considers. It is solely valid for a handful of very advanced individuals. These facts make Boutih’s position admirably tragic.

A Preference for Foreigners

In a recent demonstration organised by the Greens (i.e. by pseudo-environmentalist leftists) in support of illegal immigrants, a provocative slogan could be read, sprawling across a huge banner: ‘Foreigners — love them or leave France’, which was meant to be a response to another slogan coined by the Identitarian movement, namely ‘France — love it or leave it.’ The message behind the former was the following: ‘Natives, be gone if you refuse to submit to colonisation and foreign invasion’. Do they mean to drive out the French from their own homes? (Mind you, young indigenous elites are already emigrating massively...) This implicit anti-French racism had already been expressed by Mitterrand, the cunning and ambiguous demagogue, when he said: ‘They have found their home in ours’. This is the very foundation that supports the ethno-masochistic pathology pervading the leftist elites, one that has led to the famous ‘French suicide’ analysed by Eric Zemmour, the bane of the self-righteous. In this sense, the French oligarchy is accountable for what is happening to its people: for the first time in history, Europeans are involved in the organisation of their own invasion, programming it themselves, without the need for any external military aggression. This collaboration is no longer forced (as it was in 1940–1944), but voluntary.

Subsequently to the Islamic slaughter in January 2015, Patrick Kanner, the French Minister of Youth, Sports and Urban Affairs (yet another white elephant), had this to say about our Civic Service: ‘Seats must be given above all to suburban youths.’ What he termed ‘suburban youths’ is but a euphemism for young people of immigrant origin, 90% of whom are Muslims. He openly advocates ‘positive discrimination’ in the name of ‘the struggle against inequality and the battle for equality’. How Orwellian: we are to implement legal inequality to strengthen substantive equality. The goal behind this attitude, a completely unrealistic one, is to indulge these populations and appease them, thereby purchasing social (pardon me, ethnic) peace and avoiding Islamic radicalisation, especially through additional grants and aid. Everyone is blind to the obstructive contradictions that arise from such ‘positive discrimination’, a discrimination that has already failed miserably in the US (affirmative action). It contravenes the very principle of individual equality that one claims to adhere to while manifesting an unconscious form of racism, since one strives to present immigrants as victims despite knowing all too well that they are nothing of the sort and giving the impression that they are favoured for being less capable. The same contradiction is encountered in the case of the so-called ‘parity’ policies towards women. In short, one enforces a policy of ethnicisation and racialises social norms without admitting it, which is done mainly at the expense of our native French working classes, the hated ‘whiteys’. There is indeed a kind of statal racism being introduced, all to the benefit of Islam, which rushes in through the resulting breach to infiltrate us.

The ‘Social Diversity’ Hoax

Najat Vallaud-Belkacem, our Minister of Education, is as much of a feminist activist and a proponent of the gender theory as someone who remains silent on the issue of the oppression which women are subjected to both in Muslim countries and our Islamised suburbs. She advocates taking ‘unwavering action to promote social diversity in schools and redefine school catchment areas, so that the ministry can assume all its responsibilities regarding the assignment of students’. In other words, we are to implement forced diversity upon the school populations without the prior consent of the parents. It is meant to be a French version of American desegregation busing, which ended in complete failure and had to be abandoned. Once again, we get to catch a whiff of the totalitarian authoritarianism that we have inherited both from the worst moments of the French Revolution and from Communist ideology, an ideology which still fuels the French Socialist Party.

The very term ‘social diversity’ is pure political cant. It implies ethnic, religious and racial diversity. The ‘Republican’ discourse attempts to correct its own ideological myopia through terminological manipulation and the fabrication of a utopia dreamt up by intellectuals who lack any and all experience of life and history. This is because large-scale ethnic mixing has never been applied successfully and never will be, with a failure rate (i.e. an inevitable civil war) that is always proportional to ethnic distance.

‘Social diversity’ did of course exist all over our urban and rural habitat until the mid 20th century. The bourgeois and the proletarians intermingled, as did the rich and the poor. There was an absence of ‘class struggle’. Parisian buildings were characterised by the cohabitation of various social classes, who lived on different floors depending on their respective incomes, without conflicts ever arising. Similarly, diverse social classes rubbed shoulders in medium sized towns and villages, and it all worked smoothly. Cohabitation was successful simply because of a certain ethnic homogeneity (covering culture, religion, and origin). Today, such coexistence turns out to be impossible as a result of the inherent conflicts, since the people who are being compelled to live together have no common ethno-cultural and especially national infrastructure

The ‘anti-racist’ bourgeois leftists who lead a comfortable life among their own within protected neighbourhoods and attempt to force ‘common white people’ to coexist with immigrants would never consent to having the solution of ‘social diversity’ applied to them as well. Similarly, in an attitude that betrays their supreme hypocrisy, they take the necessary steps to avoid putting their own children in public, multiethnic and low quality schools. Historically, any prospect of ethnic cohabitation has always been impossible, let alone one with Muslim populations that share neither the same values, nor the same lifestyles. This ‘Republican’ utopia is already doomed to fail. Multi-ethnic coexistence is only possible on a superficial level among a minority of rich upper classes, in a simple reflex of long-distance ‘good neighbourliness’. When applied to lower social classes, it takes on an explosive aspect, and the currently emerging policy will undoubtedly lead to such an explosion, as part of a basic chemical reaction.

The Islamic radicalisation or ‘Salafisation’ of suburban housing estates is driving the ‘whiteys’ to flee these areas, having been abandoned by authorities that despise the sound of ‘populist’ voices. They feel that they are falling prey to the current fiscal murder-hole, as well as to the hostility displayed by the oligarchy towards them and the traditional French family model, an oligarchy that openly collaborates with their enemies. They are under the impression that the latter favours Islam on their soil, at the heart of their homeland. They are faced with constant insecurity and criminality, both of which are hardly ever repressed and remain a daily and troublesome part of their lives, a phenomenon whose origin is very well known to them. This situation will become unmanageable in the eyes of a State (where the Left and the Right have merged together) that has allowed insane migration waves to inundate the country. ‘Insane’ is the word that was used by a Japanese politician I once met during a business lunch, a man who was visiting Paris for the first time and to whom I explained the issues surrounding immigration and Islamisation and the latter’s gradual genesis since the 1960s. He listened to me talk and then concluded: ‘You have all gone insane.’

The above-mentioned feeling of abandonment is spreading, yet is ignored by the political elites, who remain disconnected from the people, whose members are burdened with insecurity and ethno-cultural dispossession in the face of this territorial devourment (occupation) and of a mass immigration that has disfigured our ancestral land. France suffers from the presence of mosques, which are being erected even in small towns, as well as at the sight of its own ruined, deserted and closed down churches.

Listen for example to the following thought, a thought combining cynicism and stupidity and formulated by Alain Juppé: ‘I have problems understanding why the French exhibit so much fear of globalisation and immigration, a fear of others…’, (stated in an interview with La Revue des Deux Mondes in September 2014). This kind of talk is unbearable. This blindness to the situation in ‘peripheral France’ (TN: the French countryside)24

 disqualifies Juppé, the old politician, who is no more a ‘statesman’ than a fly can be an eagle.

The fact of actually pursuing the fleeing French natives all the way to their hideouts in order to once again impose upon them those populations with whom they do not wish to coexist (i.e. the SRU law) is reminiscent of true sadistic fury. Formerly praised, common native people now find themselves hated. The new electorate and population of the ‘New France’, the country of ‘diversity’, are the ones being pampered, subsidised, favoured, protected, indulged, defended and presented as victims, even if it is in their midst that jihadist murderers are born and thrive. The popular classes comprised of impoverished natives flee peri-urban and rural areas so as to escape the Islamisation process, and most end up voting vote for the National Front (owing to its anti-immigration programme, and not its economic policies). In the eyes of the oligarchy, they are thus off-radar, so to speak. The question is: will they rise up in revolt? One can hope so, but there is little certainty.

The Converts’ Cultural Alienation

When Islam invaded Spain and, at a much later point, the Muslim Ottomans conquered the Balkans, many people converted under the threat of force in order to avoid persecution and discrimination. Hence also the fact that great breakthroughs are attributed to ‘Muslim-Arab’ intellectuals and scientists. In reality, they were only Christian or Jewish converts who had changed their names.

Nowadays, indigenous conversions abound in a Western Europe that finds itself in the grip of a Muslim migrant flood. What accounts for this is not direct oppression, but complex motivations that mostly relate to calculating behaviour or ideological fanaticism, not spiritual sincerity and religious faith.

The first of these motivations is one of submission: in order to ‘have some peace and quiet’ in their daily lives, people living in zones whose population has become predominantly Muslim are choosing to convert and renouncing their identity. This mostly affects young European girls, of course, who allow their Muslim companion or husband to put them on a leash, as it were. Through a strange kind of psychological alchemy, this submission (which bears a connection to the Stockholm syndrome) is often paired with a provocative hatred towards one’s native culture, a culture that is relinquished as part of an act of provocation, which represents a second motivation. Displaying a psycho-pathological attitude, the European women who convert to Islam take things to the extreme and sometimes proceed to wear the veil, even the full black one. The Muslim girls who struggle to free themselves from this religion’s obscurantism must consider them to be raving lunatics.

It is not a genuine spiritual attitude but Ideological fanaticism that lies behind numerous conversions, especially among men. It affects both the extreme Left and a certain part of the extreme Right. At its worst, it embodies a syndrome that was first noticed among fanatical leftist revolutionaries during the 1970s. Many of these ardent neophytes travel to Syria and Iraq to join the crazy murderers of Allah’s Islamic State. The conversion undergone by young Europeans who bring together every conceivable element of Islamist violence bears no relevance to the peaceful conversion of Muslims to Christianity or any other religion (even if such occurrences are indeed rare, since the punishment for apostasy acts as a deterrent). Such conversions lack any sort of spirituality, their primary motivation being rooted in hatred, frustration, a desire for revenge and a will to adhere to a simple thought system, as well as to an aggressive and exciting form of mobilisation, one that is as basic as it is primal and that Islam offers the converts on a silver platter.

These conversions are highly reminiscent of what was observed in Nazi Germany, Fascist Italy, the Soviet Union and other communist countries where Single Party adherence was plentiful, ‘spontaneous’ and, generally speaking, devoid of conviction. Having often given lectures in Russia, I had the opportunity to meet several former executives of the CPSU who confessed that they had never been Marxists or communists, but had simply joined the Party out of ‘necessity’, a word that can be interpreted in many ways.

‘The Extreme Right’ and Islam — Navigating over Murky Waters

It is necessary to divide the positions of the ‘extreme Right’ (a journalistic and approximate term that is somehow seen as relevant from the public perspective25

) into three categories, in accordance with their respective attitude towards Islam and the current colonisation process.

The first category is the one whose members view mass immigration and Islam’s invasive presence as the principal threat, their main objective being the re-conquest of the European identity. For them, anti-semitism has never had, does not or no longer has any relevance. The second group is completely anti-Jewish, yet also opposed to the colonisation and Islamisation of Europe, which is often interpreted as a ‘Jewish conspiracy’. They thus espouse an ambiguous standpoint. Their favourite slogan is ‘neither keffiyeh nor yarmulke’. The third category is the most emotional and impassionate one and is comprised of anti-Zionistic Islamophiles. It is a strange Macedonian salad that brings together those with a manifest nostalgia for totalitarianism, Evolian spiritualists and intellectuals who are often loquacious and fascinated by the imagery of Fascism and Nazism. Anti-Judaism is the main source of their Islamophilia. Islam and Nazism have displayed a mutual fascination towards one another based on four structural elements: the cult of belligerent violence and anti-Judaism, along with an underlying anti-Christian attitude and a pronounced taste for a totalitarian and one-dimensional society. The third tendency mutes any possible criticism of Islamisation and mass immigration. Those who fall under this classification thus prefer to keep their focus on anti-Zionism, the defence of those unfortunate Palestinians and fundamental anti-Americanism and anti-capitalism.

Some intellectuals who belong to the Islamophilic far-Right have adopted a calculating personal attitude, one that they assume to be very subtle, but is actually utterly idiotic: that of allying themselves with the Muslim victors against the Jews and ‘Americano-Zionism’. Since the 1980s, this neo-Nazi (and subsidised) fringe of the extreme Right’s tendency to flirt with Iran’s totalitarian regime has been confirmed, especially since the regime of the mullahs welcomes and supports ‘revisionists’, who are many among its ranks. These intellectuals, often downgraded and frustrated, consider themselves victims of a scandalous and unjust exclusion at the hands of a Jew-dominated ‘system’. However, addressing their newfound masters with naive and pathetic salaam alaikums will not bestow upon them any recognition or medals, nor even any security.

The converts and Islamophiles with such a penchant (many of whom were initially European nationalists) perform delusional mental gymnastics when deceiving themselves into believing that Islam could ever regenerate Europe, especially in the face of Judaism, Americanism and a simultaneously moral and materialistic decadence. The capillary action that allowed the views of pseudo-philosopher and neo-Nazi German passionaria Sigrid Hunke (author of the previously mentioned joke-book entitled Allah’s Sun Over The Occident) to spread within this environment has played an important role in the propagation of this hallucinatory Islamophilia. Having fallen victim to the mental confusion of prolonged adolescence, those people show a fascination for the Islamic violence that targets a West which they detest but cannot even criticise intelligently, a West in which they hypocritically lead a good life. Without even a shred of reflection or analysis, they randomly associate a whole range of further behemoths to it: the US, Israel, Zionism, neo-liberalism, the ‘commodification of the world’, materialism, individualism and the ‘metaphysics of subjectivity’. Their intellectual masturbation throws them straight into the arms of an Islam that despises them. The pathetic and tragic-comic episodes involving the two stooges Alain Soral and Dieudonné, who also happen to be good businessmen but are obsessed with their hatred of Jews and admiration of Islamism, illustrate this thought perfectly.

The Jews in the Face of Islamisation

Anti-Semitism is a crime. Any author that encourages hatred against Jews or calls for their extermination would thus receive a court sentence. However, when one opens the Koran, one comes across such anti-Jewish invectives and appeals as no other religious text would allow itself to state, so much so that many current translations are diluted content-wise to make them more tolerable.

The LICRA (TN: International League Against Racism and Anti-Semitism) has never expressed any worry with regard to the anti-Jewish Koranic suras that young Muslims learn by heart in France, not to mention the Hadiths, i.e. the commentaries on the life of Muhammad. Neither has the MRAP (TN: Mouvement contre le Racisme et pour l’Amitié entre les Peuples / Movement Against Racism And For Friendship Between Peoples), of course, since it is pro-Arab. In Northern Europe, ‘Identitarians’ have demanded that the Koran be banned for being ‘anti-Semitic’. On the Internet, the anti-Jewish invectives found on Muslim websites are legion and yet remain completely unpunished. The recent deadly attacks committed by Muslims against Jews have not made anyone question Islam itself, and neither have all the anti-Jewish demonstrations and commencing pogroms (officially, they were just anti-Israeli and pro-Palestinian demonstrations involving the far Left), a fact which is quite staggering.

Islam’s openly declared anti-Judaism is thus hypocritically tolerated by the Republic, which compensates for this by condemning the infinitely rare anti-Jewish excesses of the ‘extreme Right’. However, this unrefined pretence does not fool anyone. One can solely be anti-Jewish in the name of Islam, but none other. The notion that Muslims are anti-Jewish as a result of the Israeli issue is a historical fallacy. Even if the Jewish State did not exist, the Muslim hatred towards Jews would remain intact and unaltered, since it is taught in the Suras of the Koran itself.

The French government has made its bet: faced with submersion at the hands of Muslim populations, who make up most of our uncontrolled immigration, it has opted for submission. Islamophobia has become the number one crime. Muslim Judeophobia is tolerated, minimised or hushed up. Attacking Jews (or Zionists, by parallel semantics) is considered less serious, as they are only estimated to represent 600,000 of the population of France, do not instigate riots and their mental homeland, meaning Israel, does not have a single drop of oil among its natural resources. However, to dare attack the (minimally) six million Muslims who have already settled here is a wholly different issue.

Many representatives of the Jewish elite and of the institutions of the Jewish community are sticking to a firmly ‘anti-racist’ position, opposing anti-immigration sentiments and vilifying ‘Islamophobia’, to use the prevailing vulgate. Their position is virtually untenable. They have been unwavering in their condemnation of the National Front, even at a time when the latter, under the leadership of Marine Le Pen, has distanced itself from anti-Semitism26

.

They are very surprised at the fact that Muslims are not returning the favour of demonstrating amicable intentions. Are they naive enough to think they could divert the ever more numerous Muslims from their intrinsic anti-Judaism and thus appease them? They subscribe to the delirious doctrine that centres around the prospect of a secular Islam. They are bound to be disillusioned. None are more threatened by Islamisation than they are. Already now, Jewish children do not attend public schools in Islamised areas and Jewish emigration out of France is surging.

The elites of the Jewish community truly underestimate the consequences of mass immigration and Islamisation and the latter’s impact on them. Why? Because they overestimate themselves and believe that they will manage to keep the situation under control, which they will not. They will come up against a low intensity war, a soft one, and will end up being swept away, just like other Islamophilic collaborators.

In March 2011, in an interview with Elle magazine, Marine Le Pen declared that one of her friends, a talented painter, was Israeli and that she would gladly take a holiday in her country. Then, in Le Point, she described the Shoah as ‘the peak of barbarism’. Following this, she was invited to participate in a talk on Radio J. But the pressures, particularly those exerted by the CRIF (TN: Representative Council of Jewish Institutions), forced Radio J. to cancel the interview. Frédéric Haziza, the man who was to interview Le Pen, specified his position on the issue in Le Journal du Dimanche (12/03/2011): ‘What hurt my feelings was hearing that I had validated an anti-Islamic rhetoric by issuing this invitation. To me, there’s no difference between anti-Arab, anti-black and anti-Jewish discourse. Moreover, although a large part of the Jewish community does not identify with the National Front’s rhetoric, I have regretfully noticed, at times, a distrust of Islam. The community has been traumatised by the emergence of an anti-Semitism of Islamic origin. [...] This has led some, including the Jewish Defence League, a racist splinter group employing fascist methods, to draw closer to the extreme right’.

Frédéric Haziza thus falls into clichés and repeats the counter-truths of the prevailing vulgate: Marine Le Pen does not resort to any ‘anti-Islamic discourse’ when opposing the Islamisation of France. Similarly, opposing the Arabisation and Africanisation of Europe bears absolutely no connection to anti-Arab or anti-black racism (otherwise, De Gaulle would have been racist, wouldn’t he?). When Haziza regrets the ‘distrust of Islam’ (an understatement that allowed him to dodge the word ‘fear’) stemming from a part of the Jewish community, he thus expresses a certain contempt for lower or middle class Jews, who, on a daily basis, find themselves under increasing pressure from Muslim immigrant populations in mixed areas. Does he even know about this, I wonder? Things have taken such a bad turn that Jewish children are ending up in religious schools, sometimes even Catholic institutions, so as to avoid the public schools in those neighbourhoods. A religious Jew can wear his yarmulke in the 16th district of Paris, but there are places where doing so becomes hazardous. Frédéric Haziza is unaware of this. He loves Islam, does not stand against the Islamisation of France, supports the multi-ethnic utopia and believes in a bright co-habitational future that would keep the Jews safe from any sort of trouble. His awakening, just like that of other people, is destined to be painful once he has emerged from his daydream.

In the end, Frédéric Haziza is a superficial journalist. He imagines that anti-Semitism only concerns fanatical Islamists and some overzealous individuals. Were he to investigate the situation, he would see that anti-Jewish discourse is perfectly commonplace among Muslim immigrant populations. As for the alleged parallels between the Jewish Defense League (LDJ) and the extreme Right that he denounces, he had better focus his interest on the proven convergence between the anti-Semitic fringe of the Islamophilic far-Right and the Islamists, of which Soral and Dieudonné are shining examples.

Are the authorities (especially since the Socialist Party has taken control) cutting the Jews loose and playing the Islamic card? Overall, the hand they are playing is that of an invasive Muslim immigration, while leading the Jews to believe that they are not under any kind of threat and protected. Lies. The desertion of the Jews by the powers-that-be is logically accompanied by an emphatic and hollow discourse on the Holocaust and its commemorations, which are rejected by the Muslim community. The authorities do not concern themselves with the fact that, as a result of immigrational flooding, primary and secondary schools have, with total impunity, been overrun by anti-Semitism and anti-white / anti-French racism. Parading around at CRIF dinner events does not take much effort. The Socialist authorities’ show of theatrical philo-Semitism is proportional to the protections and privileges granted to an Islam that is as anti-Semitic as it is anti-French. The great theatrics founded upon ridiculous statements such as ‘France would no longer be France without the Jews’ have left the increasingly worried Jewish middle class indifferent. Among Muslims, however, they have fuelled the idea that ‘the Jews rule France’. Quod Erat Demonstrandum. 

The reason why anti-Semitic aggressions are a source of horrendous headache for the government is that they are perpetrated by the latter’s friends, their Muslim protégés and coveted voters. The authorities thus long to buy social and ethnic peace at any price. The French government’s pro-Jewish statements are all the more grandiloquent as they are insincere and ultimately ineffective. Reassuring the Jewish community in words but not in deeds — such is their line of conduct. It is as if a shepherd were to say to the sheep and ewes that he guards: ‘My dear friends, I love you but I shall allow the wolves to enter the fold. Do not worry, though, for everything is under control and will turn out well. We shall all live together henceforth’. Mind you, civil wars are fought by people living together.

The Church Versus Islamisation — Arising Ambiguities

Mosques are being erected on our territory at great speed, proportionally to the demographic inflation of the Muslim community. There are already 2,500 mosques and prayer rooms in France, 1,000 of which have been built during the past fifteen years. In 1985, the total was 500 mosques. This is the most spectacular increase in the entire Western world, a record for a country that claims to be the world champion of ‘secularism’. The Muslim community in France demands that the number be increased to 5,000 mosques eventually, a figure relayed by Dalil Boubaker. Additionally, 300 mosques are under construction as we speak, which is certainly more than the number of churches being built... The reluctance of both mayors and local inhabitants is gaining in intensity, a sign of this becoming a burning and volatile issue.

Bernard Cazeneuve, The French Interior Minister, is as falsely secular as he is a genuine supporter of the Islamisation of France. He lashed out with the following threat: ‘I will not allow mosque construction projects to be hampered by representatives whose pretexts conceal their own political motivations’. The French ‘secular’ Republic is thus trying to impose upon its people an acceleration of the establishment of Islam, while facilitating a mass immigration that involves a Muslim majority. On his part, Dalil Boubaker, the deceitfully moderate rector of the Parisian mosque, former president of the CFCM (TN: French Council of the Muslim Faith) and a man specialising in double discourse, made a statement to Europe 1 radio network on June 15th, 2015 suggesting that derelict churches be turned into mosques, before recanting eventually, particularly in an interview with Valeurs Actuelles which followed a petition organised in July 2015 by the above-mentioned weekly and writer Denis Tillinac against the conversion of churches into mosques, a petition that gathered tens of thousands of signatures. But what is most amazing are the remarks of Mgr Michel Dubost, Bishop of Évry: ‘In principle, I would rather see churches become mosques than restaurants’. Oriental Christians, who are being persecuted by Islam and whose churches are burned, dynamited or turned into mosques, will certainly appreciate these comments coming from a French Church whose prelates have been burdened with mental deficiency. The same affliction has stricken our ‘Republican’ leaders.

Pope Francis considers himself to be the heir of Saint Francis of Assisi, the poor man’s friend. He recently visited the island of Lampedusa. It is one of the main entrances used by thousands of African migrants to enter Europe, some of whom drown during their sea journey. Their exploding numbers are expected to reach an unheard of 500,000 in 2015. It is an invasive process involving bogus refugees who are Muslim in 90% of all cases and whose arrival has, to a great extent, been orchestrated by Daesh and other Islamists. Very few will be expelled or deported. They are attracted by the suction pump that the various types of social assistance generate. On 8th July 2014, the Pope gave a speech in Lampedusa, a speech in which he addressed illegal immigrants and Europeans alike and that, with all due respect to the Holy Father, can be only described as demagogic and irresponsible.

‘Instead of carrying them towards a hope for a better life, these boats have led them to their deaths [...] Who is responsible for the blood of these brothers and sisters? No one! We all answer, saying: “it wasn’t me, I’m not from around here, others should be held accountable, but certainly not me”. However, God asks each one of us: “Where is the blood of thy brother that cries out to you?”[...] Our culture of well-being has led us to think solely of ourselves and made us insensitive to the lamentations of others’. It leads us to the ‘globalisation of indifference’, which ‘has deprived us of the ability to cry’. The implication is the following: it is we Europeans who are responsible for the deaths of these boat people, when they are the ones that are destined to help us and save us! The smugglers themselves, on the other hand, who also happen to be Muslims and bear the sole responsibility for their co-religionists’ drowning, are not even incriminated. The Pope urged the residents of the island, overwhelmed by the endless arrivals of illegal African immigrants, to ‘persevere in their human and Christian solidarity’. He invited everyone to pray so that they can ‘find it within their hearts to welcome immigrants. God will judge you on how you have treated those who need you most’. It was a clear message to the Europeans: open your borders to immigrants from all around the world but particularly Africa. For good measure, the mayor of the small island asked us to ‘become aware of our responsibility and our duty to welcome immigrants’. ‘Suicidal’ is not strong enough an adjective to describe these words. The humble native Italian population’s opinion is not taken into account, since it is insignificant when compared to Morality.

Those people are not persecuted ‘refugees’, but mostly illegal settlers. The Pope’s discourse acts as an incentive for the primarily Muslim immigrant invasion of Europe, all in the name of ‘charity’. He then proceeds to burden Europeans with guilt, accusing them of committing a blatant injustice. As a matter of fact, it is only in Europe that people show such (dangerous) generosity towards immigrants, as Europeans are the only ones not to dare repel or deport them. The words of the Pope, which are identical to those spoken by the late Abbé Pierre and reflect what numerous Catholic prelates think, express little care for the plight of indigenous European populations, especially the working classes, who suffer from the colonisation and Islamisation that seep into their soil from below. This ideology, which is one of pseudo charity, thus assumes responsibility for the coming tragedies and potential civil wars that this senseless immigration flood is bound to trigger.

Even more serious is the Pope’s following statement: ‘My thoughts go out to the dear Muslim immigrants whose Ramadan fasting is commencing. May they claim abundant spiritual fruits. The Church stands by your side in your search for a better life for yourselves and your families.’ He thus encourages this invasive religious ideology to tighten its grip on Europe, no more no less, even as Christians currently face persecution, ostracism and expulsion from almost all Muslim countries. In Islamic circles, such submission is certain to arouse laughter. However, these words are also a source of clarity: the Church has objectively become a major catalyst in the colonisation and Islamisation of Europe. Still, there is a considerable downside to such remarks: both the persecuted Eastern Christians and their prelates are horrified at the casualness and unconsciousness displayed by their Western Catholic counterparts. They feel that what has befallen them may well end up happening to us. Are they really wrong to think so?

The Muslim-Secular Resistance

Within the opposition not only to ‘Islamism’, but to also to Islam itself, the greatest fighting spirit has come from men and especially women of Arab, Kabyle, Pakistani, Iranian descent etc. They are not afflicted by the mental complex of Westerners, who remain terrified at the idea of being labelled ‘racists’ should they ever criticise Islam. These people know what they are talking about, especially the women. They are well aware of the fact that ‘their’ religion oppresses them. Salman Rushdie, an emblematic personality that was targeted by a fatwa (an Islamic death sentence) declared by Iranian führer Khomeini, the beribboned dictator, was the first to resist Islam.

The extraordinary courage exhibited by a number of Maghrebian, Middle-Eastern and Asian women (regardless of whether they are intellectuals or not) who rose up against Islamic totalitarianism contrasts with the cowardice of French and Western feminists. The latter have mobilised to support the teaching of the ‘gender theory’ in schools and in favour of sexual ‘parity’ in both executive boards and political elections (strictly superficial issues that lack any interest whatsoever), but remain silent in connection to the horrors endured by women under Islam, not only in the Muslim world, but even in France itself.

Although originating from the political Left, the Riposte laïque (TN: Secular Response) movement is frowned upon by politicians and journalists alike, because it challenges the Islamisation of our society and Islam’s aggressive dominance over both secularism and republican laws, a grip that persists with total impunity in all areas where Muslims make up most of the population. If Secular Response were to wage attacks upon crèches or (the very rare) Catholic processions, it would merit the dominant ideology’s applause. Collaborator Edwy Plenel and all his friends would have relished such an act. Having said this, collaborators always come up short. In the poker game of history, it is only the resisters or the invaders that can come out victorious.

Collaborators always suffer defeat because they are caught between the hammer and the anvil. They are considered traitors by both sides, be it the ones they have deserted and betrayed or the ones that they have aligned themselves with. Deemed insincere, they will never be given any recognition. Collaborators can only sneer, with neither laughter nor tears, for their journey ends in defeat. Aristotle believed that any calculation can be successful provided it is consistent. Collaboration with Islam, however, is synonymous with inconsistency. 




Chapter IV: The Islamic Ideology: Divisions, Contradictions and Ruses

This chapter addresses the question of the ideological rhetoric used by a radicalised and expansive Islam, a rhetoric to which a part of the European intelligentsia has succumbed, including Left-oriented journalists, who embody a major source of influence upon the political class.

In its process of conquering Europe, which is primarily founded on the extraordinary strategy of peaceful immigration and demographics, Islam has been displaying its ingenious ability to deceive. Its attitude is one that combines two extremes: it complains of the fact that its followers are being victimised, but its real purpose is to conquer and invade. Islam resorts to a double discourse, especially in Europe, one where genuine Islam, meaning that of totalitarian intolerance, is taught in secrecy and spread by the winds of propaganda, while simultaneously presenting itself as perfectly ‘normal’ and respectful of both democracy and peace. Marxist Communism used the same rhetorical ploy, a ploy that is as old as the world itself and was defined as ‘antilogical’ by Aristotle: one attempts to justify or deny the chasm between one’s ideological prolegomena and their consequences and applications. Tyranny always strives to come across as being ‘honey-sweet’ when, in actual fact, it is more of a ‘bee sting’.

However, for the past few years, following the growth in the crimes and attacks committed all around the world in the name of Islam, meaning by Islam, the landscape has undergone a transformation and the ideological weather conditions have changed. The situation has thus experienced an upshift.

The Three Transformations

The first transformation concerns the mentality of our native French workfolk, but not that of the leftist bourgeois classes, who have remained protected and preserved. As part of their daily lives, they have become aware of the disadvantages of immigration and Islamisation. The rise in the National Front’s voting figures and the success of ‘populist’ parties (‘popular’ would be more accurate) in other European countries confirm this trend. We are thus witnessing, in a mechanical fashion, an increase in both protests and resistance to these phenomena, which are reflected in working class milieus in the form of an ‘Islamophobia’ that is unknown to well-off bourgeois classes. The latter have now embraced the Left and do not feel threatened (for the time being at least), despising native workers, who are seen as a miscellany of proletarians that are bound to be ‘racist’.

The second transformation concerns Islam itself which, particularly in Europe, is moving on from its Dar al-Sulh (time of truce) phase to the Dar al-Harb (time of war) stage, gradually desisting any precautions as it asserts its presence and prospers demographically. The recent Islamic attacks languidly condemned or implicitly approved by the complex ‘Muslim community’ clearly demonstrate that, despite all the journalistic and political denial, the war has actually already begun. Terrorism and urban riots are its two pillars. We have not seen anything yet... This topic will be covered in a later chapter.

The third transformation regards the disunion experienced by Muslims all around the world; it relates to a schizophrenic syndrome that bears no direct connection to the deadly struggle between Sunnis and Shiites. This highly complex phenomenon involves conflicts between Islamic fanatics, on the one hand, and resistance forces, Statal armies and civilian militias with varying motivations on the other, clashing against each other in numerous Muslim countries (Egypt, Tunisia, etc.).

In France and Europe, many Muslim men and women, who have certainly been ‘westernised’, are genuinely horrified by the global return to fundamentalist Islam, meaning to the real and murderous kind. They are not part of the hypocritical milieus that resort to a double discourse (the Islamic ruse) in order to lull those that are to be conquered and pacify their resistance. They strive to reconcile their commitment to their Muslim roots, which is of an ethnic nature, with their sincere attraction to European values of freedom.

Although they deserve the utmost respect, they are fighting a losing battle. Not only because of the fact that they are but a minority in their own camp, but because they wage a battle that contradicts Islam’s global evolution, an Islam whose course is set towards radicalisation and a return to its sources, meaning towards Islamism. What they attempt to oppose is thus the very Course of History.

Radical Islam in the Course of History

The Course of History entails major evolutionary or involutional currents which resemble a phylogenetic evolution process and may reverse and regress, but whose power is temporarily irrepressible, lasting a given amount of time. At times, these historical currents can also contradict and oppose each other. The Course of History is not of the Hegelian-Marxist kind at all, being neither flatly linear nor imbued with naive ‘progressivism’, but one that is marked, in a completely neutral manner, by huge background waves whose impact is felt in the short, medium or long term.27

 Concerning Islam, the Course of History has experienced several periods of violent expansion and retreat lasting several centuries. Today, we are facing a new cycle of conquering aggression, one that follows a long period of humiliation and erasure. This new period is obviously not based on the actual ingeniousness of Islamised peoples, who have never excelled in their cultural, intellectual or scientific creativity (contrary to what the Islamophilic Left rehashes in L’Observateur and Le Monde, both of which have surrendered to the so-called ‘averroistic myth’), but relies on demographic growth (demographics being the mother of battles), as well as on oil and gas revenues.

This reawakening of genuine Islam came about with the establishment of the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt during the 1920s and has been gaining momentum ever since the 1980s, particularly through mass migration towards Europe, which the latter, in its decadence and pusillanimity, has allowed to unfold. The conquest of Europe with neither war nor battle: such is the miracle of Allah. The ideological revival of real Islam, a religion simultaneously rooted in intolerance, obscurantism and conquest, is endowed with a historical power that mobilises Muslims worldwide, which is especially true of younger generations. As for the Muslims who attempt to oppose it, whether immigrants living in Europe or those that reside in the countries in question, they are no more than a minority. The masses, often amorphous, lying in wait and opportunistic, keep score of the events and anticipate the emergence of a victor.

The radicalisation of Islam goes hand in hand with its new expansionism. This radicalisation is not synonymous with extremism. Etymologically speaking, it is rather a return to Islam’s roots, namely those of imitating Muhammad. Of course, the totalitarian and murderous excesses committed by Daesh in Iraq, Syria and Libya outrage the Muslim populations, whose members fall as much victim to such practices as the Christians do. But Daesh is the tree that conceals the forest and its actions are a perfect imitation of Muhammad’s, and throughout the Muslim world its prestige continues to swell among the masses, and particularly among young people.

Having filled Mubarak’s shoes in the struggle against the Muslim Brotherhood and Daesh, both of which challenge his power, Egyptian President Al Sissi has failed to arouse mobilising enthusiasm among the young global Muslim umma. For its part, Kemalism, which was previously believed to be irresistible, has gradually been stifled by Erdogan, the clever ‘moderate Islamist’. Turkey is in the process of being re-Islamised, as ‘secular’ forces are subjected to repression and retreat. Moreover, the focus is no longer on granting Turkey access to the European Union. In the countries of the Arabian Peninsula, the same fundamentalist Islam continues to gain ground in people’s minds. The monarchies who fight it do so for reasons of interest, personal power and cronyism and are nothing more than sand castles, which may collapse at any given time.

Versatility is characteristic of the Muslim-Arab world and, generally speaking, of all Islamised populations. Just like the movement of water through a floodgate, the Course of History currently leads towards a return to fundamentalism. The fiercest opponents of ‘Islamism’ may end up changing their allegiance and moving from one camp to another, following the current’s direction.

The Victimisation and Exploitation of the Palestinians

The Islamic ideology takes full advantage of the unidirectional victimisation of the Palestinians and the demonisation of Israel in order to push its pawns further and make people oblivious to its own aggressions and use of terrorism. It relies on the leftist intelligentsia, particularly within the journalistic sphere, which has been accustomed to sanctifying the ‘Palestinian cause’ (the ‘martyr nation’) for decades on end, while demonising the State of Israel.

On July 31st, 2015, a Jewish extremist set a Palestinian house on fire near Nablus, causing the death of an 18-month-old baby. In France and elsewhere, the event triggered a journalistic outcry which blamed the crime on the Israeli government! This happened despite the fact that the latter immediately condemned this ‘terrorist act’, an act that repulsed the overwhelming majority of the Israeli population. Gilles-William Goldnadel, chairman of the France-Israel Association, writes (Le Figaro, 05/08/2015): ‘In 1982, following the massacre of Palestinians in Sabra and Shatila, which echoed that of Lebanese Christians in Damour (an event that was glossed over), it was Sharon that was considered to be the war criminal and not the Falangists’. He then proceeds to remind us that in 1995, Netanyahu was already being accused of ordering the assassination of Yitzhak Rabin, just like he is being accused of arming the arsonist who set the house in which the baby died ablaze.

It must be said that Jewish extremists, who only embody a tiny minority, are the unpredictable agents and useful idiots that serve the interests of Islamism, whether Sunni or Shiite. As for Jewish terrorists (who practice ‘Jewish jihadism’ according to the Israeli press), they are few and far between, whereas Palestinian terrorists are easy to recruit, and when they do perpetrate a bloody terrorist attack, the international media is hardly moved.

In Israel, even the orthodox religious parties and the extreme Right condemned the attack and a huge indignant manifestation was organised in Tel — Aviv on 1st August 2015. But there are double standards: on 11th March 2011, in Itamar, two Palestinian terrorists entered the home of a Jewish family and slaughtered its five members, one of whom was an infant. The act gathered little attention in the international media and there were no Palestinians that protested in reaction to the crime. On the contrary, joyful manifestations erupted in Ramallah and a subsequent survey found that as much as a third of Palestinian Arabs approved of the murders. A parallel can be drawn here with the tacit approval of the deadly attacks that targeted Paris in January 2015 expressed by some young Muslim immigrants...

In Beirut, the ‘moderate’ President of the Palestinian Authority, Mahmoud Abbas, was seen embracing Samir Kuntar, a man close to the Islamic terrorist movement known as Hezbollah (the ‘Party of Allah’) and who was given a prison sentence in Israel for having shattered the skull of a Jewish girl with a stone. Mahmoud Abbas labelled the murderer a ‘resistant’. Goldnadel notes (quoted art.): ‘There are few French commentators who would condemn the chronic complacency of Palestinian political representatives and that of the Palestinian society with regard to an irrational terrorism that is allowed to endure in absolute indifference.’ This is a sign of ‘hemiplegia’: Palestinian terrorism, which is as anti-Israeli as it is Islamic, gathers no attention whatsoever and is thus encouraged, while the rare acts of aggression committed by Jewish extremists result in a worldwide wave of indignation.

In actual fact, the ‘Palestinian cause’ is manipulated and exploited by the Islamic ideology, which could not care less about the ‘Palestinian people’, whose civilian population is being held hostage by Hamas and Hezbollah in a calculating attitude of sinister martyrology: the sole aim of firing rockets at Israeli towns from the urban areas has been to provoke a reaction on the part of the Israeli air force and its artillery in the hope that, despite all the precautions taken by the IDF, collateral strikes might result in the highest possible number of victims. And every single time, the Western media fall into the trap. The Palestinian authorities in Gaza and the West Bank are stricken with the gangrene of radical Islam. The ‘Palestinian cause’ has thus become a showcase of Islamic ideology in order to present itself as a victim, claiming to be acting in legitimate self-defence.

This strategy is a very skilful one: the pseudo-martyrology of the Palestinians serves as a screen, a wallpaper that is supposed to legitimise the Islamic ideology even in Europe itself. Basically, the purpose is to spread, throughout certain Arab and Muslim activist milieus, the idea that ‘we are all Palestinians’ and are therefore persecuted, which diverts French people’s attention further from the creeping Islamisation efforts and, psychologically speaking, helps mitigate the impact of Islam’s conquest endeavours. Additionally, of course, it is meant to justify the Muslims’ distasteful behaviour towards French Jews.

French Islam and Hypocrisy?

On September 8th, 2014, the ‘Appeal of Paris’ was signed at the initiative of Dalil Boubaker, rector of the Parisian Mosque and president of the French Council of the Muslim Faith (CFCM), in cooperation with the Coordination of Eastern Christians in Danger (Chredo) and the Rally of the Muslims of France (RMF). It is a document that solemnly and unambiguously condemns the persecutions, massacres and plunder that the Christians of Iraq and Syria are being subjected to at the hands of the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant, i.e. the ‘Caliphate of Daesh’, which is run by the sanguinary Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi and whose ranks have been strengthened through the enlisting of nearly 5,000 ‘Europeans’ (more than 1,000 of whom are said to be ‘French’), all longing to participate in its jihadist struggle. The rate of young Muslim immigrants actually totals 90% of the overall figure. They will return to Europe, hardened, fanatical, and barbarised.

The first fact to emphasise is that not all Muslim organisations have unanimously signed this long overdue appeal. It was not until the abominable atrocities committed by Daesh jihadists that a reaction came about. Christians have been persecuted for a long time in Egypt and Iraq without the Muslim authorities uttering a single word of protest. The Appeal is careful to stress that the barbarians of Daesh have nothing to do with true Islam and that 98% of Muslims reject the existence of a society that would abide by a medieval Sharia. We have all heard this song before, and the above-mentioned argument lacks credibility: what the jihadists of the criminal ‘Caliphate’ apply are the very precepts of the Koran and the Hadiths. The Muslim authorities that have signed the Paris Appeal in support of Eastern Christians are perhaps genuinely moderate Muslims who reject the practise of bloody jihad and claim to be in favour of a tolerant and pluralistic society. What is untrue, however, is that 98% of all Muslims are of the same view, as they themselves assert. Instead, what we witness everywhere is a fundamentalistic radicalisation of Islam, and all the polls have shown that the majority of Muslims are indifferent to anti-Christian persecution.

Although they have fallen prey to hopeless idealism, Europeans should not be fooled by such honeyed discourse, a discourse that is designed to sedate them. The Paris Appeal is restricted to the domain of speech (where it is ever so easy to apply) and parody, making sure that actions are carefully avoided. It arouses the suspicion of a propaganda effort that strives to prevent the aggressions of the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL) from damaging the image of Islam in France, an Islam that is spreading silently. Why does the latter not mobilise and take specific steps to help Eastern Christians and other persecuted minorities? Why is it that neither the unimaginably wealthy Saudi Arabia nor several other Emirates with enormous oil and gas resources (all of whom have surreptitiously allowed the ISIL and other terrorist jihadist organisations to enjoy the necessary funding) have offered any assistance?

There are other questions that turn out to be very embarrassing for Islam in France, including the one asked by Jean-Marie Guénois in Le Figaro (09/10/2014): ‘Why are Muslim mosque networks and their various associations unable to detect and prevent the comings and goings of 800 young jihadists, despite the fact that our Interior Ministry keeps a close account of them? After all, they do come from specific families whose identities are known throughout their neighbourhoods. For the first time, silence ensues’. To grant their appeal a veneer of sincerity, the signatories have indicated that the persecuted Christians ‘were Arabs’. One can only be amazed at the clumsiness of such an argument. Were they not Arabs, would they not be given the same kind of support? Is it necessary to take the origin of persecuted populations into account?

On the other hand, they will not have us believe that Daesh’s self-proclaimed caliphate, one that is wealthy, over-armed and dependent, at least partly, on looting and the misappropriation of oil, does not enjoy covert aid and funding from the Muslim world. If its actions were secretly applauded by some ‘Paris Appeal’ signatories, such a revelation would be more logical than surprising. It is not an isolated gang that we are dealing with here, but a structure with international ramifications. Jihad is protean: it takes on the shape of a reassuring smile (‘kiss the hand which you cannot sever’) until the right moment, when it metamorphoses into a violence that is unleashed upon those who have been disarmed and have surrendered to its abuse.

We must not fall into the trap set by the cunning duplicity which has been inherent to the strategy of Islam for centuries. Deceitfulness is the primary precept of the Muslim-Arab strategy: on the one hand, one claims to be combating ‘Islamism’, while simultaneously assisting it on the other, in harmony with the circumstances. Bear in mind that numerous military officers in the ISIL (Daesh) are former ‘secular’ Baathist nationalists who have undergone a change of allegiance, and that the Gulf States practice a permanent double game. For the time being, the official (yet highly divided) Muslim authorities in France play the tolerance and pluralism card, in words rather than in deeds. And even if these authorities were sincere, could they be seen as representative of Muslims? In fact, the ‘Paris Appeal’ is as reliable as the pacifistic vows made by Hitler in 1938.

Education: As Islamism Advances in Stealth

Similarly to the majority of crucial events, the following one has almost passed unnoticed. In March 2014, the National Federation of Islamic Education (FNEM) was founded in partnership with the Union of Islamic Organisations of France (UOIF). The latter has close ties to the Muslim Brotherhood, an international organisation that currently faces repression at the hands of the new government of Egypt and that all intelligence agencies around the world know to be the Trojan horse of radical Islamism, offering its discrete complicity in various terroristic endeavours. Anyhow...

The FNEM longs to mirror the General Secretariat for Catholic Education and the Unified Jewish Social Fund. Makhlouf Mamèche gets to wear three hats in this respect, not two: he acts as president of this new FNEM, vice president of the UOIF and deputy director of the elite high school of Averroes (Lille), which is the first Muslim secondary school established under contract with the State. As part of this hypocritical ruse, which is implicit to his tradition and shared by mediatic intellectual Tariq Ramadan (a man who also happens to be close to the Muslim Brotherhood), he has vowed to keep the teaching process consistent with the values of the Republic, namely ‘to provide education in a manner that would give birth to enlightened and responsible citizens within our public space.’ We will just have to take his word for it now, won’t we ...

However, Mr. Mamèche could not help but admit that the purpose behind the FNEM was to ‘rally together so as to make a difference, organise ourselves and help one another’, meaning to create an aggressive sort of lobby. Under their existing contract in France, the four institutions will aim to ‘teach the core values of Islam’. But how are we, for example, to reconcile Koranic prescriptions with secularism, gender equality, pluralism, the teaching of Western philosophy and natural sciences or even the condemnation of anti-Judaism? The promise to provide education according to our laws and public education programmes only concerns those naïve enough to believe it.28

 

The number of private Muslim establishments characterised by excellence, meant for their elites and, following a communitarian logic, strictly available to Muslim students continues to grow. They are currently in excess of twenty and aspire to join the FNEM. A 2010 report on the teaching of Islam29

 already highlighted these interesting yet disturbing points: first of all, it pointed out the ‘ubiquitous militant activity of the Muslim Brotherhood, whose members act as project leaders towards the potential establishment of a “Muslim citizenship”’. Next, it revealed that Muslim education in France was funded ‘by wealthy patrons from the Gulf and through grants offered by various NGOs that are controlled by Saudi Arabia’, meaning by highly skilled and not very ‘democratic’ or ‘Republican’ States that owe their gigantic wealth to their underground oil resources, without which they would be as impoverished as Job. Their goal is nothing short of hastening the conquest of Europe at the hands of Islam and its followers, who are mostly comprised of immigrants and only include a minority of converts. The report also shows that the funding and establishment of mosques are the corollaries of the aid given to private Muslim schools in this second stage of the Islamic invasion process.

The unfathomable depth of the naïveté displayed by French ‘Republican’ leaders, who remain entangled in the contradictions of their obsolete ideology (1848–1968), prevents them from realising that they have allowed the wolf to enter their own fold. They do not understand that according to the secular strategy of Islam, the UOIF adheres to double discourse and preaches anything and everything, taking advantage of its FNEM smokescreen. On the one hand, it advocates a ‘tolerant and middle-path Islam, one that is in favour of religious liberty and freedom of conscience and that engages in dialogue with the institutions of our civil society in order to strengthen social cohesion’, which comes across as a joke when one is acquainted with the basics of Koranic education. On the other hand, however, the UOIF speaks of ‘religious, theological and spiritual Islamic education’, meaning educational principles that contradict the aforementioned precepts completely, unless it intends to deny its own convictions. Only the ignorant are deceived by such a discrepancy.

In reality, the Islamic (or perhaps Islamist, since the two terms are virtually synonymous) strategy is based on the crab pincer technique, which is twofold: from the bottom, we are impacted by immigration and birth rates, while at the top, we encounter elites that are trained for combat, even on French soil. The purpose is to facilitate the Islamisation and colonisation of Europe. This is achieved thanks to the (mostly involuntary) support of the useful idiots among the European elites, who are somewhat confused. I suggest rereading La Fontaine’s fable entitled The Jay Adorned With Peacock Feathers in order to comprehend the Islamic strategy in Europe. It is all but the law of life: the stronger ones are victorious, as decided by the court of History, which delivers its verdicts in accordance with the eternal law of war. The victors are always those endowed with vision, understanding and will.

As Islam Seduces Our Conservative Milieus

At the start of the gigantic ‘Manifestation for All’ (Manif pour tous) that was held in Paris, several protesters were seen at the head of the procession, marching and carrying the following banner in Arabic and French: ‘French Muslims say no to gay marriage’. They only represented a small, perhaps even tiny minority among the participants, but their remote-controlled presence had a propaganda purpose: to present Islam as a defence force that strives to protect social values against decadence. Similarly, Muslims were the first in line to start a school strike at the behest of Farida Belghoul, so as to protest against the teaching of the ‘gender theory’, a theory used for brainwashing school children under the pretext of anti-sexist equality and managed by the gay community and the anti-familialist ideology. The CFCM (French Council of the Muslim Faith) and its chairman, Dalil Boubaker, the rector of the Parisian mosque, also protested against the teaching of the ‘alphabet of equality’, as did the Catholics, despite the hypocritical responses of Mr Peillon and Mrs. Belkacem, who denied attempting to spread, as was the case in Sweden, the ‘third sex’ theory (meaning that of the indeterminacy of biological gender), which is based on an environmentalist craze of Marxist and American origin.

It should be noted that at no time did the Islamophilic oligarchy of the Left rise up against these Muslim standpoints. Muslim traditionalism is respectworthy and untouchable, whereas Christian traditionalism is suspicious and despicable.

This brings us back to the very annoying contradiction that lies at the heart of the prevailing ideology and propaganda: they promote a feminist and homophilic ‘progressivism’, one that aims to deconstruct traditional family and kinship ties, with the hidden intention not of equality, but of the destruction of the French identity, considered to be the embodiment of the enemy that is to be defeated. Simultaneously, however, they support sacrosanct Islam and combat ‘Islamophobia’ on the basis of their own logic of population replacement. The problem is that Islam is inherently homophobic, sexist, and anti-feminist (in the negative sense of the term, meaning that of inequality) and strives to preserve its ultra-traditional structures, but only within the Muslim community, of course. It is indifferent or even favourable to the fact that our French society (or British, Belgian, Dutch, Swedish, German etc.) wallows in homophilia and the deconstruction of its own familial and reproductive lineage.

The dominant ideology exclusively targets the implicitly designated enemy embodied by the preferably large, Catholic and ‘unblended’ native heterosexual family (the pet peeve of the Terra Nova think tank, which serves as the former’s supreme source of inspiration), while turning a blind eye to arranged marriages, factual polygamy (which is encouraged by our social security system), the submission and seclusion of women, and macho sexism, all of which have been growing steadily and are aggressively displayed within the Muslim community.

But there is another major element, an element that is never emphasised and yet fundamental, an additional and hidden reason behind the prevalent ideology’s sudden passion for anti-sexism and feminism, as well as for the teaching of the gender theory at school. It is a cause that did not exist at all in the France that preceded the Muslim-Arab immigration waves: a rise in macho sexism, the abuse of women, forced marriages, and school violence perpetrated against girls. Lacking the courage to condemn such practices upfront or reveal their source (the greatest of taboos), one proceeds to ‘compensate’ for it using a pseudo-feminist and homophilic school policy.

Through a strange paradox, these often delusional measures against which the participants in the ‘Manifestation for All’ protested are the indirect result of the massive and uncontrolled immigration that has been plaguing us during the past thirty years. And if, unfortunately, the trend were to continue in this ‘new France’ that has been Islamised in accordance with the wishes of Terra Nova’s wayward apprentices, it is likely that the efforts of LGBT activists (lesbians, gays, bisexuals, and transsexuals, whose activities are sponsored by the government), the fate of gay marriages, and the surreptitious teaching of the gender theory will all be radically undermined and swept away like ashes. Therein lies the inextricable contradiction that pervades the dominant ideology, which strives to be both Islamophilic and ‘progressive’.

We are therefore witnessing a twofold paradox:

1) Continuing their efforts of conquest, some Islamic circles are attempting to seduce and neutralise our French traditionalist milieus, which are opposed to the immigration and Islamisation that afflict France. Their tactic is to present Islamisation as a shield against decadence and the collapse of ‘natural order’ values. This fool’s bargain and fallacy may unfortunately lead a number of traditional French milieus to lower their guard, since they would deem it preferable to abandon their identity in favour of defending certain ‘values’ through Islam. They long to cure themselves of the flu by injecting themselves with a deadly vaccine. They fail to understand that eradicating decadence factors within one’s own civilisation is infinitely preferable to making use of a borrowed and inassimilable system of values. They do not comprehend that even the worst anti-values of nihilism and Western decadence crossed with Marxist leftism are much less of a threat and much more readily destroyed (while remaining far less destructive) than the leaden weight of Islam’s obscurantist and medieval-like morality.

2) Although Islam is known to violate all of its so-called ‘progressive’ principles, the intellectual, political and journalistic oligarchy keeps a low profile in the face of Islamic traditionalism and simply sweeps the dust under the carpet. Allogeneic traditionalism is tolerated and encouraged, while indigenous traditionalism is devalued in the name of the struggle against ‘xenophobia’, either through ethnomasochism or through self-hatred. Islamic propaganda thus gains ground on both levels: in its seduction of the Right and its intimidation of the Left.

Islam’s Intimidation Technique

As stated previously, it is the Islamists who are right in their interpretation of Islam from a fundamentalist and fanatical angle. They represent genuine Islam, whose intolerance, holy war and absolute word-for-word obedience to Koranic precepts are foundational and do not exemplify, from the point of view of its followers, any sort of excesses or flaws, but epitomise blameless standards and qualities. And yet, in order to numb Europeans, whose weakness of character is proportional to their demographic sterility, they demand to be shown tolerance. They turn the ideology of Human Rights to their advantage through trickery. They obviously attempt, furthermore, to persuade others of the fact that they are equally tolerant and only aspire to live in peace with the rest of the world. And they strive, above all, to convince their slumbering prey that they, the righteous ones, have fallen victim to the intolerance of others, bemoaning their situation in a long complaint that resembles the supplications of the muezzin.

Just like the secular and enlightened elites in Muslim countries (since the days of Mustapha Kemal) who would like to turn Islam into a religion devoid of personal involvement in the public sphere and without any jihad, the hallucinating proponents of a ‘secular Islam’ are actually schismatic compared to true Islam. In their view, Islam is to follow the path taken by Christianity, meaning the relinquishment of theocracy, the adoption of secularism, the end of fundamentalism and intolerance, and the embracement of subjectivism and freedom. This perspective is all the more absurd as it belongs to the recent past of the ephemeral twentieth century and is contradicted by the current development of Islam. Indeed, Turkish Kemalism, which longed to ‘civilise’ and ‘westernise’ Islam, has failed miserably, as has the Arab nationalism wave of the 1950s–1970s, and in reaction, have both caused the current reawakening of fundamentalism around the world and Islam’s return of to its sources. The reason for this is simple: if the evolution of Christianity towards tolerance and the acceptance of the separation between religion and State are somehow inscribed in its genes, the same cannot be said of Islam, whose essence stems from its unified and immutable metaphysics. Let us add that many Muslim authorities that embrace a ‘moderate Islam’ (both in Europe and elsewhere) are merely throwing dust in people’s eyes and resorting to hypocrisy to lull their mistrust, the very same hypocrisy which is ever so central to the Islamic conquest strategy. The hope that Islam could ever follow the same path as Christianity, which those naive and Islamophilic Catholic prelates believe due to their state of intellectual bewilderment, is no more than an attempt to make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear. It is also synonymous with ignoring, out of sheer mental laziness, the true teachings of Islam.

Islam has thus been playing the card of secularism and moderation (for the time being, of course) so as to lull any potential suspicion, while demanding tolerance for its followers on the basis of principles advocated by others and practicing intolerance towards the latter. This is why it is so difficult to differentiate between the Muslims who are genuinely anti-Islamist (and therefore schismatic) and those that adhere to Islamism while pretending to be ‘moderate’. The act of presenting themselves as victims is therefore a second nature in the case of Islamists, which corresponds to the requirements of real Islam in its conquest phase (Dar al-Harb). A perfect example is illustrated by the current ruler of Turkey, a man who intends to eradicate the legacy of Mustafa Kemal Atatürk.

As a matter of fact, Recep Tayyip Erdogan, the Turkish satrap and an alleged ‘moderate’ Islamist, denounced the Western world’s ‘Islamophobia’ when he received Pope Francis in Ankara on November the 28th, 2014, and yet the latter does not even flinch when welcoming a Muslim immigration rejected by Turkey itself. All this at a time when it is the Christians who are martyred or marginalised in most Muslim countries and despite the fact that the Christians of Turkey, a country which has slaughtered the Armenians, only represent 1% of the local population nowadays. In addition to this, Erdogan’s secretly Islamist regime has a very ambiguous relationship with the Islamic State or Daesh. Such effrontery and impudence is typical of the Islamic mentality, in which the aggressors claim to be aggressed and the oppressors assert that they are actually the oppressed. In the eyes of Islam, non-reciprocity is an absolute rule.

What Erdogan meant was:

1) We are entitled to be Europhobic, Judeophobic, and Christianophobic, but you, on the other hand, do not have the right to be Islamophobic.

2) You are guilty of Islamophobia the very moment you forbid us to invade you, settle freely on your soil and impose our customs. Already, the shameless Erdogan has protested against the ‘Germanisation’ of Turkish immigrants in Germany! Therein lies the technique of intimidation.

From Rock ‘n‘ Roll and Trotskyism to Jihad

The primary ideology that is proper to Islam and its founding texts is not one of strength, nor is it rooted in the will to power. Instead, it is based on brutality and violence and thus has the capacity to fascinate and attract a number of anencephalic and uneducated Western minds. Once driven by a fascination for pseudo-revolutionary Trotskyist leftism and/or the American cultural ‘model’ (in its rock ’n’ roll or anarcho-libertarian versions), young Europeans are now infatuated with Islamism and jihad, which is far worse. What accounts for this appeal is their need to mobilise for a cause, as a result of the value deficiency that has afflicted the West, as well as the latter’s general emasculation. Now that Soviet Marxism has fallen, Islam appears as a new ideal, a replacement model. As previously mentioned, it also appeals to young people’s spirit of submission and collaboration, since they have lost all sense of direction and have been left without strong Identitarian values. These youths are throwing themselves into the arms of a simplistic ideology that offers them, in addition to a desire for revenge and the gratification of resentment, a superstition akin to astrological drivel: the paradise of Allah. Progressive and egalitarian dogmas are forgotten, but the ‘Muslims’, necessarily oppressed and of immigrant descent, have replaced the proletarians in the imaginations of pseudo-rebels.

It is jihad that embodies the mental rock ’n’ roll for Western converts, a passion equally superficial but far deadlier. Both Islamophiles and those who collaborate with Islamisation constantly rehash the fact that jihad is not a war of religions, that the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria does not practice true Islamic jihad through its massacres and persecutions, and other kinds of nonsense. At the same time, they admire it, surreptitiously... On the other hand, in a hypocritical attempt at misinformation, many Muslim authorities, especially those in Europe, repeat the same anti-truth, one which they themselves do not believe, unlike Islamophiles and collaborators. Those who would criticise Salafism are regarded as ‘Islamophobic’, meaning sinful. They are therefore considered to belong to the ranks of unbelievers.

Actually, jihad is indeed synonymous with ‘struggle’ and nothing else, and has been so since the 7th century. It represents, above all, the struggle against oneself and one’s own softness in order to prepare morally for winning the war — regardless of its shape and form — when the time comes. Secondly, jihad takes on the appearance of a defensive war whenever Islam is attacked or threatened. Last but not least, it is an offensive war that aims to convert, eliminate, evict, enslave or subjugate infidels, using force whenever necessary. Such brutal oversimplification is exhilarating for the weak minds of middle-class youths, who are plagued by boredom and have lost both their bearings and their values in a society where consumerism and assistantship have replaced patriotism and family lineage. Islam offers an ideal alternative, for nature does not tolerate the presence of a vacuum.

Note that according to the genuine Muslim doctrine, the purpose behind the practice of jihad is religious and political world domination (to conquer and convert) without the necessity to follow a schedule, because Islam is patient and bides its time, and sees itself as the actual reflection of Allah’s purpose. It is endowed with a long memory and infinite patience. On the other hand, even when Muslims begin to conquer a given space, gradually becoming stronger and more numerous, they liken the elimination of those who resist them to a ‘defensive jihad’. This is because it is ungodly and illegitimate to oppose Islam. The ones who are attacked and defend themselves are seen as aggressors. Wherever Islam begins to take root in large numbers, it considers itself to be on its own legitimate soil and within its rights. Anyone who does not belong to its ranks nor abides by it is impure and subject to eradication, including its own heretics. Unfortunately, it is the onset of such a situation that we are beginning to witness in several areas of France and Europe where Muslims have become the majority. ‘They have found their home in ours’, the inconsistent Mitterrand once stated with regard to immigration. Little did he know that he was actually right, for in the minds of many aware Muslims, whose aim is the conquest of Europe through an already ongoing jihad, Islam has already claimed France as its home and we no longer have one. And in the meantime, the unaware mistake jihad for rock ’n’ roll music.

The Smokescreen of a Cool Islam

In an interview, leftist intellectual Philippe Val once mentioned the grave ‘danger’ of a ‘radicalisation movement within Islam’ and that of a ‘politicised Islam’, as if what we are confronted with was the embodiment of false Islam. But all things considered, the return of Islam to its own roots, authenticity and fundamentally Mohammedan nature through ‘Islamism’ bears no resemblance whatsoever to a sectarian drift. What politicised Islam are we referring to here? The Muslim religion is politicised by essence, and has been so since the very beginning! The Koran dedicates a large number of its Suras to socio-political order, and unlike Christ or Buddha, Muhammad was a political, military and religious leader above all else, a caliph, so to speak. A depoliticised and tolerant Islam is an impossibility, an oxymoron, a terminological contradiction, akin to the idea of a polytheistic Islam.

The ‘danger’ that Val spoke of is none other than Islam itself. A peaceful and secular Islam, one that would, more or less, parallel the Christianity with which we are familiar today, and one that many Muslims and non-Muslims hope for all around the world, is very unlikely to prevail. Islam has rediscovered its own foundations. As for Islam in its insipid, non-conquering and low-intensity form, it has fallen behind overall, on a worldwide scale, despite the fact that, in the extreme complexity of international geopolitics, it is apparently advocated by the political systems of many Muslim countries.

With a false-mindedness that is inherent in their very nature, ‘Islamic scholars’ tell us that Islam is a religion of peace because the word ‘Islam’ in Arabic does not merely mean ‘submission’, but also ‘peace’. True enough, but this peace is only granted following subjugation, and achieved through domination. In other words, it is an oppressive kind of peace. In European culture, by contrast, peace is understood as the result of a free agreement between equals and does not stem from a power struggle between masters and slaves. Islam perceives peace as an act of submission and an absence of conflict as a result of subjection. Its understanding of the notion is that it must be definitive, in the aftermath of its own violent victory: it is the peace of the vanquished.

Abdennour Bidar, a Muslim intellectual of French nationality, resorts to blatant sophism when stating the following regarding radical Islam and the famous ‘Islamophobia’, ‘What we are facing are two radicalisms that feed off one another’ (Le Figaro, 6–7/06/2015). He puts Islamism and Islamophobia on the same level. Yet it is Islamism that murders people every day, not Islamophobia, which is no more than a defensive reaction. Are Islamic killings and those conducted in the name of Islam not the same thing?

The author, who is part of the Sufi minority and those utopian Muslims who want to ‘civilise’ Islam and adapt it to Europe, has written the very naive Plea For Brotherhood (Albin Michel, 2015)30

 and made the following analysis: ‘In the face of the breathless sacredness of French republican ideals and those of Western modernity, one encounters a fossilised sacrosanctity among certain (extremely numerous) Muslims, for whom religion is an untouchable totem. This ahistorical and inadaptable representation of Islam clashes with the historical sense of modernity.31

 Islam does not currently have the necessary cultural engine that would allow it to give birth to civilisation. Furthermore, I consider the claims that Muslims have “already won” to be mistaken. In order to win, one requires a system of values that remains in good condition, if not ready for use.’ An excellent but nonetheless flawed analysis, since it is not shared by the majority of Mr. Bidar’s coreligionists.

He believes that Islam can evolve ‘by begetting, similarly to Christianity, a civilisation rooted in secularism and a freedom of conscience that is consistent with spiritual life’. And he gives the example of those Muslim countries that have tried to transform themselves during the ‘Arab spring’. Unfortunately, the decline of Islamic fundamentalism can only be linked to military dictatorships (which are always a better option), as was the case in General Sissi’s Egypt, or to such highly fragile situations as the one in Tunisia. Everywhere you look, but among the masses in particular, fundamentalism is taking root and gaining ground. The dikes could yield at any time. On the other hand, the comparison between Islam and Christianity and the hope that the former could ever align itself with the evolution of the latter betrays an ignorance of the fundamental difference between the two religions: the Christian message is spiritual, peaceful, and subjectivistic, whereas the Mohammedan one is superstitious, controversial and collectivistic.

Just like all moderate (and utopian) Muslims, Bidar believes that all religions and identities can coexist in harmony and that Islam can ‘evolve’. Is this not mere wishful thinking combined with a pro-Western view of Islam? Its unsolvable contradiction comes to light in the following words: ‘Admittedly, the Koran does contain extremely violent and problematic verses that continue to poison us nowadays, a fact which I deplore. But there are Muslims who are capable of distancing themselves from these verses and of refusing to allow the latter to serve as a pretext for violence or a so-called “holy war”. Generally speaking, these people would indeed demand to be granted the right to interpret the Koranic texts.’ What he fails to mention is that these Muslim intellectuals are but a tiny westernised minority; and that ‘interpreting’ the Holy Book, meaning the Word of Allah, i.e not obeying it strictly and ignoring the ‘problematic’ verses, is nothing short of heresy in the eyes of true Islam, the very same Islam that has resurfaced and is progressing throughout the world.

Abdennour Bidar demonstrated blatant gullibility when substituting the concept of ‘secularism’ (which is always difficult to accept for any Muslim) with the notion of tolerance towards ‘otherness’ and that of ‘brotherhood’. Alas, this brings us back to the unlikely clichés of the peaceful coexistence between radically different populations (especially in the case of Islam) on a single territory. In a display of disarming naïveté, he then utters the following words: ‘I believe that fraternity has not yet lost its virginal aspect, whose purity could indeed lead to the collective reawakening which France is in need of’. Although awake, Bidar is actually daydreaming, like a germanopratin intellectual. Why not go and preach such nonsense in the Islamised suburbs that are ravaged by Salafism ...

The author refers to the utopian notion of universal brotherhood, one that is constantly belied by both history and human ethology. He is wrong to claim that this humanist heritage is equally present in Christianity, Judaism and Islam, when it is actually completely absent from the latter, which is not meant as criticism but as a mere observation.32

 He speaks of ‘a common reinvention of a shareable kind of humanism, involving all of our sacred and secular heritage’. And in order to achieve this, he now cooperates with the Ministry of Education. Let us wish him the best of luck in this impossible endeavour, whose neo-Rousseauian optimism and neo-romanticism are confounding. ‘Moderate’, ‘non-practicing’ and ‘unbelieving’ Muslims are becoming less and less representative of their own identity and, whatever their location, find themselves on the defensive. They are treated as infidels and are more frowned upon than Christians, Jews, ‘associators’ (pagans), or atheists.

We must return to Aristotelian common sense. Civil harmony can only be achieved within homogeneous ethno-cultural and historic ensembles. Separations, borders and the fact of remaining among one’s own are the only guarantees of peace and the absence of civil war. A coexistence with Islam is even more difficult than with other ethno-cultural identities, because of the very nature of the Muhammadan religion, which is characterised by intolerance and conquest. Moreover, historically speaking, there is not even a single example of a peaceful coexistence with Islam in a given country since its emergence during the 6th century. By what miracle would the situation be different now? Especially when considering the fact that, at this time of globalisation, the motivations and opportunities for conflict are on the increase. 




Chapter V: Europe as a Battlefield: Dar Al-Harb

At the stand of immediate hearings in the Parisian Court of Justice, the self-proclaimed son of Osama bin Laden and enthusiastic disciple of Mohamed Merah made his appearance. The former, whose name is Noureddine Daroui, is Moroccan. The latter is the jihadist who murdered French soldiers in Toulouse (who were all Muslims and therefore traitors in his eyes), in addition to killing Jewish children in religious schools. He was walking casually along Riquet street (in the 19th district) when he suddenly gave two policemen the finger. An identity check ensued, followed by a flood of insults and threats, ‘Fucking French pork-eaters, we will kill and fuck you all, it’s already begun. (A passerby walks past the group). As soon as I get out of prison, I will cut a White woman’s throat, someone just like her, then grab a machine gun and kill all police officers and French people. I laugh when I see bombs exploding and cops kicking the bucket. The French all deserve to die, it’s written in the Koran’. The Islamic and racist man who uttered these words is still free, roaming among us.

The State’s Indifference to the Everyday Harassment of French People

There is a hitherto unfamiliar domain in the secret and low intensity war waged by Islam, namely that of the ongoing harassment of native French working classes at the hands of Muslims. It is obviously a phenomenon that is as concealed and buried by the majority of our media and authorities as it is neglected by our justice system, of course. Back in 2015, a French family was forced to move out of the Islamised commune of Roubaix, after being molested, brutalised, and robbed by Muslim immigrants. The events were met with the indifference and inaction of the ‘Republican’ authorities, despite the fact that such cases abound. The aim behind such behaviour is to drive the indigenous French out of these Islamised areas.

In August 2015, a young girl wearing a swimsuit was sunbathing in a public park of Reims. She was attacked by four Muslim women who then boasted of their feat on social networks, with complete impunity I might add, since our justice system refused to acknowledge that this assault had been motivated by their religious convictions, meaning by their Islamic puritanism. It is however not a matter of ‘puritanism’ or religious sincerity, but an effort to make French people understand that they are no longer on their own soil, inhabiting a territory which is being conquered by Islam as part of its Dar al-Harb phase.

This kind of harassment has just gone up a notch. After being treated to the sight of veiled women parading in public places and being subjected to Muslim gender requirements in hospitals, halal demands and prayer rooms in schools, administrations and companies, etc., we are now witnessing the outbreak of violent acts. Compared to the Dar al-Sulh stage, the warrior logic of Dar al-Harb is no longer that of advancing in stealth. Instead, direct attacks are set to commence. There are of course those deadly Islamic attacks, whose number is on the increase, but many low intensity aggressive acts have surfaced as well. This is the ‘strategy of tension’.

In December 2014, several aggressions and depredations occurred during the traditional ‘Christmas markets’, which represent Christian Identitarian symbols. The attacks were accompanied by cries of ‘Allahu Akbar!’. Our Minister of Justice, Mrs Taubira, took no notice of it, speaking of ‘unbalanced’ individuals when the perpetrators were actually Islamic militants. The desecrations of Christian places of worship (which are only mediatised if the criminals are not Muslims) are on the rise, as are the daily acts of aggression against Jews in the neighbourhoods which the latter have not yet fled. What we are experiencing is the prelude to an ethnic and religious civil war.

In his book entitled The Lost Territories of the Republic, published in 2002, Georges Bensoussan had already displayed a prescient lucidity when warning of the emergence of a triple syndrome in suburban areas: anti-Semitism, sexism, and Francophobia. It is those who have become a minority on their own soil and are often harassed who suffer from this racism and machismo, both of which are permanently and carefully hushed up. Alain Finkielkraut noted: ‘I recall a certain La Courneuve resident who was interviewed by Le Monde in the aftermath of the 2005 riots and said that she had had enough of “not talking to anyone, encountering veiled women who always look away, hearing the Koran at full volume, and being looked at strangely if I smoke during the month of Ramadan ... It is difficult when you become a minority in your own country, you know”’. He then added: ‘Despite not being a hateful land, France is hated far more on its own soil than elsewhere’. (In Philosophie, February 2015). The cause for all this is none other than Islam itself. Does anyone acknowledge this fact openly? Terrorised, even feminists lack the courage to attack Islam. With contemptible cowardice, FEMEN members attempt to humiliate the Catholic Church instead, an institution that does not dare defend itself.

The Prelude to an Ethnic Civil War

The Left refuses to understand and will never comprehend anything. The stunned Right has grasped the facts, but does not dare speak out. Some obscure reality and deny it, while others are forced to resort to self-censorship, skiing upon the soft snow of half-truths. In July-August 2013, several events echoed what has been happening regularly and increasingly more often for ten years: attacks against police stations, aggressions committed against on duty fire fighters and police officers, etc. As for the perpetrators, their identity is customarily the same: they are all young people of Muslim immigrant descent.

Natacha Polony (Le Figaro, 08/11/2013) invokes the classic explanation of the failure of integration, one that is particularly due to the bankruptcy of our National Education and thus arouses hatred towards the uniform that represents an abhorred French State. This is but a truncated interpretation. The real explanation behind these events does not obviously relate to any ‘exclusion’ victimising those populations, whose members actually enjoy major aid, subsidies, protection, and privileges through the implementation of affirmative action. Instead, it lies in the will to ethnic or racial war (I have purposely chosen an accurate and true word that shocks) displayed by foreign populations which are fuelled by a propensity for revenge, resentment and conquest, an attitude for which Islam provides an excellent pretext. Speaking of the explosion of ‘general criminality’, Yves de Kerdrel stated that ‘the current majority is playing with fire when dismantling all the work accomplished by Nicolas Sarkozy, a man who had managed to shatter communitarianism, uphold republican law and combat the flow of immigration, and does so without contemplating the dramatic impact that this will have on the France of tomorrow, a France where Islam will become the foremost religion and Salafists will be connected to the various terrorist networks. Anti-white racism shall then seep into every single pore of our society’. (Valeurs Actuelles, 18–21/08/2013)

Indeed, the increase in the number of (sometimes lethal) attacks, which the system’s media strive to conceal or play down by claiming that it is but the ‘work of unbalanced individuals’, does not merely relate to heinous crimes, but also (as is the case in Britain and Belgium, by the way) to an anti-White form of racism that does not dare declare itself as such. It legitimises its own actions by asserting the existence of native French, British and Belgian racism.

Based on this scenario, four categories of people are bound to surface among indigenous Europeans:

A1) The collaborators.

A2) The naively indifferent ones.

A3) The frightened resisters.

A4) The aggressive re-conquerors.

As for immigrants, they will be divided into three categories:

B1) The aggressive conquerors.

B2) The followers.

B3) Those who have integrated and joined forces with the first camp in category A.

The confrontations will thus be transcurrent, with a single ethnic majority and several ethnic minorities on each side, in addition to the mostly inactive masses, who will simply watch the events unfold.

Islamic Terrorism: What Lies Ahead

There are numerous (very) disturbing signals which indicate that France is being threatened with a resumption of Islamic terrorism and that our specialised police forces are increasingly less equipped to be able to cope with such a development. The DGSE and DCRI (the French internal and external intelligence services) have both made some very negative indications public. First of all, the Syrian civil war is attracting more and more fighters, meaning jihadist apprentices from among the ranks of young Muslim immigrants in Europe (and especially France), who are growing ever more radical. From their perspective, in fact, the war that is being waged in Syria against Bashar el-Assad symbolises a holy and ethnic war against Christians, infidels, false Muslims, and the West. Once they return to France (since they will obviously be allowed to without any difficulty), they will be both more fanatical and, above all, experienced in combat, terrorism and urban warfare.

Over a hundred arrests (of young Muslims) are conducted in France every year for reasons of terrorism or the intention to commit terrorist acts, which totals as much as a third of the overall number of arrests in Europe. On the other hand, there has also been a significant increase in the ‘apprenticeship programmes’ undergone by the young Muslim immigrants of Europe in various Pakistani and Middle-Eastern madrasas, meaning in those fanatical Koranic schools that act as brainwashing tools33

. They subsequently return to Europe in order to kill in the name of Allah. This was the case of murderers Merah and Adebolajo in France and Great Britain. Not to mention the existence of all those (legal) Islamic websites, which excite and electrify the masses while advocating jihad. When browsing their content, not only do we encounter an implicit kind of racism towards native European societies, but even explicit calls for civil war.

But there are more serious issues: in the French army itself, we have been witnessing an escalating radicalisation among military personnel. The DPSD (the French military intelligence services) have uncovered the presence of several members of the French military in various terrorist cells or their spheres of influence (!). The worm has gnawed its way into the fruit. Whose fault is this? The army, just like the police, has been recruiting more and more candidates ‘of diverse origins’, meaning mostly Muslims. This development is extremely worrying because it indicates that the two central institutions that make up our national backbone, namely the army and the police, are beginning to be afflicted with gangrene and are thus at risk of losing their unity, which does not bode well in the event of turmoil.

We do not require any soothsayers or astrologists to predict the future. The manoeuvring margin enjoyed by potential insurgents continues to grow (thanks to demographics and uncontrolled immigration), as does the essentially political and religious fanaticism that characterises the mobilising elements within them, not to mention their preparation for terrorism and armed struggle and the duplicity of the official Islamic authorities in France. In my view, two things must therefore be expected to happen: on the one hand, we will be faced with waves of terrorist attacks, which the people in question truly specialise in, while simultaneously enduring the risk of degenerating ethnic riots, under any imaginable pretext, with far worse consequences than in 2005. But in the end, this may well turn out to be the flare that shall, at long last, rouse the Europeans from their slumber.

The Islamic State of the Levant — a Europe under Threat

Although there are many regimes in the Muslim-Arab world that combat Islamic fundamentalism, what cannot pass unnoticed is that their struggle is fraught with an often counter-productive brutality which seems to be inscribed into the very culture of such populations (as seen with Al Sissi’s new regime in Egypt and the brutal measures taken by the latter against the Muslim Brotherhood). In addition, the anti-Islamism of the Muslim world is very fragile and always temporary. Muslim peoples can change their minds very quickly, which is why alliance reversals are ceaseless there. Nothing should ever be taken for granted in those parts of the world.

Yossi Gal, the Israeli ambassador to France, has emphasised the fact that the new Islamic State of the Levant, the Hamas movement that provokes Israel by launching rockets at it, Hezbollah, Al Qaeda, and Boko Haram’s executioners in Nigeria ‘are one and the same’ (Le Figaro, August 13, 2014). One could add to the list the temporarily neutralised Muslim Brotherhood of Egypt, the various jihadi groups that are affiliated to Daesh in Libya, Mali and throughout the Maghreb, as well as a host of similar movements in Central Asia and the Far East. This massive and international Islamist movement does not only aim to unify the Middle East under a totalitarian ‘caliphate’ and its reign of terror and regressive obscurantism (similarly to the Taliban in Afghanistan) once Israel has been razed, but strives to gradually topple the entire Muslim world before attacking a Europe that is already being Islamised. Those people never lose sight of their ultimate objective, which mirrors that of Islam perfectly: the establishment of a ‘universal Caliphate’. It is obviously an unattainable dream-land, because of the endemic war between Sunnis and Shiites, if for no other reason. This totalitarian utopia of universal conquest is reminiscent of an archaic and paradoxically more powerful version of the objectives set by Trotskyism and Soviet Marxism-Leninism during the 20th century.

The main issue, however, is that this ruthless Islamism, which practices merciless jihad, is a source of silent fascination for entire swarms of youths across the whole of the Muslim world, a world that may gradually collapse. And it is especially the Muslims residing in Europe and experiencing full demographic growth that have succumbed to this fascination. The danger for us is not so much the terrorist attacks as Islam’s insurgent uprising in the course of the 21st century: as soon as the demographic balance becomes favourable, the outbreak of jihad in Europe is a likelihood that must be considered. Especially since there is nothing that would guarantee the fact that Northern and Saharan Africa will not end up falling into the hands of Islamist regimes, which also applies to Morocco and its ornamental monarchy.

Should we persist, as part of our gentle madness, in neglecting an immigration that has spiralled out of control, while simultaneously disregarding our internal demographic balance sheets, which are key factors on every possible level, what we are witnessing today in the Middle East with regard to the barbarism that pervades Islam’s jihadist practice may well occur in France and Europe during the 21st century. If nothing else, what we stand to gain from the outbreak of open war is our awakening.

Islamic Totalitarianism — from the Middle-East to Europe

Let us turn our attention to the terrible and lucid warning issued by Monsignor Amel Shimon Nona, the Chaldean Catholic Archbishop of Mosul (in Corriere della Sera, 08.09.2014): ‘Our present torment is but a prelude to the one you Europeans and Western Christians will suffer in the near future [...] Your liberal and democratic principles are worth nothing here. You too are in danger. You must make strong and bold decisions, even if they contradict your principles. You suppose all men to be equal, but this is not the case; Islam does not preach equality among all men. Your values are not theirs. Should you be too slow to comprehend this fact, you shall become the victims of the very enemy that you have welcomed on your soil.’ The Pope would not dare grant such words neither imprimatur nor licet...

Let us also ponder the warnings uttered by a certain Salafist in an interview with Samuel Laurent, author of Al-Qaeda in France, as quoted by Yves de Kerdrel (Valeurs Actuelles, 28.08.2014): ‘Allah has commanded Muslims to conquer the world. The jihadist banner must flutter upon the balcony of the White House itself! And before the windows of the Elysée, as well. We shall compel every State to adopt Islam and its Sharia law’.

In France, Islamic fundamentalism is gaining ground in a number of ‘housing estates’, ‘neighbourhoods’ and lawlessness zones. The bearded ones desire to impose the Sharia, in accordance with the logic of territorial extension. Widespread criminality, acting as an intimidation factor, walks hand in hand with the Islamist advance, as the native French flee. Anti-Semitism is on the rise among Muslim immigrants, crossing the threshold of blood. Stunned, the Jewish elites who had advocated blissful ‘multiculturalism’ are left confused, even though the equation is simple to understand. Formerly pro-Jewish, a certain part of the Left has once again become anti-Semitic, hiding behind the concept of ‘anti-Zionism’ simply because it longs to please the Islamic lobbies. Everything points to this, and what our domestic intelligence services report is not really taken into account. The oligarchy casually sips its champagne, but how long for?

Not only are the Muslim immigrant populations in France experiencing constant numerological growth, thanks to their uncontrolled arrivals and superior demographics, but they also comprise an ever increasing number of practicing, Islamised, radicalised, and especially young people. Demographer Michèle Tribalat (Assimilation: The End of the French Model, Toucan, 2013) points out that in Muslim immigrant families, Islam’s transmission rate from parents to children equalled 43% in the 1960s, but has risen to 80% since the 1980s. Meanwhile, secularisation is undergoing an explosion among the Catholic French: their practitioners are growing older and their numbers decreasing, whereas Muslim practitioners are young and represent a majority among their populations. The re-Islamisation process has taken on massive proportions. The noticeable increase in the wearing of the Islamic veil, dietary restrictions, and the construction of mosques testifies to the strength of this cataclysm. Today, 90% of all Muslims raised in France choose to marry a Muslim spouse, one that they often look for abroad, which aggravates the migration flows further.

We must be under no illusions: the fact is that the barbarity of the Islamic State and its followers fascinates many of the young Muslims living in France, who dream of participating in such strife and plunging our country into a bloodbath. Some are galvanised by those online video broadcasts depicting executions. And all those who return to France after fighting in the ranks of various Middle-Eastern terrorist groups are seasoned warriors, who may well end up being at the forefront of future insurrections, aggressions and sanguinary terrorist attacks. Following the failure of both assimilation and integration, they find themselves in a state of hostility towards France and Europe, a hostility which, by the way, they chose to surrender to and did not result from any sort of ‘exclusion’ practiced against them. Their aggressive rejection of our civilisation combines with a mentality of vengeful and conquering revolt, legitimised by a neo-medieval vision of Islam which, from their perspective, is uniquely authentic. The Islamisation of France is turning into an increasingly commonplace obsession. As always, this happens under the pretext of liberating the oppressed, a typical and classic case in which aggressors strive to come across as victims. The relentless propaganda spread by imams and other bearded agitators in various housing estates, prisons, places of worship etc is exacerbated by the devastating effects of the Internet and its social networks.

Who knows what will happen here as underground Islamisation gradually progresses through uncontrolled immigration and the demographic differential? Many of those who are now reading these words will not be around to witness those events, but their children will. Christians and other non-Muslims believe that they will remain forever sheltered in France. However, they are mistaken. At the end of the 4th century, the Romans believed themselves to be safe behind their defensive walls, protected against the disorders that ravaged the Empire. In 410, they underwent the most brutal disillusionment when Alaric’s barbarians proceeded to sack Rome for the first time, an event that acted as a prelude to the end of their civilisation. And yet the fall of Rome was not as grave a development as the one we are experiencing today, since the invaders themselves belonged to a kindred ethnicity, namely the Germanic one.

The Tunisian Terrorist Attacks — as the Beast Marches On

The massacres that took place in the Bardo museum of Tunis and the Sousse seaside resort are but the logical continuation of a war that has begun both in Europe and at the latter’s gates, a warring effort led by radical Islam in which an increasing part of our Muslim immigrant populations participates. These military attacks, carried out using assault rifles, follow those conducted in Brussels, Paris and Copenhagen, and are now characterised by a sustained frequency.

What those mujahideen affiliated with Daesh desired above all else was to kill European ‘infidels’ (in accordance with a logic that is both racist and religious), even though their secondary aim lay in destabilising Tunisia34

, the only Muslim country that has been attempting to establish a fragile democracy, a land where the ‘Arab spring’ has not ended in complete failure and where a major part of the population is sickened by Islamism, at a time when the Ennahda party has failed to monopolise power.

The Islamist members of the above-mentioned party, who present themselves as being ‘moderates’, have embraced duplicity as their primary law, just like Turkey, where Erdogan’s party has claimed power. Rejecting the distinction between moderate and radical Islamists, secular Syrian activist Randa Kassis has stated: ‘Islam is synonymous with obscurantism. A moderate Islamist can hardly be considered less dangerous than a radical Islamist. The former merely displays perfect mastery of the art of concealment in order to equally contribute to the establishment of an Islamic state, one that is permeated by the same desire to enslave all those who refuse to submit’.35

 

The terrorist attack that occurred in Tunis was the deadliest in the country’s entire history and the first to be conducted at the heart of the capital, within the very precincts of the Parliament, and was committed by Tunisian killers who had been trained in combat. The Islamic State, or Daesh, has claimed responsibility for it. The ISIS has been gnawing at Syria and Iraq and competing with Al Qaeda groups, as it follows a methodical strategy of bloodshed. Its aim is to initially establish, in the whole of the Muslim world, a radical Sunni Islam of the archaeo-medieval type, one that is totalitarian and considered uniquely authentic (the ‘Caliphate’), before also imposing it upon a Europe that is plagued by mass immigration and where the young Muslim immigrant populations are growing ever more radical. Except for progressive demographic submersion, the long-term purpose lies in destroying the European civilisation (Islam has all the time in the world, unlike the western mentality, which remains trapped in presentism and immediacy), so as to replace it with Dar al-Islam. In a state of complete blindness, our leaders speak of ‘terrorism’ in its neutral sense, without ever daring to name or understand what lurks behind such acts.

The French Nation, Islam’s Designated Enemy

In a confidential note, the Central Service for Territorial Intelligence (SCRT) remarked that there has been a ‘greater community withdrawal ever since the attacks against Charlie Hebdo and HyperCacher’. The content of this police report, revealed by Le Parisien, specifies that ‘Identitarian and religious communitarianism has now become more conspicuous’ within the ‘sensitive areas’ of the French territory.

In other words, the attacks conducted in January 2015 have exacerbated the hostility towards France and the Muslim commitment to jihad. One cannot help noticing the staggering naivety displayed during the ‘I am Charlie’ demonstrations, which were marked by a very low participation rate in the case of young Muslims, as many actually approved of the attacks. The SCRT also highlighted ‘the limited presence of the Muslim community of Marseilles’ during those demonstrations. They protested less than the Muslims of Tunis did following the terrorist attacks upon the Bardo Museum and Sousse beach! This serves as evidence to the fact that the radicalisation which has stricken the Muslims of immigrant descent (and particularly young people) living in France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and the UK is more pronounced than that which has afflicted the Muslims of Tunisia! The SCRT has also noted ‘a surge in the Salafist current’s influence within the Var region’ ever since the attacks of January 2015. All of this demonstrates the fact that these attacks have fulfilled their purpose among an inassimilable population, namely that of arousing, radicalising, fanaticising and inciting people to wage war.

Without mincing his words, Yves de Kerdrel writes: ‘Soaked in naivety and infested with elites who prefer multiculturalism to their own nation, our democracy is struggling to adjust to this religious war’. He then ventures into this comparison: ‘The girls who go to university wearing a veil thus assert an identity. They do so due to their submission to the rules of the housing estates which they inhabit and because of their obedience to the laws of the ‘big brothers’ who spread terror in those areas. This is not merely a rejection of integration, but a form of anti-French racism. And relatively speaking, there is no difference between a 12-year-old boy who leaves the school premises in Toulouse in order to conduct cold-blooded executions and those girls who, encouraged by the teachers that have been blinded by the demon of multiculturalism, demand the right to wear the headscarf at university’. (Valeurs Actuelles, 19–25/03/2015)

The bloodthirsty propaganda that one encounters on the Internet has become a jihadist communication technique. Indeed, on March the 10th 2015, an Internet video released by the ISIS / Daesh depicted a 12-year-old boy dressed in a djellaba executing an Israeli Arab suspected of being a Mossad agent, then finishing him off with his gun and shouting ‘Allahu Akbar’! The boy, whose name is Rayan, is a young Maghrebian French national who was educated in Toulouse before going to Syria. His bearded step-father, Sabri Essid, who had pronounced the death sentence in French while making reference to the HyperCacher attack during which Coulibaly had committed his massacre, could be seen standing behind him and encouraging him, an elated look in his eyes. Essid is the half-brother of killer Mohamed Merah (a man that murdered 7 Jewish and military victims in 2012), whose burial he organised himself. He has never been questioned by the overwhelmed DGSI (the domestic French intelligence service). He is a member of the Salafist milieu in the Toulouse region and had no difficulty moving to Syria, along with his wife and four children.

There are several videos like this one which have been viewed nearly a million times worldwide. In some of them, the mujahideen reveal their intent: to gain sufficient experience in Iraq and Syria and then return to Europe in order to spread terror and ‘grant themselves martyrdom’. What is highly disturbing is the fact that such videos often depict fanaticised children and pre-adolescents. Staring straight into the camera, one of them, a boy called Abdullah, spews forth the following threat: ‘I shall be your slayer, oh disbelievers! I shall become a mujahid, God willing’. In a 7-minute video released in January 2015, viewers watched as a child executioner killed two shackled men, who were described as ‘Russian spies’. In yet another video, we see a crouched young Daesh fighter wearing a lattice outfit and a turban, with a Kalashnikov resting on his knees. He brandishes a knife and threatens us in French, with an accent echoing that of the suburbs. Belching out his hatred, he promises bloodshed, using abstract jihadist argumentation (a pleonasm). A recurring condemnation is heard, one that addresses both ‘fake Muslims’ (who are suspected of collaborating with the enemy) and Westerners: ‘We shall return to slay you, every single one of you, oh tarouts (TN: ungodly ones)’. These words are a declaration of war.

These propaganda videos are bound to increase in number and flood the Internet. They are a powerful factor of recruitment and fanaticism, especially in France. The psychological technique used by these Islamists (initially in the Muslim world, but now in France and Europe as well) relies on paralysing enemies through terror so as to force them into a state of submission, ideally without the necessity of resorting to genuine conflict, using mere intimidation. All of this is accomplished in accordance with the following binomial: terrorist attacks and demographic devourment.

Each new attack resembling those in Tunisia generates fanaticism, enthusiasm and emulation, fuelling the need to take action. It mobilises and elates. The sanguinary deeds posted on the Web bring the Islamic kettle closer to the boil, a kettle whose infrastructure is, to a large extent, ethnic (and yet people lack the courage to acknowledge this).

Soon enough, Europe may well shiver to the rhythm of either isolated or simultaneous daily massacres, in which bombings, suicide killers, and weapons of war will alternate. Our European security and intelligence forces are already overwhelmed.

In addition, we are faced with an explosive mixture combining jihadism and criminality, one that particularly involves drug trafficking, violent delinquency, riots, an underground economy of organised crime, the growth of ‘de-frenchified’ zones of lawlessness, and the stockpiling of weapons. As a result of their porous borders and lenient laws, European States are completely powerless against this internal threat. What point is there for our Air Force and the RAF to drop a few bombs on the ISIS / Daesh in the Middle East? Is sending a handful of troops to Africa really the solution? Maybe, but in any case, it remains insufficient.

War is upon us and Europe is where we must fight and defend ourselves. We will only manage to come out victorious once we proceed to radically change our paradigm, meaning once we face the problem head-on and address the central issue: that of immigration.

The Converts’ Fanaticism

Unless something changes, it is likely that, in the course of the 21st century, a part of Western Europe will end up resembling the Middle East we know today: a region ravaged by chaos, defined by an unstable and unmanageable ethnic mosaic, and belonging to the ‘domain of war’ (Dar-al-Harb), as desired by Islam, all against a backdrop comprising the disappearance (or the glacier-like melting) of the European civilisation and widespread economic impoverishment, of course.

A harbinger of both the potential future submission of Europeans to Islam and the resulting deculturalisation (which is infinitely graver than ‘cultural Americanisation’) is found in the growing number of converts. Just like in the Balkans at the time of the Ottoman dominion, conversion to Islam relates to the ‘Stockholm Syndrome’, to a desire for submission and protection. According to the INED and the INSEE (whose figures are always underestimated), there are already 110,000 to 150,000 converts in France, a number that has been increasing at the rate of 4,000 conversions per year.

The converts swear allegiance to their new masters and, in order to prove their neophytic ardour, display the greatest level of fanaticism. Almost 20% of those that the barbaric Islamic State (Daesh) has recruited in Europe are converts. They come from the various middle classes of ancient Christian culture (never the Jewish one). What is noteworthy is the presence of the very same schizophrenic and masochistic symptom which was witnessed during the 1960s and 1970s, when Trotskyist or Maoist leftists were members of the petty bourgeoisie. It should be added that in the suburbs, the native girls who convert to Islam do so out of fear, so as not to be harassed, which is the peak of alienation.

There are some videos broadcasted on social networks depicting young French converts, who all come from our middle classes. They are shown posing, bearded and turbaned, as they squat, Kalashnikov in hand, among their ‘mujahideen comrades’ of the Islamic State. In their desire to demonstrate their neophytic zeal, some have cold-bloodedly gunned down or slaughtered ‘infidels’, all of whom were tied-up; others have died in battle, cut down by a flurry of bullets shot by the Peshmerga. It is indeed a wholly different experience than that of the leftist-Marxist petty bourgeoisie of the 1960s–70s, who merely threw cobblestones with cries of ‘CRS-SS!’. However, their psychological disorders and the roots of both diseases are very closely related.

A survey carried out by the British ICM Research institute in July 2014 sent shivers down people’s spines. It revealed that the Islamic State (Daesh), whose barbaric acts have reached previously unheard of levels, is apparently supported by 15% of the French population (or by 15% of the inhabitants of France, to be more precise), a rate that is as high as 27% among 18- to 24-year-olds! What do these figures disclose? First of all, they tell us that the majority of Muslims living in France are not ‘moderate’ in any way, but approve of the practice of violent jihad. Next, the figures lay bare the fact that 27% of our ‘youths’ support Daesh, which gives us an accurate idea of the enormous demographic proportion enjoyed by the young Muslim immigrants of France among the lower age categories, a proportion that may already be above 30%. Finally, as noted by Ivan Rioufol in connection to this ‘shocking survey’ (in Le Figaro, 06/05/2015), it may very well be that the ‘Islamo-leftism’ that characterises numerous young native Europeans accounts for these figures, regardless of whether the latter are converts or not. In my opinion, however, this is not entirely the case.

Of course, in an effort to break the thermometer, the media-political oligarchy has either decided to cover up the results of this survey, describing it as being a very boring depiction of reality, or chosen to claim that the latter are rigged. One strives to reassure, while resorting to deceit — and self-deceit — whenever possible. We are sitting on top of a powder keg. ‘Assimilation’ and ‘integration’ have turned out to be nothing more than fairy tales. Instead, it is the French who are assimilating and integrating into the Islamic culture in order to combat their own nation.

The Harbingers of a Major Confrontation

What is disturbing is that a large number of enthusiastic and jihad-ready teenagers has been identified, a third of whom, according to the PJJ (Judicial Protection of Youth), are French converts (!); a fact which speaks volumes about the state of our social values and that of the dilapidated notions of ‘France’ and ‘republic’ … Many of them have gone to fight in Syria for the Islamic State (Daesh). According to Alain Dru, the secretary general of the GCT-PJJ, ‘radicalism is rarely a phenomenon that encysts — one tends to take action very quickly’. These teenagers, regimented and fanaticised by an Islamic and jihadist propaganda against which the French government is completely helpless, are destined to become shock elements. Some are willing to lay down their lives, persuaded that this will allow them to enter the ‘paradise of Allah’.

Without going into details, it is crucial to point out the current global Islamic ideological context which, regardless of the many internal struggles that are inherent in Islam, has designed a genuine war agenda against us. This propaganda is extremely effective. For example, ‘The Management of Barbarism’, an Islamic book that was translated into French in 2009, should be seen as the actual bible of all jihadists. It advocates the rational use of terrorist barbarity to generate chaos and a state of savagery that will ‘drive the regions that have been delivered unto terror to appeal to the jihadists for help. The latter shall then apply the Sharia, in a final step towards the establishment of the caliphate’, wrote Frédéric Pons (Valeurs Actuelles, 12–18/02/2015). Studied at Harvard, this manual is taken very seriously by the anti-terrorist centre of the US military at West Point, which has stated: ‘These jihadist tasks are clever (and hellishly so) — they are in fact global insurrection manuals written by highly gifted thinkers’. They are ‘the best sources for us to understand the intrinsic nature of the jihadist movement’. The manual, which rejects any distinction between ‘Islam’ and ‘Islamism’ (a distinction that is one of the main causes behind the blindness of European democracies) do not attempt to conceal the fact that their aim is to trigger the submersion of the West, beginning with an enfeebled, aging and migration-flooded Europe. Joshua Mitchell, a professor of political theory at Georgetown University (Washington) explains: ‘These movements leave no room for pluralism, doubt, or compromise. They will not abide by the laws of France, nor those of any other nation. They simply overwhelm and destroy, leaving nothing that is alien to their ways’. (Le Figaro, 04/02/2015)

During recent years, a troubling phenomenon has emerged in France, a phenomenon which the State is powerless against: the Salafist radicalisation of mosques. Today, there are 89 Salafist mosques on our territory and 40 others which are about to succumb to the Salafist influence. It is an indication of the ever thickening general climate, pointing to a rising extremism among the Muslims of France, especially the young, a situation that can only lead to an explosion. In addition to this, there is an estimated 5,000 ‘potential jihadists’ present on our territory. Compared to the overall number of Muslims, CNRS researcher Philippe Huneman considers the figure to be ‘statistically insignificant’ (Philosophie magazine, March 2015), using this fact to support his contention that Islam does not pose any threat. What stupid reasoning this is. On the contrary, the presence of 5,000 fanatics, all of whom are prepared for battle, is already a huge figure, and their number keeps growing further. 5,000 fighters, who happen to be supported or assisted by thousands of their fellow believers, would suffice to spark a bloody civil war.

Born in Denmark, Omar el-Husseini, the 22-year-old Islamic killer from Copenhagen, was a man of Palestinian origin and a habitual offender who had been radicalised while in prison. When he was shot dead by Danish police officers, 500 people attended his funeral at the Muslim cemetery in Brondby on February the 20th and paid homage to him! This realisation is quite frightening and confirms the fact that jihadists are supported throughout Europe (including Britain, France, the Benelux, Denmark, Germany ...) by a fraction of the Muslim immigrant population, a population that has already settled here and is in a state of secession, which is a prelude to an impending insurgency.

In a sanguinary scene fraught with strong symbolism, Lybian jihadists (who claim to be affiliated with Daesh and enjoy the latter’s support) slaughtered dozens of Coptic Egyptian Christians on a beach, with the victims kneeling towards Rome, lying on the other side of the Mediterranean and representing the Christian West. To this symbolic threat, they associated another very specific one: that of allowing 500,000 migrants — 95% of whom are Muslims — to travel across the Mediterranean to Italy and Europe. Meaning that mentally speaking, as part of their perfectly coherent reasoning, the aim is indeed to hasten the Arab-Afro-Muslim invasion of Europe in conjunction with jihad, an ethno-religious war that is being initiated on our soil. They know all too well that the European response (with its Human Rights obsession!) is to let everyone in, as evidenced by the attitude of Italy, which has been granted the Pope’s blessing.

Dazed and disoriented, the politicians who run the European Union and its member countries refuse to acknowledge this threat, preferring to lie to themselves and to cover their own eyes. They would rather focus on their inconsistent phantasms, namely the demonisation of Putin and Russophobia. General al-Sisi, the new rais of Egypt, is certainly a nationalist dictator (so what if he is?), yet displays far greater lucidity in his pursuit of the Muslim Brotherhood and his protection of Christians. He has bombed the jihadist positions in Libya following the slaughter of those Egyptian Copts. He has stated, in essence, that ‘what is happening in Libya will threaten Europe and particularly France’ through the twofold risk of migration flooding and the exportation of jihadist terrorists.36

 The problem is that both within Muslim countries and those areas of France which are populated by immigrants, a part of the masses has already been seduced by the jihadist ideology, and is encouraged either to participate in jihadist activities or to assist those who do.

It is also often the case that some Muslim-Arabs are actually the ones who are mentally least complexed and most lucid of all. Waleed Al-Husseini, author of Blasphemer! The Prisons of Allah (Grasset), is a perfect example of this. He was tortured in the jails of the Palestinian Authority (whose true nature, that of a totalitarian, pseudo-secular and theocratic Islamic state, is kept hidden) for having committed the crime of apostasy and openly proclaimed his atheism. Thanks to the intervention of France, he was consequently released and obtained a visa in 2012. Upon arriving in the Parisian suburbs, he was left flabbergasted, collapsing in grief and warning of the rise of totalitarian Islam in a disillusioned West that lacks any sort of values: ‘thousands of men and women are smothered in Muslim countries as well as in the suburbs or neighbourhoods of European cities where Islam prevails’. His book describes the backwardness, cruelty and naivety of this Islamic world, but also the ‘duplicity’ that pervades it. When visiting the Seine-Saint-Denis area, ‘one would think they have entered an Islamic country’. He highlights the complete and deliberate rupture felt by young Muslims with regard to our French laws, which they despise alongside our democratic culture; he emphasises the growing power of foreign imams, who issue fatwas and incite people to commit acts of hostility and subversion: ‘immigrants are urged to rebel against republican law. At times, those who submit to such incentives do so out of sheer opportunism, using the famous taqiya, meaning the art of concealment.’

The Guerilla, Riot and Terrorism Scenarios

We will shortly experience a combination of several factors, first in France and then throughout Western Europe. Let us now review all the elements that could lead to an insurrection, one that would quickly spiral out of control.

1) The attacks and low-intensity aggressions conducted against a large variety of targets will increase (leaving fewer than 10 fatal casualties in their wake), as was the case recently. In addition to Jewish targets, the police, and the army, the Islamists will strike against Christian targets. They will conduct ‘artisan’ attacks using knives or resort to firearms. At other times, they will opt for improvised weapons (such as a car that is rammed into a crowd of people, etc.), or make use of more sophisticated explosives. The perpetrators will either be ‘lone wolves’ or small groups acting in a context of improvised amateurism.

2) We will also witness more professional and highly premeditated attacks against the above-mentioned targets, with a far more deadly aftermath (between 10 and 100 fatal casualties). This may involve terrorism in its pure form, with no specific target in mind, meaning attacks against various areas with a high population density. There is a wide range of jihadist instructions circulating online, detailing attacks to be carried out against France and targeting tourist attractions, department stores and places of symbolic significance. In this respect, the Islamic State (Daesh) has been spreading its publication, a French language magazine entitled Dar al-Islam. One must therefore expect such activities to spread, as seen nowadays in Iraq: they will plant bombs, send suicidal killers with belts of explosives strapped to their bodies or employ car bombs. A simultaneous bombing spree is also an option, a spree that would generate panic and leave people overwhelmed and horror-struck.

3) The prospect of a colossal terrorist attack against a European country, resulting in over 1,000 deaths and mirroring that of September the 11th 2001 (with France finding itself most at risk of being targeted), is less likely, due to the inherent logistical difficulties. Yet such an act remains perfectly possible. For there is no doubt that certain jihadist terror groups have been pondering a new ‘September the 11th’ and preparing for it. At this very time, the potential targets are truly numerous.

4) Another fact staring us in the face lies in an eruption of simultaneous and violent riots and insurgencies in various parts of our country, under false pretexts that can invoked at any time, as murders, arsons, terrorist attacks, looting and acts of urban guerrilla (involving the use of weapons of war under the explicit guidance of veteran mujahideen) spread throughout the land. Our security forces will find themselves helpless and it is rather uncertain whether, in its current state, the French army has the necessary means, abilities and psychological preparedness to face such a development. The equation is simple: insurrectional riots, random terrorist attacks and targeted killings are all added together. And there are two possible results.

Two Possible Outcomes: Reconquest or Submission

The first eventuality, which is a positive one, will lead us towards the global revolt of the French nation and result in a paradigm shift, meaning the acceptance of the reality of war and the necessity to designate our enemy and contain him. In other words, the will to resist and conduct a counter-offensive will surface. This would obviously imply bringing all immigration flows to an immediate halt, triggering a movement of ‘demigration’ and resolving the problem of the Islamic presence in France once and for all. The taking of revolutionary measures would then become possible thanks to the awakening which would stem from a state of openly declared guerrilla.

The second likelihood is that of disaster and submission. This is exactly what the active and discerning forces that long to Islamise and conquer France have been striving to achieve, relying on the spinelessness of our elites and authorities through the whole process. This strategy of tension and guerrilla warfare will attempt to intimidate the authorities and make them yield, all in accordance with the following blackmail: ‘If you would like your ordeal to cease and desire a return to tranquillity and peace, you must give us our share of power’. The list of demands shall then be a long one: the establishment of Islamised communes under Sharia law, an ever increasing emphasis on Islam within our national legislation (thus gradually securing the monopoly in a display of infinite patience), an acceleration in the construction of mosques, the modification of religious holidays, increased opportunities for Muslim immigration, etc.

This nightmare is based on the jihadist wager that instead of a reaction of revolt, their actions will merely trigger fear and submission. Their strategy of tension aims to destabilise, arouse fear, and drive our authorities to negotiate. It is based on a specific binomial, one that has, for several centuries, been rather conventional in the culture of Islam, namely that of double discourse: on the one hand, the jihadists will engage in guerrilla tactics, harassment, terror, and barbarism. On the other, wise ‘moderate’ negotiators will claim to disapprove of and condemn such acts, but will require an increased emphasis on Islam in order to put a stop to the abuse (which they explain as mere ‘Islamophobia’), in harmony with their tactic of gradual erosion. They will persevere until the day they achieve their final goal: an exclusive and totalitarian seizure of power which shall enable them to rule over a population that is expected to become predominantly Muslim or subservient. We have already witnessed several disquieting signs of retreat, such as the cancellation of a traditional festival in a certain German city whose municipality had identified a risk of Islamic attacks. Following the initial stage of the invasion, namely that of immigration, it is jihadist terrorism that represents the second phase, one that is unfurling right before our very eyes so as to give rise to bewilderment and fear and, consequently, accomplish our surrender. This capitulation has been the focus of Houellebecq’s latest novel entitled Submission, in which he somehow manages to underplay the ‘civil war’ factor.

The powder keg is already in place, and all one has to do is to light the fuse. What a terrible feeling it is for me to find myself compelled to speculate and state that this might well be our only chance to bring about a revival and re-conquest.

The Ethnic and Military Dimensions

The rise of the confrontational opposition between Islam and our French ‘native’ society is potentially much more explosive and intense than for example that which once characterised the religious wars between Catholics or Protestants, or the one which pervaded the ideological and political conflicts that have glazed the whole of our recent history since the Revolution37

. In addition to a specifically religious, sociological and ideological conflict, there is also an ethnic dimension which, although not stated as such, has a huge impact on collective mentalities, regardless of the fact that it is both denied and repressed through the censorship (the superego) of the dominant ideology. In actual fact, Islam acts as a leaven in the rise of ethnic tensions in a publicised international atmosphere of global war opposing Islam to the West38

.

The rise in anti-indigenous racism (as well as in violently anti-Jewish racist attitudes, which is a major problem from the dominant ideology’s perspective, as it loses sight of its own comfortable standards) can objectively be observed everywhere. It parallels the daily displays of rejection that target the French or European culture and identity. The increasing number of veiled women, intended to provoke (and hardly a sign of religious fervour at all), is but a tool of ethnic challenge and territorial marking. Similarly, all one has to do is to listen to the lyrics of rap groups, whose songs can be heard everywhere, and keep track of various social networks and websites to be able to measure the inherent level of aggressiveness and desire for conflict.

Urban riots of low and medium intensity have been recurring since 2005, using any conceivable pretext. Their count has already reached the total of a hundred per year, yet only the most violent ones are ever covered by the media, who abide by a code of silence even when faced with a spree of vandalism, arsons, assaults, and clashes with the police. Whether during a football match involving Algeria, a student demonstration, an ‘incident’ where the police forces strike against delinquents, or New Year and July the 14the celebrations, rioters and ‘ethnic gangs’ are always present. Not to mention, as always, the alchemical blend of delinquency and insurgency. Although the phenomenon is intensifying, one gradually becomes accustomed to it...

However, not everyone does. Similarly to numerous interrelated yet seemingly independent phenomena, these intensive signals of aggression, which cannot evade attention in our everyday lives and are either never identified or denied by playground sociologists, are nonetheless very visible. The French people perceive them and suffer their impact, while the elites simply look away. This will change when their own sanctum is violated ... The reaction of common indigenous people is the last ingredient in the concoction that will precipitate the explosion of the powder keg.

We are witnessing a gradual geographic movement of inner emigration. The territory is becoming a patchwork comprising an ever growing number of zones that have been conquered and seized, zones where the native French are no longer welcome. These ‘invisible’ ones, who have become strangers in their own homeland and have been abandoned by a State that collaborates objectively with the above-mentioned foreign populations, granting the latter wide-scale support and favouring them despite the fact that they present themselves hypocritically as victims, may still rise up in rebellion. Combat zones will extend further, as will the scope of conflict zones and the sphere of tensions. Although currently limited to societal and economic issues, indigenous protest movements (‘Manifestation For all’, Red Caps, etc.) may yet experience such an extension and embrace revolt, a revolt against this increasingly pronounced cocktail of insecurity and ethno-cultural dispossession. The authorities have no solution to offer. Their official strategy is to deny reality. All is well in the best of all possible worlds.

There are some further disturbing elements that come into play, reinforcing the hypothesis of an explosion: First of all, the capacity of our security forces has reached the point of saturation, which means that they are unable to handle the simultaneous eruption of mass riots in several cities, a ‘military’ fact that those immigrant populations are well aware of. Secondly, our police and judicial authorities’ punitive response to crime and violence has become ridiculously low, having been weakened further by all the measures introduced by Mrs Taubira. This generates a sense of impunity as well as a destructive audacity when faced with an opponent that is deemed helpless and compassionate, which, in turn, results in a proportional increase of aggressiveness.

Another element is that of jihadist terrorism. The government has expressed great concern about all those young jihadists who have gone to fight on foreign fronts and have returned, fanaticised and prone to committing terrorist attacks. It is clear that such attacks will once again take place in France, whose borders are as permeable as sieves. Having said this, and at the risk of shocking the reader, I am convinced that terrorism may yet turn out to be a revival factor for our indigenous population, a factor that will actually serve to undermine the very cause which those who would use it against us adhere to. Last but not least, we must not forget our deteriorating economic situation, which acts as an accelerator.

As part of its Orwellian discourse, the oligarchy has passed mass immigration off as an opportunity for France, but our common sense warns us of an imminent catastrophe. The question now is: how will it all end? As in any other polemological reality, there are two possibilities: the first is that of action and reaction. It takes two to trigger confrontation. One camp will emerge victorious while the other tastes defeat. Furthermore, it is crucial for the ones being attacked — meaning those accused of being the oppressors, obviously, in line with a logical that is as old as it is common — to display the necessary moral and physical courage to defend themselves and vanquish their enemy. The second possibility is one that ethologist Konrad Lorenz spoke of, that of a Warmtod or ‘lukewarm death’. We would gradually be drowned, without really putting up a fight. Let us leave this nightmare aside, though.

In his recent essay entitled A World of Violence, Global Economy 2015–2030 (Eyrolles), economist Jean-Hervé Lorenzi explains that the intense migration flows that have been afflicting Western Europe will, through their tendency towards genuine population replacement and in conjunction with the aging of natives and our economic stagnation, result in the return of populism and war. He writes, ‘This scenario may seem utopian today, but is in fact unavoidable and must therefore be considered an invariant’.39

 

The Ambiguities Surrounding the National Front

Marine Le Pen has censored Aymeric Chauprade in his reference to a ‘war of civilisations’, which she deemed extremist. In a certain video, the MEP touched upon the theory of a ‘clash of civilisations’, a fact that displeased Marine Le Pen to the point of her announcing that he would no longer be the Special Advisor for International Affairs, which is to be understood more or less as follows: ‘cover up that bosom of yours, which I cannot endure to look upon’, just like in Molière’s Tartuffe. In the video, dated January the 15th 2015 (‘France is at war’), the geopolitician highlighted the development of a ‘fifth column’ threatening France: ‘France is at war with Muslims, but not at war against Muslims [...] The minoritarian argument does not hold water. The old and worn-out ideology of ‘non-amalgamation’ is not merely fallacious, but also dangerous. [...] A powerful fifth column is living among us and could turn against us at any given moment should a general confrontation arise. [...] We are told that most Muslims are peaceful, which is certainly the case, but so were most Germans before 1933 and the advent of National Socialism’.

This position, which is characterised by a good sense of observation, was rejected by the head of the National Front, who stated in a manner reminiscent of Cambadélis, Sarkozy and Juppé: ‘the responsibility of any political movement is specifically to avoid the spiral of a civilisational clash. This must be averted at all costs. It is very easy to submit to such a logic, which is an attitude that I deplore’. The problem is that reality subsists even if the ostrich buries its head in the sand so as not to see it. Following in the dominant ideology’s footsteps, Marine Le Pen strives to obscure the facts, to exorcise them. Her own niece and Vaucluse MP, Marion Maréchal-Le Pen, disobeyed her and broadcasted Chauprade’s video, which is evidence of the presence of tensions that generate discord among National Front members. Just like the ‘UMPS’, Marine Le Pen seems to be adopting a vote-oriented attitude and is guilty of denying reality and aligning herself, more or less, with the prevailing vulgate. It is a political miscalculation on her part, one which Mr. Florian Philippot is certainly no stranger to.

Commenting on the recent jihadist attacks, Robert Ménard, the mayor of Béziers affiliated to the National Front, made the following very true but insufficient remark: ‘all of this is unfortunately the result of a mass immigration policy, in combination with the relinquishment of the assimilation policy’. But any policy of assimilation becomes impossible the moment mass immigration is implemented! Especially when it comes to non-European Muslim populations, all of whom are inassimilable by nature and could never integrate into Europe. De Gaulle understood this back in 1962, referring to those (in Algeria) who believed in possible ‘integration’ as ‘bird brains’, at a time when Islam had not yet been radicalised. In a display of lucidity and courage, the same Robert Ménard stated: ‘Personally, what worries me most is the low mobilisation of the Muslim population. Some Imams did come to demonstrate with me, but why were there so few Muslims? Although radical Islamists are but a minority, they hold sway over a number of neighbourhoods. People are frightened of them. Although some Muslims feel the urge to demonstrate, I am not certain that they would ever dare to. In certain neighbourhoods, some girls are insulted if they do not wear the Islamic veil. My municipal police officers have informed me that some individuals give them the finger while shouting “Allahu Akbar”. This reality must be stated as it is’.

Interviewed by the New York Times, Le Pen said that the enemy was not Islam itself, but ‘Islamic fundamentalism’, and that it was crucial ‘to avoid amalgamation’, thus reiterating the prevailing ideology’s political cant, whose claims are contradicted by reality. Simultaneously, she aims to ‘strengthen border control and resolve migration issues’. Such ambiguities are worthy of the UMP. Pardon me, of the Republicans, rather.

The Inaccuracies Pervading Mr. Valls’ Positions

Manuel Valls has blamed ‘apartheid’, ‘ghettoisation’ and immigrant ‘exclusion’ for being indirectly responsible for the recent jihadist attacks. He called for a policy of strength that would impose an immigrant ‘settlement’ process upon the ethnic French, in accordance with territorial distribution.

Conveying his best wishes to the press in January 2015, and recalling the 2005 riots which broke out in suburbs whose population is mostly of immigrant descent, Manuel Valls had this to say in the aftermath of the jihadist massacres, as if attempting to explain them through justifications: ‘Recent days have highlighted numerous ailments that plague our country, as well as several challenges that lie ahead. Furthermore, we are faced with all those divisions and tensions that have been simmering for far too long and are hardly ever mentioned, whether peri-urban relegation, ghettos, or the territorial, social and ethnic apartheid which has imposed itself upon our country. In addition to social misery, one faces daily discrimination for not having the right surname, having the wrong skin colour, or being a woman’. Let us now attempt to set the record straight after this Soviet type of discourse, this speech that is in fact intended to appease the rebellious members of the Trotskyist ‘majority’. How shall we respond to the inaccuracies uttered by our Prime Minister?

1) Both immigrant populations and the areas which they inhabit benefit from massive and very costly aid, exemptions, favouritism and ‘positive discrimination’. It is in fact the French natives belonging to our middle and lower classes that receive hardly any assistance, are overtaxed, and find themselves relegated to peri-urban areas.

2) The daily practice of racism actually targets our ethnically French population, as well as the Jews, and not the immigrants themselves. News bulletins are replete with such cases.

3) Non-European immigrant ‘ghettos’ have only surfaced because indigenous people have fled these areas, in reaction to the ever deteriorating living conditions and the relentless aggressions. At the time of the Polish, Italian, Spanish, and Portuguese immigration waves, everything went well and no ghettos ever materialised.

4) The sole cause behind the discrimination, oppression and violence against women stems from the Islamisation that afflicts the very areas where such acts occur.

Mr. Valls is either unaware of these facts and is, in such a case, an unintelligent Prime Minister that has been stricken with ideological blindness and lacks the necessary knowledge to understand the situation, or is intent on wilfully deceiving people as part of a ploy which betrays his hostility towards those ‘native French’ middle classes that the Socialist Party is not particularly fond of. The latter option seems accurate to me.

A Political Class Trapped in Its Own Waking Dream

Despite being equally shocking to both Marine Le Pen and the UMPS, the ‘clash of civilisations’ (a concept that echoes Samuel Huntington’s notion of things) is a fact and not an ideological choice, one that is imposed upon us by the enemy himself. Any attempt to stop a commencing war by calling for truce and negotiations (in the genuine spirit of Munich, 1938) is evidence of an unfathomable form of stupidity. Such rejection of war can only lead to a dead-end, since the enemy desires warfare. Besides, the current situation in France and Europe cannot be remedied — regardless of any ongoing confrontation — , since we have already crossed the point of no return. Internal pacification, harmonious communitarianism, cool integration and forced assimilation are nothing short of daydreams, delirium and pure ideological alcohol, thus contradicting history, reality and common people’s experience.

When Marine Le Pen proceeded to censor Aymeric Chauprade’s words, which are based on pure common sense, she entered the spectrum of reality denial, just like the entire political, or rather politically scheming, class. She thus advocates a certain ‘French ideology’ which is identical to the one espoused by Manuel Valls (is she even aware of this?). This very ideology — which was expressed by Renan — is founded upon the utopian principle which claims that a nation’s essence is not of an ethnic and cultural nature, but of a purely political one. Therein lies the legacy of the Revolution’s cosmopolitan extremism. At the time, the idea was as innocent as it was free, since immigration did not exist. Ever since the 7th century, Islam has always been the enemy of the European civilisation, but it ceases to be a major danger as soon as it is excluded from the European space. The gravest danger is actually embodied by mass immigration, which colonises and overwhelms our lands and remains decisive as to whether or not Islam will eventually attain majority representation. A small minority of Muslims does not pose any problem whatsoever, but the presence of a radicalised Islam that has embraced its true roots and enjoys constant demographic growth is bound to result in civil war. It is this highly conspicuous fact that our population senses but the oligarchy refuses to acknowledge, similarly to the Roman aristocracy of the fourth and fifth centuries, whose members turned a blind eye to the facts that would subsequently lead to the collapse of their civilisation.

Our puny governing authorities have put certain ‘monitoring’ mechanisms in place to detect the slightest signs of young people drifting into Islamist (or, more appropriately, ‘Muslim’) fanaticism. These youths include nearly 2,000 individuals (many of whom are converts) who have travelled to Syria in order to fight, or so as to engage in massacres on Syrian soil, rather. The same mechanisms are being implemented in prisons, unsuccessfully of course, in an effort to counter proselytism — since most inmates are Muslims. Likewise, one takes no notice of all the mosques where propaganda is being spread, in parallel with the Internet. It is the consequence that one attempts to resolve, not the cause.

‘Immigrant neighbourhoods are ticking time-bombs. Civil war is looming. [...] Salafism is spreading in the suburbs with the support of certain mosques’, Ivan Rioufol noted (Le Figaro, 28/11/2014). For each fundamentalist network that is dismantled, dozens of others emerge. Islamic radicalisation is spreading in prisons, as Islam and delinquency go hand in hand. And account taken of fact that judicial impunity has been reinforced by the Taubira laws, any repression at the hands of the French State is considered no more than a mosquito bite.

But the Islamisation of France has left even its collaborators stunned, not only among the Left, which looks upon the Hamas Islamic terrorist movement with enamoured eyes and intends to recognise the Palestinian State unilaterally, but also within the political Right, as is the case with a certain Alain Juppé. The latter is the very prototype of the slithering politician who attempts statesmanlike postures, and is actually the bourgeois-bohemian Left’s candidate at the head of the Right. He admits having two enemies: ‘Islamophobia’ and the National Front. No comment is necessary.

Symbolising the blindness that has stricken the weak French authorities, our Interior Minister, Bernard Cazeneuve, made the following statement shortly after the riots that ravaged Nanterre and Barbes and saw the raising of Palestinian flags and several attacks on synagogues and Jewish shops: ‘When it comes to the merit of things, it is obvious that the cause for which the demonstrators mobilised was a just one.’ (in a statement given to Mediapart, a web page led by Marxist activist and Islamophile Edwy Plenel, on August the 15th 2014). François d’Orcival was absolutely right when he declared: ‘How does one fight an opponent when one is convinced that he is right?’ (Valeurs Actuelles, 20–26/11/2014).

Jihadist Carnage: Objective Achieved, Lesson Unlearnt

Let us now return to the carnage that occurred at Charlie Hebdo on January the 7th 2015, in the kosher shop and in Montrouge, which were but the beginning. All in all, the toll was seventeen fatal casualties, including ten journalists, four Jews and three police officers, in addition to around thirty wounded victims. Nothing could ever put a stop to this confrontation, except for a victory on one side or the other, for no war ever ceases on its own through truce without there being victors and vanquished ones.

The massacres followed the murderous attacks perpetrated by ‘lone wolves’ shouting ‘Allahu Akbar!’ as they sat in a car and ploughed into crowds or attacked people with knives (whether in Joué-les-Tours, Nantes, Dijon or neighbouring Great Britain). After the killings committed by Merah in Toulouse and Nemmouche in the Jewish Museum in Brussels, the bloody saga endures. The police barely managed to foil the attacks that targeted the church in Villejuif and the Basilica of Montmartre. Those who are reading these lines written in August 2015 will likely have further attacks to add to the list. And the gullible ones cry: ‘there is no clash of civilisations!’ Indeed, they are right, from a certain point of view, because the ongoing war actually opposes civilisation to barbarism.

Paradoxically, thanks to their symbolic significance, the January 2015 attacks are as important as those of September the 11th 2001 in New York, which were admittedly far deadlier (with nearly 3,000 fatalities). At the time, we had not yet witnessed such a mobilisation, with enormous demonstrations in Paris that attracted 50 heads of state and government. Indeed, the Paris attacks, which were conducted from within, were a military operation of commandos that struck hard at people’s minds. These raids, these rezzous, could go on forever, unlike the September the 11th attacks which, similarly to those in Madrid and London, involved heavy logistics. Such is the logic of field guerrillas, whose tactics are far more frightening and inexorable than those of organised, large-scale terrorism...

Demonstrations were held on January the 11th 2015 in support of freedom of expression and Charlie Hebdo — much more than for the protection of Jews. This seems rather hypocritical coming from a State and a dominant ideology which otherwise strive to repress freedom of expression as soon as it stems from those who criticise it. In 2000, I was sentenced by a French court to pay a heavy fine for my book The Colonisation of Europe, An Honest Discourse On Immigration and Islam. (L’Aencre), despite the fact that the latter did not include any caricatures or offensive statements, but merely comprised arguments against immigration and Islamisation. As for the justification behind such a strict sentence, it was none other than Islamophobia. Eric Zemmour, after facing his own share of legal troubles, was thanked by I-Télé for his book The French Suicide. And Valeurs Actuelles is being prosecuted for making use of covers that are hostile to Islamisation. Where is this ‘freedom of expression’? It is double standards that actually prevail. When it comes to Charlie Hebdo, on the other hand, it has enjoyed a kind of immunity against prosecution due to being Left-oriented (and not subversive in any way). In fact, the French government, Left and Right wing, has paved the way for Islamic intolerance by criminalising ‘Islamophobia’, which is true of both the Left and the Right. The purpose is for them to preserve their own electorate and purchase civil peace. They have missed the mark, however. In the name of tolerance, one is punished for criticising intolerant Islam! It is no use asserting, hypocritically, that one admires Voltaire! Let us not forget that a performance of his Mahomet was recently banned in Geneva.

The slaughter of those Charlie Hebdo journalists is part of an intimidation strategy that relies on fear. The aim is to discourage any and every criticism of totalitarian Islam. This endeavour could actually be crowned with success. As a result of some strange coincidence, the attack that was conducted against Charlie Hebdo took place on the very same day when Houellebecq’s tragically prophetic novel entitled Submission was released, a book in which the author depicts Islam’s rise to power in France by 2022, as it capitalises on our elites’ cowardice and collaboration. This prediction is proof of good judgment on his part. However, following the recent events, the author decided, in a self-censorship act of sorts, to cancel the promotion of his novel. It is understandable that Michel Houellebecq is afraid: in 2004, filmmaker Theo Van Gogh directed the film Submission (which, as a faithful translation of ‘Islam’, bore the same title as Houllebecq’s novel). Featuring brave Somali Ayaan Hirsi Ali, it dealt with the oppression of women in Islam and gave Allah a prominent role. As a result, Van Gogh was murdered by a Moroccan Muslim. Houellebecq lacks the necessary courage to enter the trenches and expose himself to danger by promoting his novel. This is one of the foremost examples of the Islamic intimidation process.

Aristotle identified several highly diverse causes as the source of any process, fact or event (in Metaphysics, Book I). The most significant one was the efficient cause, the ‘engine’ without which nothing would have taken place.

Criticising the ‘national unity’ which François Hollande called for, Jean-Marie Le Pen made this very truthful remark: ‘I do not wish to support the helpless and inconsistent government action to combat a problem (Muslim terrorism) that is obviously very closely related to the mass immigration experienced by our country for the past forty years’. For this is the very core of the issue itself. This denial of reality (whether in this field or that of economics) and stupidity have reached a pathological climax which, historically speaking, was only equalled by the events of the 4th century, when the Roman elites allowed the Barbarians to enter the romanitas to protect them against ... barbarian invasions, as demonstrated by Michel de Jaeghere in The Ultimate Days, The End of the Western Roman Empire, (Les Belles Lettres, 2014).

The Jewish Community — in the Firing Line

The Jewish community was initially traumatised by the crimes committed by Mohammed Merah in Toulouse, a man who is revered as a ‘martyr’, I must point out, and is seen as a symbol of sacrifice and a role model in both the French suburbs and the rest of the Muslim world. Anxiety was then further exacerbated under the impact of the massacre that took place inside the Jewish Museum of Brussels at the hands of Mehdi Nemmouche. Due to the toll of four fatal casualties and numerous wounded which resulted from Coulibaly’s attack on that kosher store, the resilience threshold was exceeded. It is likely that the pace of Jewish emigration — 10,000 people in 2013, including 7,000 who went to Israel (aliyah) — will increase further. Incidentally, the expulsion of French Jews happens to be one of the objectives that jihadists strive for, an effort that is applauded by some of their co-religionists. From now on, the police and army will ensure the safety of all synagogues and Jewish schools! Who would have thought this possible as recently as ten years ago? In Muslim countries, save for very few exceptions, Jews are no longer granted residence, which will soon enough apply to Christians in the Middle East as well. Yet this triggers no reaction, and no questions are asked, at a time when the Muslim community of France keeps swelling on a daily basis!

Coulibaly’s attack against the kosher store is far more serious and meaningful than the one perpetrated by the Kouachi brothers against the journalists of Charlie Hebdo. In fact, the latter only paid the price for their own actions (having ‘blasphemed’ against Muhammad), whereas those Jews were massacred because of who they actually were. The importance of such an act, directly connected to the teaching of the Koran as much, if not more so than to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, has been minimised (meaning sidelined) in the huge mobilisation against jihadist killings. The killing of blaspheming journalists and French policemen, including a Muslim ‘traitor’ (a ‘colla-Beur’, so to speak — TN: in French, the word ‘Beur’ refers to a person of Maghrebian descent) was deemed more important by the media that the slaughter of anonymous Jews. The fundamental and aggressive anti-Semitism that characterises Muslim immigrants is simply ignored by the authorities. TV channels highlight the infinitely rare cases of harmonious coexistence between Muslims and Jews (as if such instances were common) in the suburbs where the latter still reside, barricaded. One prefers making excessive and hollow declarations against anti-Semitism, without naming the new causes that account for it. Moreover, jihadist murderer Coulibaly planned to surpass his co-religionist Merah in terms of horror, having intended to strafe children in a certain Jewish school. As for Alain Jakubowicz, the president of the LICRA, who still views the National Front (and the ‘far Right’) as being the primary source of danger for the Jewish community, what planet does he live on, exactly? The moon, I reckon.

In order to honour Coulibaly’s victims, a state funeral at Père Lachaise was proposed. Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu (who was present during the 11th of January demonstrations) replied that Israel was ‘their real home’. These are very symbolic words, as they express the rejection of France as a land that has become too dangerous for Jews as a result of its Islamisation. Former Israeli Prime Minister Yair Lapid, the leader of the centre-Right, challenged our European leaders when stating: ‘Everyone now understands that terror must be fought not through increased tolerance or multiculturalism, but using force and arms.’ Quite lucidly put, I must say.

Muslim Duplicity and Complicity

Amar Lasfar, the president of the UOIF who had filed a (dismissed) complaint against the cartoons depicting Muhammad, once said: ‘We must not fall into the trap set by these killers. These terrorists are attempting to drive a wedge between Muslims and the rest of society. However, there is a wall that stands between them and this very same society, namely the presence of five to six million French Muslims! They represent France’s best allies in the war against terrorism. The terrorist attacks are a war that has equally been declared upon the 6 million Muslims of France and their 2,500 mosques’. Utter sophistry is what this is. A significant part of these ‘French Muslims’, especially among the younger generations, actually endorses jihad and has refused to participate in the demonstrations that were organised in the aftermath of the 7th January 2015 killings.

There is an incredible piece of evidence that highlights the blindness and the inconsistency of the French State: a Qatari delegation was received at the Elysee by François Hollande, prior to the ‘Republican march’ held on the 11th of January. Qatar is a country that finances Islamism and radical mosques everywhere in Europe. It is the very pillar of active Wahhabism and Salafism, just like the Turkish, Saudi, and Pakistani regimes, who all practice double talk and double standards, in accordance with a hypocritical ruse that is consubstantial with Islam.

TV programs keep inviting ‘moderate’ Muslim intellectuals to reassure the good people of France with their soothing declarations. Let us examine, for instance, the following lyrical profession made by Dalil Boubaker, the righteous rector of the Parisian mosque: ‘These heinous acts have nothing to do with Islam, and are against the values of our Muslim faith [...] The Great Mosque of Paris has been preaching tirelessly in favour of peace, brotherhood and granting human life and common law the proper respect.’ Alright then. Imam Mohamed Aiouaz, a theologian at the above-mentioned mosque, added: ‘The message of Islam is essentially one of peace, brotherhood and respect’. In this regard, the venerable authorities of the Great Mosque of Paris will either be compelled to censor the suras of the Koran or to interpret them (or misinterpret, maybe?) and endow them with peaceful traits. Here is an example: ‘Kill them wherever you encounter them and expel them whence they have expelled you [...] But if they fight you, slay them. Such shall be the recompense for the infidels’. (2. 191) There are dozens of other Suras of the same ilk, many of them anti-Jewish, which followers learn and recite by heart. Words of peace, you say?

Following the carnage at Charlie Hebdo, a much moved Dounia Bouzar declared, ‘we are at war to guarantee freedom’. Very well then. She is the sympathetic president of the ‘Prevention Center Against Islam-related Sectarian Deviations’. Is there a ‘prevention centre’ against the ‘sectarian deviations’ of Catholicism, Judaism, Buddhism, liberalism, etc.? Why does Islam — and none but Islam — require special surveillance institutions against sectarianism and fanaticism? To ask the question is to answer it. Marxism, Islam’s bastard cousin, would have necessitated such institutions too, regardless of whether it was Stalinist, Trostkyist or Maoist. All of them would have been useless, however, since, as expressed by Aristotle, none can ever escape their own nature.

Despite the efforts exerted by the media to highlight (in bold) the solidarity of the Muslims of France in this ordeal, their underrepresentation in the massive demonstrations of January the 11th against the terrorist attacks conducted four days earlier was easily noticeable. A strange fact: in Lyons, whose agglomeration comprises 1 million inhabitants, 300,000 demonstrators participated in the protests, while in Marseille, it was 60,000, and in Lille-Roubaix-Tourcoing as few as 40,000. These three conglomerations are of a comparable size. True enough, but ... in the latter two, a massive proportion of the population is of Muslim immigrant descent. Therein lies the problem. It quickly became apparent that, throughout France, the number of demonstrators was inversely proportional to the size of the local Muslim community.

The Muslim authorities’ peaceful proclamations and good intentions (whether those of the CFCM, UOIF, or the various ‘moderate’ rectors and imams), which are often hypocritical, by the way, are despised by many young Muslims. They harbour the sentiment that their tutelary authorities are traitors, as they have ‘sold out to the West and France’. According to sociologist Philippe Tournier, the general secretary of our National Education’s Personnel Management Union, ‘one must concede that a certain part of our young generation has embraced secession’, which is a euphemism for young people of Muslim origin.

In prisons, cries of ‘Allahu Akbar!’ were heard in response to the minute of silence that was decreed on Thursday, January the 8th 2015, while in suburban schools, we were faced with a general objection to the above-mentioned minute. (Left-oriented) teachers, in a state of collapse, were ordered to keep quiet about this highly inconvenient fact. Let us not shatter the dogma of ‘integration’, shall we? ... Many violent incidents occurred during the days that followed the two January 2015 massacres. On social networks, one witnessed an eruption of the most hateful anti-French and anti-Jewish statements, in addition to numerous jihadist declarations, relayed by thousands of anonymous users. Here is an example, which was posted on Facebook: ‘My respect goes out to Said, Cherif and Coulibaly for defending Islam, they were not terrorists’. In the eyes of these people, those killers are actually partisans, meaning perfectly legitimate warriors.

The massive ‘republican marches” of January the 11th, which were but an emotional reaction and not one of determination, were rejected on all social networks. The ‘I am Kouachi’ slogan was the third most discussed catchphrase on Facebook. Let it be known that one of the stars of this population is rapper Booba, a man who chants ‘I wash my penis in holy water’ in one of his songs. Faced with these new and increasingly radicalised immigrant generations, we definitely have a lot to look forward to.

The Army of Shadows

According to Andrew Parker, head of the British domestic intelligence services (MI5), ‘we have identified an Al-Qaeda terrorist group in Syria which is planning large-scale attacks against the West’. The British Intelligence Services fear both an increase in medium-intensity terrorist activities and the emergence of another ‘September the 11th’ in a Western city. In addition to the Muslim leaders of the IS (Daesh), numerous Islamic authorities worldwide and several Muslim websites proceeded to praise the killers of January 2015 in Paris as a ‘heroes of Islam’. Their actions will be emulated in a kind of morbid competition to determine who will slaughter the highest number of ‘infidels’. 20,000 online messages approving of the Paris attacks have been singled out by the British intelligence services, who subsequently alerted their French counterparts.

Dormant networks enjoy huge funding, whose simultaneous sources lie in criminality and foreign Islamist financial support. The Kouachi brothers were both trained and financed by their openly declared sponsors, the AQAP (Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula). The merging of mob rule and Islamic radicalisation has been confirmed in all suburbs. The stockpiling of war weapons and explosives is on the rise. Only a tiny minority of those who engage in such activities is ever apprehended, not to mention the presence of thousands of fanatics on the Syrian and Iraqi fronts, who, having originally come from France, will be returning in large numbers and bringing war into our country.

Their recruitment and support foundation is being increasingly extended. A shadow army is under construction on the French national territory, comprising both straightforward warriors and passive or active logistics and recruited from the huge pool of 6 million Muslims currently living in France. Many of them are ready to take action at the slightest spark. The ever extending domain of civil war, ranging from the lowest to the highest intensity, poses a serious threat. Especially since lawlessness zones, counted in hundreds and abandoned by the State, can serve as terrorist action sanctuaries and withdrawal shrines throughout the whole country. Owing to a lack of manpower, the police, the gendarmerie and the army, all of whom are on the brink of collapse, already find themselves unable to implement both the Vigipirate surveillance operation and their anti-delinquency missions; one can thus imagine the outcome should the fire of insurgency consume several cities ...

The jihadist pool continues to grow. There are permanent incentives to move on to violent jihad. Daesh encourages such behaviour on a daily basis, as do the various social networks and Internet websites. Moreover, it is easy for the thousands of drifters, outcasts, and frustrated individuals, all of whom long to die a martyr’s death, to commit acts of carnage. None of them requires long military training to assemble a bomb, learn how to shoot an assault rifle (they can acquire one anywhere in the suburban sectors), propel a stolen car into a crowd or stab people at random. We may well witness a proliferation of such acts, including the use of car bombs, just like in the Iraqi Capital. Paris, London, and Brussels could all end up becoming another Baghdad.

In recent years, the police services have gained awareness of an incredible inflation in pre-terrorist Islamic cells, thus foiling many attacks at the last possible moment. But these services are saturated nowadays: the more one dismantles criminal groups, the more of them emerge. And those caught are only given lenient sentences, before being released.

Prisons abide by a system of incredible laxity and their premises are therefore permeated by radicalisation, involving the following indivisible binomial: common law criminality / jihad. Among a total of 68,000 inmates, more than 50% are Muslims that have been radicalised by self-declared proselytic imams, who sometimes act as gang leaders. The prison administration is under pressure, and as a result of the Taubira law, our justice system has been left helpless. The same helplessness has befallen our police and intelligence services, who failed to prevent the latest terrorist attacks from happening despite the fact that the perpetrators had all kinds of criminal records. At the time, the Kouachi brothers’ former mentor, Farid Benyettou, was doing a nursing course at the Pitié-Salpêtrière hospital in Paris. As the former emir of the jihadist subsidiary of Buttes Chaumont, he had been sentenced in 2008 to 6 years in prison (which was lenient to begin with) for his role in a ‘criminal conspiracy involving terrorist undertaking’, but was released in mid-sentence in 2011. How are we supposed to fight against terrorism under such conditions? In the United States, such an individual would simply be given a life sentence.

As Concealed Racism Progresses

Several reports have shown that, in the suburbs, the refusal to participate in the demonstrations of January the 11th 2015 was motivated by the fact that they were seen as rallies of the ‘White bourgeoisie’. How interesting ... Shortly after the carnages committed by the Kouachi brothers and Coulibaly, the Internet was spontaneously flooded by messages of sympathy for those men’s actions, without the necessity of a slogan or organisation. For once, our justice system responded adequately by issuing a dozen convictions comprising prison sentences to punish those Internet users who had been caught red-handed, as well as a few ‘youths’ who had set out to provoke people (and who were all anti-French and anti-Semitic racists) in public places, charging them with ‘the glorification of terrorism’. You can however be certain that none of them will end up serving their respective sentence! As for the pathetic Dieudonné, who is both an Islamist and an anti-Semite, in addition to being idolised by many ‘youths’ of Muslim origin and numerous raving neo-Nazis, he was subject to prosecution under the same charges after posting the following words on Facebook, in reference to his ‘brother’ (which is of course an ethnic allusion), namely the killer responsible for the kosher store murders: ‘I want you to know that, personally, I feel like Charlie Coulibaly tonight’. He has little to worry about, the poor guy...

In an instinctive and underground manner, these murders, which were committed by three gunmen of Maghrebian and Malian descent, will inevitably exacerbate the native French aversion not only to Islam, but also to people of Afro-Arab origin who are not to be blamed; as will all other terrorist attacks. The racist dimension that pervades these aggressions (beyond anti-Semitism, and in addition to it) was confirmed by the fact that, before killings those Jews in the kosher shop, Coulibaly opened fire on a native French jogger, who is now hospitalised, and proceeded to gratuitously murder a policewoman by shooting her in the back.

In a society where the official vulgate is structured around the ideologeme of ‘racism’, specific racism, meaning one that is experienced on a daily basis in its implicit or explicit form and follows both violent and devious patterns, occupies a mental and factual position whose importance never ceases to grow. And its direction is not the one that people would expect.

Polemological Data with Regard to Islam

The military force of global jihad, which enjoys the surreptitious aid provided by Saudi Arabia and Qatar (our ‘friends’, who buy French airplanes and weapon systems) and is tolerated by neo-Islamic Turkey as long as it does not inconvenience its satrap rulers, is a very consistent one. In his investigation entitled The Jihadis Return — ISIS and the New Sunni Uprising, Patrick Cockburn, a British journalist for The Independent, estimates at 100,000 the number of trained fighters battling on all the fronts in Syria, Iraq, Mali, etc. All it would take is for a handful of these supporters to return to Europe, and our continent would be plunged into a bloodbath. Cockburn explains: ‘There is no need for extensive experience in military combat or particularly thorough training if one is to kill ten journalists and two policemen using automatic weapons’. The Kouachi brothers themselves had been hastily trained, as will hundreds of other returning fanatics. Upon their arrival to Europe, they will be given aid and support and take advantage of various bases, supporters, and weapons, in addition to benefitting from the presence of ‘peace-making’ intellectuals and journalists, ever eager to show understanding.

10,500 soldiers have been mobilised to ‘secure the French territory’ (as part of ‘Vigipirate’ and ‘Sentinel’), a number of whom cannot be considered reliable, since they are, more often than not, inexperienced in battle. The promises that were made at the very last moment and guaranteed that our national military budget would not be lowered further (or that its decline would be made to decelerate, rather) speak volumes about the inconsistency of our leaders, who are very short-sighted and unable to predict things, only reacting to current developments and events. Despite the efforts that were made by the French army in Mali to combat jihadism, resulting in the neutralisation of more than 1,000 followers, nothing is undertaken on the ‘home front’, meaning on the most important level. Fighting against jihadism in Africa and the Middle East, bombing those areas with the support of the RAF yet remaining idle-handed on one’s own soil while allowing Muslim immigration to flood us uncontrollably is but a blind and suicidal strategy. External operations against the jihadists (which are bound to be ineffective in the long run) only serve to over-excite those who wish to retaliate by attacking us nationwide through guerrilla warfare and terrorism. Not to mention the catastrophic Western intervention against the respective dictatorships of Iraq, Syria, and Libya, which rolled out the red carpet for the jihadist tide of illegal immigration. The West’s foreign and domestic policies are both of a frightening stupidity: its actions are the very antithesis of what should actually be done. One sets out to bombard them over there, to no avail of course, while allowing them entrance here. Putin’s Russia does the complete opposite.

In the evening hours of Monday, January the 12th 2015, the Pegida movement (Patriotic Europeans Against the Islamisation of the West) organised a demonstration in homage to the victims ‘of France and Nigeria’, a demonstration that was attended by a record-breaking 25,000 people. This is because Boko Haram, the Nigerian jihadist militia, committed several large-scale massacres at the time of the terrorist attacks in France. However, in response, 100,000 counter-protesters marched to demonstrate ‘against intolerance’ and ‘against Islamophobia’; meaning in favour of the objective continuation of Europe’s Islamisation, right? And Angela Merkel, who has done nothing to combat the Islamisation of Germany and the mass immigration that afflicts her country, expressed approval of their actions! Is this how we are to defend ourselves? 57% of all Germans believe that Islam is a threat to their country, but when it comes down to it, this rate is actually quite low. Since then, Pegida has expired, akin to a candle without wax ...

On Tuesday, January the 13th 2015, Mr. Valls, our own Prime Minister and exalted comedian, told the National Assembly: ‘Yes, France is at war against terrorism, jihadism and radical Islam’. A standing ovation ensues. The Marseillaise is sung by the whole of our Assembly, for the first time since the 11th of November 1918. Such is the great game of ‘sacred union’. Words, nothing but words ... It is all but a sham.

Then, in late April 2015, Algerian jihadist killer Sid Ahmed Ghlam (who had just murdered a young woman) was stopped in extremis, just before he had the chance to conduct bloody attacks (with the help of his accomplices) against a Catholic church in Villejuif and other Parisian churches, upon the end of Mass. This incident occurred simultaneously with the desecration of nearly 200 graves in a Christian cemetery at the hands of Muslims, an act that did not arouse much emotion (as some media kept the desecrators’ identities secret). But at the slightest tag upon the walls of a mosque, the media camarilla flares up and cries ‘Islamophobia’. However, the Christianophobia of both Muslims and their French collaborators is perfectly acceptable. Imagine we had thwarted a bombing attempt conducted by the ‘extreme Right’ against a mosque — we would have been subjected to howls of outrage a thousand times more intense.

These facts demonstrate that anti-Christian persecution is being exported to France proportionately to the growing presence of Islam. The Islamists have indeed started a religious war in France itself. It is likely that, in the coming years, tragedies will abound and both aggressions and terrorist attacks against civilians and religious targets will increase. ‘Our enemy is primarily among us[...] An ancient democracy is being attacked by new barbarians’, wrote Paul-Henri du Limbert (Le Figaro, 04/23/2015). Except that they are not as new as he thinks, having been rife since the 7th century.

Moreover, our military or police forces are faced with the extremely costly and exhausting maintenance of the Vigipirate Plan, whose maximum alert level has been made permanent, protecting hundreds of sites, including media headquarters. This means that we are already engaged in a pre-civil war state. Things have gone so far in France that we are compelled to make costly investments into the protection of our churches and synagogues, a situation without precedent in our entire history.

In his Awakening or Chaos (Plon, 2015), Thibault de Montbrial develops a highly pessimistic vision with regard to the future relations between Islam and the rest of the world, especially in the case of Europe and the West. He quotes Julien Freund, who was himself inspired by Carl Schmitt: ‘Just like all pacifists, you believe yourselves to be free to choose your own enemy, when it is actually your enemy that defines you as such.’ This is precisely what is happening to us: we lack the courage to designate Islam as our enemy (similarly to Laurent Fabius, one is reluctant to talk about ‘Islamists’, preferring the term ‘terrorists’), at a time when the latter has already defined us as its foe and is waging war against us. From Montbrial’s perspective, the fact is that if we do not retaliate, we are certain to suffer defeat on our own soil, here in Europe. The affrighted reticence of our European leaders to call a spade a spade paralyses any and every serious response and exhilarates our aggressors, thus galvanising them. What Montbrial is suggesting without daring to formulate it clearly is that since the aggressor is acting in the name of Islam, it is both suicidal and illogical to pretend and lead people to believe that it is not Islam itself that stands behind those attacks, but merely its perverted form, namely Islamism. Islamism is none other than genuine and authentic Islam. Besides, the word was once used to designate the Mohammedan religion. And in the eyes of all orthodox rigorists, those Muslims who sincerely disassociate themselves from its inherent jihad (many of them do so due to their own hypocritical prudence, while many others do not) are considered to be nothing short of schismatics, whose punishment should mirror the affliction that befalls all apostates. In this context, the author emphasises how much he was struck by the fact that the demonstrations organised on January the 11th 2015 (following the jihadist massacres perpetrated by the Kouachi brothers and Coulibaly) ‘were marked by the almost complete absence of our French citizens of immigrant descent.’40

 

He then writes: ‘We are under attack, targeted by people who fight in the name of Islam and have decided to impose a caliphate upon the largest possible expanse of our planet. European lands have not been spared either and they are already exporting their jihad here. Without any mercy or pity, nor even a trace of weakness, they enslave women, behead, slaughter, burn, and crucify. They proceed to murder Jews, Christians, and journalists on account of what they are ... On account of what we are. Within months, they have managed to extend their influence beyond the Middle East, having considerably gained in strength on the African continent, threatening Mediterranean traffic through their implantation in Libya, just off our own coasts.’

Since the 11th of September 2001, which served as the true beginning of the war and was a kind of novel Pearl Harbor, we have been witness to the worrying progression of Islamic terrorism in the West, involving a faster pace of attacks — not to mention the foiled terrorist attempts — from Boston to Moscow, through France, Spain, Britain, the Netherlands, Denmark, Israel, and Australia, always in the name of an elating cause ‘symbolised by the cries of “Allahu akbar” and with explicit reference to elements of radical Islam’, according to Montbrial. The recruitment efforts of the Islamic State (Daesh), which, after conquering Iraq, invaded Syria and Libya, have spread all the way to the Muslim immigrant youths in Europe, many of whom shall return to wage war against us in the name of a vengeful and conquering Islam, at a time when the latter ‘has become the second religion in terms of practice on our territory’. In my view, it is already the first ... Western leaders, according to Montbrial, are guilty of denying reality and displaying excessive kindness, unconscionable softness, and naïve optimism. In short, their attitude is that of the Munich spirit of surrender. Particularly when ascribing the terrorist acts of war committed by the mujahideen who, with the utmost strictness, apply a fanatical ideology that has re-emerged from the darkest centuries, to the behaviour of ‘unbalanced’ individuals. ‘It is time to wake up’, he says, ‘and to open our eyes, so as to visualise reality and act accordingly.’ 

But Montbrial himself only proposes naïve solutions to enable us to win this war (while criticising the otherworldliness of our rulers), meaning methods which would integrate and assimilate Muslim immigrants into a regenerated Republican school that teaches patriotism: ‘restoring the teaching of all subjects that relate to the French identity’. This is mere alternative medicine, meaning the prescription of an ineffective remedy, a statement which contradicts his findings elsewhere with regard to the growth and radicalisation of Muslims, who are increasingly prone to considering themselves the enemies of France and of Europe, ‘a potential source of countless individuals capable of striking at random and without any warning signs’.

It is already too late and their numbers are too high for us to implement an integration policy. The first provisory and extremely urgent solution is to put a radical stop to all migratory flows that have been pouring into Europe at an ever increasing pace since 2013 (a migration process that comprises a 90% rate of Muslims), before expelling all illegal immigrants. Such a policy is well beyond the capabilities of the current political class, whose members are paralysed by an ideology that everyone is familiar with, a policy that is nevertheless desired by the majority of our indigenous European populations, especially among the lower classes, where it is overwhelmingly solicited. Such a policy of internal reconquista will only be possible, unfortunately, in a context of (inevitable) war conflicts. And it is the current political leaders who will bear the responsibility for this future development.

Malek Boutih’s Tragic Lucidity

According to politologist Antoine Sfeir, there may already be 30,000 active Salafists in France and as many as 90 mosques preaching violent jihad. In July 2015, the Socialist Party’s Essonne MP and former leader of SOS Racism, Malek Boutih, presented the government with a shocking report entitled ‘Radical Generation’, whose very lucidity contrasts sharply with the diagnoses of his political friends. As far as Boutih is concerned, both Islamic radicalisation and the attractiveness of jihadist practice are making great strides among young people, especially those of immigrant origin. 65% of all individuals involved in jihadism die before the age of 25; jihadist recruiters insist on a political project rejecting every aspect of our democratic society, meaning Europe and the West in general. He says that ‘a large proportion of our youths is turning away from our social model’, pointing out ‘the enrooting of a novel form of anti-Semitism’, a particularly brutal anti-Semitism that would have been ‘unthinkable twenty years ago’. In his view, the Islamist ideology of jihadist practice plays the same role of social rebellion that leftism once did, only a far more pronounced one.

Let us now listen to Boutih, who, in spite of belonging to the Left’s self-critical intellectual current, deserves to be challenged: ‘society is perceived as being in a state of complete lockdown, which generates great frustration, a discontented young generation on the verge of collapsing’. But on the contrary, these young people of immigrant origin enjoy countless facets of positive discrimination ... It is not a sentiment of frustration that accounts for this revolt, but their feelings of hatred.

Boutih believes that ‘real’ Islam is being exploited, but this claim is rather doubtful, for what actually hides behind this revolt against the ‘Western democracy’, conducted in the name of some pseudo-frustration, is the ethno-religious will to conquer France and modify its substratum. This is a much more serious process than the one that characterised leftist-Marxist subversions, which merely strived to alter our socio-economic model.

At the end of his report, Malek Boutih calls for the rectification of our school system, by resorting to pedagogics, prevention and a strong reaffirmation of the ‘Republican’ credo. This is nothing but artificial optimism intended to conceal one’s despair in the face of an unsolvable situation.

The same utopianism has been envisioned by Montbrial, Natacha Polony, or Marine Le Pen. It is the social worker solution, pervaded by care-bear ‘assimilationism’ and pedagogics. The more the diagnosis is accurate, the more the prescription is soft and inadequate. The republican notion of things is but a derisory plaster, as effective as the protection that smokers enjoy thanks to cigarette paper. We are expected to invite all those who wish to slaughter us to take a seat at our school desks and ‘remind them’ about the stipulations of our ‘laws’, right?

In reality, what Malek Boutih has only hinted at in his report — which makes him the only one to actually dare formulate such thoughts — is that France is heading towards a dramatic ethnic civil war, under the guise of Islamic jihad, and that there are huge mobilisation resources among immigrant youths, who are ready to embark on this adventure under the slightest pretext, benefitting from the logistical and tacit support of a certain part of the Muslim population. We have already witnessed the dress rehearsal and the various interrelated signs that were visible both during several urban riots and as part of the growth in Islamic terrorist attacks. The two will combine to produce an explosive cocktail.

In the coming decade, the spreading of the Salafist influence, in addition to the proliferation of seasoned mujahideen who return to France and Europe from the Middle East, will inevitably result in a war which will no longer be of low intensity, as is nowadays the case (the Vigipirate effort and other forms of plaster will not prevent this from happening...), but will first increase to medium severity before reaching high magnitude. The continuous illegal migration flows will add to the cocktail’s explosiveness. The only question is whether or not it will have a positive effect (meaning a ‘dialectic’ one) on the French and European ability to resist. We have reached what polemologists have termed a ‘breaking point’, or an ‘outburst’, beyond which any retreat becomes impossible and a collapse can occur in one direction or the other. History is not a bed of roses, but a raging torrent. 




Chapter VI: Thinking in Islamic Terms in Order to Anticipate Islam

In 1977, at a time when I was a young student, I attended the annual conference of the WACL (World Anti Communist League) in Washington, funded both by the US government (its various institutions, basically...) and Saudi Arabia. The common enemy was defined as being Communism and the Soviet Union; we were in the midst of the ‘cold war’. Back then, the geostrategic and ideological situation was miles away from the one that we are experiencing today. During the conference itself, a Saudi speaker gave a lecture that managed to pass unnoticed, entitled ‘Islam Is The Future Of Mankind’. From this man’s perspective, Soviet Communism was bound to collapse on its own and the major problem awaiting us, a re-emergence from the past, would be the confrontation between the West and Islam, whose values and interests are completely at odds with each other. He believed that Islam would serve to regenerate a decadent, Westernised world. Such an idea seemed strange to me. I discussed the topic with this Arab scholar, and he explained to me that Islam, unlike Marxism, was not a cobbled and ephemeral ideology. The latter drifted into multiple streams that were lost underground. Islam, on the other hand, is a long river that flows from its source to its mouth and must dominate and overwhelm the world. At the time, I mistook him for a buffoon, but he actually predicted what would come to pass. Islam is endowed with foresight, and it is up to us to anticipate its actions.

Terrorism for the Sake of Domination

In July 2015, Der Spiegel published a chilling report: an interview with an Iraqi mechanic, who had been arrested and detained in Baghdad by the Shiite authorities. This man, a prime example of the educated middle classes, had been manufacturing explosive vests and planting bombs in vehicles for potential suicide bombers to use. In a display of absolute indifference towards the death of women and children, the targets ranged from Shiite mosques and gathering sites to the police and other symbols of power. He is credited with hundreds of victims and feels no remorse whatsoever. He was previously Shiite, but then, at the age of 17, converted to Sunnism, which he considered to be genuine Islam. He joined the ranks of the Islamic State, Daesh, whose orders he follows. In the interview, he stated that he is under absolute obligation to kill all the ones who are not rigorous Sunnites, even if they do happen to be Muslims. He also revealed that potential suicide bombers are filled with joy at the idea of killing, dying and subsequently entering the ‘paradise of Allah’. A religion that produces such monsters, characterised by fanaticism and barbarism, and that does so in such large numbers too, should not be viewed as just another religious system. It would take a very subtle and wise historian to find a comparable religion, a religion that has produced such a high degree of barbarity and insensitivity, if one does not count those greatly delirious minoritarian sects, whose attitudes relate to psychiatric pathology. The collusion between Islam and Nazism, which we have discussed above, is no coincidence at all.

Throughout history, only three major ideologies or ideo-religions have led to the massacre of innocent people while simultaneously legitimising it in their founding documents and their own prescriptive foundations (and not through a series of abusive actions): Islam, communist Marxism and Nazism. The latter was ephemeral, and the penultimate is currently on its deathbed. The former is, by contrast, prospering at this time.

According to Frédéric Pons, the aim of Islamic terrorists is to ‘terrify the West, so as to shatter its will and spread “pure Islam” across new lands’. In complete disagreement with the demobilising and hackneyed viewpoint that Salafist Islamism ‘is not Islam’, he says: ‘Islamist barbarism is not a temporary state of insanity that has afflicted degraded or depressive people who find themselves at the end of their rope. It is structured, fuelled by texts (Koranic Suras) and inspired by practices (the hadiths). It raises numerous questions regarding Islam itself.’ (Valeurs Actuelles, 2–8/07/2015) Asking questions with regard to Islam is easy, and the answer is simple. Just look at what we already know, what we have been observing for thirteen whole centuries. The western elites are either ignorant about Islam and the Koran (as admitted by Mr. Juppé) or intent on concealing its nature and objectives from themselves and others. This incredible rejection of evidence was noticeable at the time when Nazism first saw the light of day and all leftist pacifists stubbornly refused to acknowledge its true nature — such was the spirit of ‘Munich’, that of the Munich Agreement of 1938. This very same political Left also played a capital role in the Vichy collaboration of 1940 ... But let us not dwell on that.

Marshal Lyautey wrote the preface to the French edition of Mein Kampf, in which Hitler clearly declared his intentions, concluding that ‘every Frenchman should read this book’. Likewise, not only should French politicians read the Koran nowadays, but also the jihadist texts that are broadcasted and disseminated everywhere.

A Return to Mohammedan Jihad

The Islamic State (or Daesh) is currently spearheading the global jihadist offensive of unadulterated Islam and the ruthless war that has been declared. And it is the conquest of Europe that represents the primary objective of the ‘caliphate’ that emerged in June 2014. It mirrors an exhilarating ideal for the world’s Muslim masses to embrace, masses in the eyes of whom it has readopted the very methods and strategy employed by Muhammad himself, thus acquiring a much greater legitimacy than that of the already rigorist monarchies of the Gulf, accused of implementing half measures and yielding to collaboration. This caliphate has already taken control of a major part of Syria, Iraq and Libya, as it exterminates and drives out local Christians. In a most sanguinary fashion, it strikes at any target it chooses and at any time it deems suitable, making use of both real armies and terrorists and recruiting an ever growing number of followers in various locations. It mobilises franchised troops (in Egypt, Libya, Nigeria, and Tunisia), coordinates its mujahideen murderers (in Europe, Tunisia, and Kuwait) and relies on young Muslim masses whose radicalism and fascination are on the increase. Such masses are found all over the Maghreb, the Middle East and among the immigrants of Europe as well.

From a geopolitical perspective, the Islamic octopus is spreading its tentacles in every possible direction from within its Iraqi-Syrian sanctuary, a sanctuary which everyone has failed to expel it from. Having been stopped in its tracks by the French army in Central Africa and the Sahel (how long for, though?), it now targets Nigeria and Egypt (by settling in the Sinai area) and has infiltrated both Gaza and the West Bank, threatening Lebanon. In addition, its forces have penetrated into Somalia and have recently gathered the allegiance of Islamists in the Caucasus region (2,000 of whom have been incorporated into the ranks of Daesh), thus menacing the southern flank of Russia. What is graver than anything else, however, are the hundreds of thousands of ‘migrants’, 90% of whom are Muslim, who arrive to Europe through Libya and Turkey, via the countries of southern Europe. These masses have a mobilisation potential that the Islamic State intends to take full advantage of in order to saturate Europe’s defences, by neutralising the deficient wills of European leaders, whose minds have been warped by humanitarianism. The State of Israel is also being targeted through encirclement, since direct military attack is impossible.

The aim of the Islamic State is to conduct a rapid and bloody conquest effort that would accurately reflect the example set by the military advance which Islam carried out at the time of its birth, during the 7th and 8th centuries, an advance that allowed it to conquer the entire Middle East, in addition to North Africa and Spain. As far as Europe in concerned, the situation which we are facing today is infinitely more serious than it was at the time, since, owing to an increasingly uncontrolled migration influx that combines with a native demographic deficit, young Muslim populations — experiencing a dangerous increase in their radicalised elements — have formed the foundations of a fifth column, of a Trojan Horse that will turn out to be very useful during the conquest of our continent through jihad, an ethno-religious civil war that is set to break out before the middle of the current century.

Apart from the conquest of Rome, the Islamic State (which longs to embody the rebirth of a pure and sanguinary original Islam, a position that gathers an ever growing number of followers) intends to invade Jerusalem and destroy the ‘Zionist entity’, meaning Israel. From within Egypt and Syria, attacks are already being planned and conducted against Israel. And the Palestinians are being subjected to an intense propaganda to encourage them to join the ranks of Daesh. Nevertheless, the strength of the Jewish state and its people seems greater than that of our softened EU leaders: it is likely, in fact, that the Israeli bunker is much less at risk than the European wind mill. The Islamic State also intends to claim Mecca, meaning Saudi Arabia, the legendary centre of Sunni Islam, supposedly run by a usurping monarchy. It is a very well thought out plan, geopolitically speaking. The purpose is to deprive the West of oil, of the very blood of our economy.41

 This is where everything becomes apparent: the Islamic octopus attacks from all sides, using every conceivable means, without the obligation of being a traditional great power akin to the West, yet displaying remarkable onsite intelligence and resorting not only to asymmetrical warfare and archaic terror (beheadings, rape, executions, slavery, etc.) but also to hypermodern means founded upon Internet usage and its inherent global propaganda. Faced with this issue, this commencing war, French and Western leaders turn a blind eye and a deaf ear. They speak of ‘opponents’ instead of ‘enemies’, and mention ‘terrorists’ without specifying the latter’s source; what they fail to understand is that the war has already begun, through a strategy of coordinated attacks, and that neo-Mohammedan jihad, meaning ‘straightforward’ jihad akin to that of the Middle Ages, is now crossing the Mediterranean so as to conquer Europe demographically, culturally, ethnically, religiously, and politically.

The Ignorance and Blindness of the European Elites

The same sort of blindness had already stricken the weak ‘democracies’ of the 1930s with regard to Hitler (the spirit of Munich). But in the end, Hitlerism-Nazism (which had nurtured a pronounced sympathy for Islam, a mutual one, I might add, as demonstrated by Jean Robin in The Black Book of Islam, Tatamis Editions) was defeated because it came up against superior military power. The Islamic threat is of a different and more serious nature, since it is based on internal immigration, colonisation and a fascinating sort of archaism. What is referred to as ‘Islamism’, but one had better call genuine or fundamental Islam, is far more dangerous to our civilisation than Nazism, Fascism and Communism ever were.

The latter were viruses that stemmed from within the European and Western civilisation, from its own mindset, and were therefore easy to eliminate. The Islamic virus comes from the outside and relies on non-native populations. The difference is enormous. The war has already begun and will intensify further. Who would have thought, back in 1900, when Europe was at the height of its colonising and demographically prolific role (prior to the suicide of 1914), that we would be returning to the 7th and 8th century a mere hundred years later, with Islam as the main threat? Here is how the Tribunal of History functions: its rulings are not subject to prediction, neither concerning defeat nor regarding victory. There is no telling how the film will end.

In any case, all these episodes allow us to foresee that, despite the oppositions and the ever changing and extremely complicated alliances in which one cannot always distinguish clear sides, Islam, as a whole, is bound to act as a major factor of tension and war in the world of the 21st century. The current clash of civilisations will challenge the stupid western dream of ‘history’s end’ and of a unified planet under a ‘world government’, symbolised by the ineffective concept of an ‘international community’. France and Europe are at the forefront, because of the increasing proportion of Muslims within them. China, India, and the USA are also concerned, but perhaps to a lesser degree. Jihad, defined as a religious, but also ethnic war of conquest, will assume every conceivable form, whether underground, cunning, violent, amiable and alluring, or aggressive and intolerant. This is perfectly consistent with the very essence of Islam, whose followers never found their behaviour on intangible principles. Hence its permanent duplicity.

There is now a propaganda effort originating from Islamic scholars of the Tariq Ramadan type and persuading certain ignorant circles that ‘jihad’ is but a matter of ‘internal conquest’, an ‘effort to overcome oneself’, and not a holy war by any means. Such assertions are nothing but a joke.

A Protean and Relentless Islam

The following acts are a common aspect of the barbarism committed by the Sunnite Islamic State, primarily against Christians and Yazidis, but also against the Kurdish and Shia populations: deportations, destruction, plunder, massacres, torture, stonings, beheadings, crucifixion, rape, raids, as well as enslavement. All these actions, deemed ‘halal’, are authorised and justified by Islamic theology and organised by ‘caliph’ Abu Bakr al-Daghdadi himself, a compulsive rapist and torturer considered by many to be a role model. This is nothing new in Islam, since such exemplifications come from long bygone times. Jihad, meaning holy war, has become an unavoidable fact of life, which is true of all its forms, be it those that are characterised by cunning and underground progression — as is the case in France — or those that practice open violence, as witnessed in the Middle East, Mali, Libya, and Nigeria. This is not an ‘extremist exception that has nothing to do with Islam’, as is rehashed everywhere, but a strategic option, an option that is widely embraced among the Muslim umma, even if it is kept concealed under the veil of deceit and hypocrisy. Moreover, Saudi Arabia and Qatar, the respectable and dictatorial oil monarchies officially allied to the West that resort to doublespeak, proceed, in addition to funding mosques in Europe, to discreetly finance and arm various Islamic groups at the price of triggering internal feuds between authorities that either denounce or approve of this strategy. Our French foreign policy has yielded to the state of affairs: it has desisted every Gaullist notion of sovereignty and independence and abandoned all geopolitical coherence.

In actual fact, it is Islam as a whole that is ever so tempted by this totalitarian and barbaric intolerance. What should be noted is that the uproar orchestrated in support of the Palestinian inhabitants of the Gaza Strip, who had been bombarded by the Israeli army in retaliation for several attacks organised by Hamas, was not echoed by any major protest against the persecution of peaceful Christians throughout the Middle East, a persecution which is nonetheless far more baleful. The so-called ‘moderate’ Muslim authorities, both in Europe and elsewhere, have remained silent in the face of such events or have displayed hypocritical softness in their protest against the violence perpetrated by their coreligionists. The official Muslim hierarchies did not distance themselves from such acts in a loud and clear manner, which is a worrying factor.

Smug optimism, naïveness, blindness, the masochistic spirit of collaboration, the Stockholm syndrome that stems from fear and cowardice, or simply the self-hatred and contempt for one’s own civilisation, both of which are truly widespread among our intelligentsia: these are the Western mental disorders that jihad relies on, disorders which are easily noticeable when neutralising all resistance to the flooding of France and Europe. Historically speaking, nothing has ever managed to repel a jihadist advance apart from a determined response and counter-offensive. Throughout history, its proponents have understood but one language: that of the balance of power, and not that of trading, transactions and pacts (which have always been temporary, since no word they have given has ever mattered to them).

Even Pope Francis and the Hierarchy of the Catholic Church, though stricken with a distressing weakness resulting from their doctrine of advocating peace at all costs, along with their ridiculous tearfulness with regard to the welcoming of ‘refugees’ who are mostly Muslim, are beginning to react to the events in the Middle-East. It is high time they did. But when will they respond to what may occur in France and Europe and end up sweeping them away? The abuse committed by the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria may turn out to be tragically helpful if it succeeds in opening the eyes of some of our leaders, who fail to grasp that the fuse of future conflagrations has already been lit in France.

The US air strikes carried out against the IS are highly inadequate in terms of response, as are all Western reactions, whether humanitarian or military. If the Islamic State collapses, it will resurface elsewhere in a different form, akin to a Phoenix or a Hydra whose severed heads simply grow back. Islamic jihad is not restricted to any specific ‘organisation’ or leaders (unlike the secular totalitarianisms of the 20th century), but is connected to a deeply rooted, fanatical and expansive mentality present all over the world.

Under Sarkozy and Hollande, France has been following a disastrous strategy, walking at the heel of both the United States (whose foreign policy is characterised by improvised and unrefined selfishness) and the oil monarchies (Saudi Arabia and Qatar), who, by contrast, know exactly what they want. They have either toppled or weakened the nationalistic and ‘secular’ Arab dictatorships that previously protected minorities (both Christians and others) and women, acting as a dam that had kept Islamic barbarity at bay and guaranteed economic development and the slow emergence of a middle class. Neglecting all the teachings of Machiavelli and Carl Schmitt, the pusillanimous and short-sighted West has, since the days when the Afghan Taliban were, in fact, granted US support against Brezhnev’s Russia, resurrected Islamic jihad, the very same jihad that has been Europe’s primary enemy since the Middle Ages.

Now that the damage is done and that we have allowed Muslim immigration access into our lands, it is here, in Europe, rather than anywhere else, that we must react and fight, because the worm is already inside the fruit. And beyond a certain numerical threshold of the Muslim immigrant presence, we will find ourselves trapped. Whether in the sphere of geopolitics, polemology or demographics, it is easy for lucid minds to predict the future quite successfully in some cases, for it is the outlines of disasters that are predictable, not their details. The outbreak of war, its protagonists and the locations where the conflicts will come to pass are not a mystery. Europe, and especially France, must prepare for such a prospect, which is bound to involve a moral rearmament — among other things...

Islam and Barbarism

The emergence of the political-military-religious monstrosity known as the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (meaning the ‘Caliphate’ or ‘Daesh’) is only the latest episode in a rise to power that has been taking place throughout the world of Islam, an Islam that is returning to its roots and regressing so as to make better headway. Similarly to solar flares and dormant volcanoes, Islam (mostly in its Sunni, i.e. original form) has entered a phase of reawakening, meaning a return to its true nature of totalitarianism, conquest, intolerance and violence.

Everywhere around us, tensions are on the rise: young French fanatics are enlisting in the ranks of the Islamic state, Hamas is aggressing Israel, the Afghan Taliban have gleefully resumed their attacks, massacres are perpetrated against non-Muslims in an area that spreads from Nigeria to Kenya, terrorist chaos is on the daily menu in Baghdad, armed groups ravage Libya and Saharan Africa, etc. The list is goes on forever. 90% of all civil wars, armed conflicts, and terrorist attacks committed all over the world involve Islam. Can this be played down to simple coincidence?

It is no longer satisfactory for one to say that ‘such acts are certainly been committed in the name of Islam, but ... do not mirror Islam! They do not represent genuine Islam!’, in accordance with the vulgate that is rehashed everywhere. Does anyone really believe such things?

Imagine that one were to slaughter people around the world, on a mass scale, and foment civil wars in the name of Christianity, Buddhism, Judaism, Hinduism, Taoism or any other ‘ism’. Everyone would ask questions and would do so under legitimate suspicion, would they not? These people assassinate, kill, murder each other, slaughter others, torture, plunder, burn, destroy, rape, enslave, blow themselves up (as martyrs), plant bombs, and, in short, shed as much blood as possible... all in the name of Allah the merciful, and his very pleasant prophet. Could there really be no link of cause and effect here?

We must put an end to the immense hypocrisy which claims that ‘it is not real Islam!’ What if, indeed, it was all but a return to true Islam as it was initially practiced by Muhammad and his successors? The incredible leniency displayed by our Western elites towards those crimes that are committed ‘in the name’ of Islam (meaning by Islam itself, actually) are but an even graver version of the tolerance that was previously shown towards the mass crimes perpetrated by Stalinist, Maoist, Albanian, and Cambodian Communism. It was not ‘Communism’ that was the cause of such acts, but some sort of ‘aberration’ ... Always the same fallacy.

As demonstrated by Samuel Lawrence’s onsite inquiries into the ‘Daesh Caliphate’, which he entered as a reporter, abuse and sanguinary executions, ‘the massacre of those civilians who are considered non-Muslim’, including the Shi’a population, the immediate death sentences implemented upon apostates, the acts of looting, etc, ‘relate to an obligation that all the Muslims who act in full compliance with the sharia abide by’. Crucifixion, for example, which is routinely practiced by Daesh, corresponds to a sentence that is ‘entirely in accordance with Islam’s fifth Sura, known as The Sura of the Table, in its 33rd verse’. (Samuel Lawrence, The Islamic State, Seuil Editions). Many other verses, which Muslim followers learn by heart, confirm this finding.

Islam and Sterility

But despite this global and aggressive rise of Islam, which is undergoing a full-scale archeofuturistic renewal largely based on demographics, a terrible deficit is noticeable in the Muslim ‘civilisation’ in comparison with the rest of humanity, whether culturally, scientifically or technologically speaking. Today, Islam lacks as much creativity in these fields as it did yesterday, which is normal: an ideo-religion founded on dogma and prohibition can hardly lead to creativeness, as the latter presupposes freedom.

On a worldwide scale, the cultural, technological, scientific, and intellectual production of Muslims is very limited. Where are the Muslim Nobel Prize winners? All of the technology and industrial management available to Muslim countries, including the Gulf monarchies, is provided by Europeans, Americans or Asians, regardless of whether it is in the field of energy, in the military spectrum, or the domain of aeronautics, infrastructure, urban planning, etc. Only financial assets, with all the means that they provide, remain in the hands of Muslims. The Islamic sphere and civilisation are not productive, historically speaking, but essentially predatory and monopolising.

Beyond the economic and technological spectrum, the contributions of the Muslim world to the fields of literature, painting, music, synthetic materials, architecture, etc. do indeed exist, but they are quantitatively insignificant compared to what other civilisations have managed to contribute and still produce nowadays, without going into specifics. Creativity and innovation, science and culture are perfectly compatible with tradition, but solely under the condition that the latter remains open, which is not the case of Islam, where it lacks intelligence.

The establishment of a link between Islam and knowledge, Islam and science, Islam and creativity and openness; such was the propagandistic aim of the pathetic Arab World Institute of Paris, headed by the ever-present Jack Lang, the great mandarin of political correctness and court apparatchik. This museographical Institute is nothing but an empty shell; furthermore, it is currently struggling in its efforts to renew its exhibitions. It has found itself compelled to select topics whose connection to the Arab and Muslim world is vague at the very least, such as the huge Orient Express exhibition of 2014 (with a restored locomotive and renovated train carriages), under the pretext that this express connected Europe to Istanbul and Baghdad. It had more to do with the SNCF than with the Muslim-Arab culture...

Islam’s persuasiveness and ability to fascinate relate to ignorance, meaning to the fact of replacing the awakening of the individual mind and subjectivism with dogmatic collectivism. The children who are raised in Islamic schools will see both their intellectual and creative level and the autonomy of their judgment plummet. All dogma breeds imbecility. And in all its cowardice, the French Republic yields to this. The power of Islam is not due to its own ingenuity, but to the primitiveness of its doctrine and its current population growth, which has not always been the case.

Therein lies the strength of Islam: in its infantile and proselytic simplicity. However, it is also in this fact that its demise is being sown, since it lacks intelligence. On the scientific and intellectual level, Islam is not on par with the advancing elite of humanity, and neither are the fanatics who abide by its wailings. Islam is a smotherer of intelligence and creativity, simply because, similarly to Marxism, it rejects the philosophy of subjectivity (that of individuals or nations) by transforming man into an object that remains obedient to specific pretences. And yet the world is ever-changing.

The quality of Islam (and that of the Arab mentality that founded it) lies in its loyalty to an archaic past and to a set of intangible dogmas, but its weakness is embodied by a dramatic intellectual deficit. In this respect, unfortunately, all the politically correct propaganda is contradicted by reality. Since the 7th century, the contributions that Islam and its ‘Muslim civilisation’ have made to mankind have been minute, whether in the field of philosophy, maps, science, poetry, or literature. The sacrosanct myth surrounding the transfer of the ancient Greco-Latin legacy to us by the Arabs is but a joke. Historian Sylvain Gouguenheim, author of Aristotle at Mont Saint-Michel, the Greek roots of Christian Europe (Seuil, 2008) had the audacity to demonstrate that, contrary to the vulgate of our falsified history, the ancient Greek cultural heritage, including Aristotle’s thoughts, had not been bestowed upon Europe by ‘Muslim-Arab intellectuals, translators and commentators’, but by Christian monks, especially those of Mont Saint-Michel. This unfortunate academic was dragged through the mud by his peers under charges of blaspheming against political correctness, ‘Islamophobia’ and even ‘racism’, thus putting his career in jeopardy. What a mindboggling example of submission and dishonourable collaboration this is. One thus draws close to Stalinist Marxism. The act of challenging the ‘ingenuity’ and ‘superiority’ of Islam is synonymous with ideological sin.

In terms of cultural, economic and scientific creation, the Muslim world does not even represent 5% of mankind’s creativity. From the 7th century onwards (a period of 1400 years), the entire Muslim-Arab world has published fewer books than a single European country does in a mere year, and has not produced a single major invention. That says a lot about the level of creativity of this great civilisation. Not to mention the overall cultural and intellectual production of the Jewish people, which, on all levels, is proportionally much higher than the overall number of Jews in the world (a fact that fuels both philo-Semitism and anti-Semitism, by the way, with the former supposing the existence of an inherent Jewish superiority and the latter that of some evil and perverse activism). Each year, the small state of Israel deposits more patents than all the Muslim countries put together. This must be the result of a ‘worldwide Jewish conspiracy’...

Islam is characterised by an inherent abhorrence for freedom of thought and research, for the fact of thinking for oneself. Which is normal: freedom of thought can only serve to contravene the Koranic dogma, a dogma that was promulgated once and for all by the Suras, which must be learned and recited by heart and chanted while one remains on their knees, their face towards the ground. People often forget to specify that the ‘great thinkers’ and ‘great scholars’ of Islam, who were basically very few, have almost always been excluded for being schismatic. This is however never mentioned by those Muslims who long to welcome such schismatic individuals back as fellow Muslims, in order to persuade themselves and the whole world of the fertile greatness of their ‘civilisation’.

‘Moderate’ Islam and Its Inherent Weakness

Among the worldwide ranks of the enlightened and educated Muslim public opinion, there are of course fractions of the population that reject radical Islam with horror, especially in Tunisia. It is, however, merely the tree that conceals the forest. Indeed, Muslims do fight amongst each other and there are, above all, many ‘moderate Muslims’ who are anti-Islamic. Is Egyptian Marshal-President Abdel Fattah al-Sisi, a faithful copy of both Mubarak and Nasser, not eradicating the Muslim Brotherhood? Do the regimes of several Muslim countries not combat Islamism? Yes, but these remarks must be tempered by two facts: first of all, there are dramatic twists that occur at times, such as the presence of many Iraqi militaries who formerly belonged to Saddam Hussein’s army and his secular Baath party within the framework of the fanatical army of the ‘Caliphate’, meaning that of the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria. Secondly, we are witnessing, throughout the Muslim world and stretching all the way to France, a global rise in mental radicalisation, which is an extremely worrying development. Silently, or even more openly at times, the barbarous atrocities committed by the Caliphate are given consent. This is the so-called football stadium syndrome: the players may be few but in the stands, the supporters are innumerable.

Not to mention the double game played by Saudi Arabia and the UAE, as well as by the Turkish regime led by Erdogan the satrap. The regimes that fight against ‘Islamism’ and its terrorist factions do not do so out of conviction, nor because of their ideals, but so as to preserve the power of their own caste at the top of the State. Those who obey them can easily switch sides, akin to a flipping coin.

What accounts for such swift mental reversals and radicalisation lies in the very nature of Islam, at the heart of the Koran. Allow me to explain: it is perfectly possible to espouse a violent and fanatical interpretation of Christianity. Historically, this was indeed the case, at times, during the period that ranged from Charlemagne’s expeditions against the pagan Saxons to the Inquisition, the reign of Savonarola, the expulsions of Jews and the various religious wars. But it would be impossible for us to find any actual texts in the New Testament that incite people to perpetrate violence and commit acts of open intolerance. Such fanatical interpretations of Christianity can easily be challenged and likened to a schismatic aberration. This is, however, not at all the case with Islam in which, quite to the contrary, it is the latter’s tolerant interpretation which can be accused of being schismatic.

Indeed, the Koran, the hadiths and Islam’s entire religious jurisprudence during the past centuries (including the issuing of murderous fatwas, defined as execution orders for any ‘faithful’ Muslim to apply without a court order) are all explicit in their validation of intolerance and violence. So there is no discrepancy between the barbaric behaviour one observes and Islamic religious education and its legal extension. Pakistani Christian, Asia Bibi, who is on ‘death row’, is being accused (without there being any evidence) of blasphemy by the official courts of her own country, a UN member country for that matter, a fact that arouses little emotion among the French authorities. Bolder than their counterparts, however, the British are already mobilising. All those countries that apply the Islamic law (or Sharia), either completely or approximately, are in permanent breach of both the UN Charter and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. And yet one prefers to demonise Putin or the Israelis.

The Muslims who are sincerely ‘moderate’ (and not only apparently or officially) and who view Islam as a religion that is both personal and tolerant, and similar to what Christianity is like today, are considered to be fake Muslims by an ever growing ratio of their co-religionists. One is given the impression that they have invented a ‘new’ and reformed Islam, a religion that is influenced by European culture and open to interpreting the Koran, one that is however not accepted by the majority of the umma, which, philosophically speaking, they have separated themselves from. They are gradually losing ground, but their courage is gaining in intensity. One should respect them for it, understand them and wish them the best of luck.

Islam and Polemology

In order to demonstrate the existence of this global confrontation that we are beginning to experience, let us consider the street protests that have occurred both in Algeria and Indonesia, in which people demonstrated ‘against Charlie’ and the ones who have blasphemed against the ‘prophet’; they did not, of course, manifest against the killers themselves, whose actions they implicitly approved of. Fighting for ‘democracy’, the ‘Republic’, ‘secularism’, and ‘freedom’ is really commendable and all, but these are mere abstract and insufficient concepts. The war that is resuming (and not commencing) concerns our very French and European identity.

In the eyes of American historian Ramsay Mac Mullen, the Romans of the decadence period of the 4th and 5th centuries, who failed to preserve the romanitas against the barbaricum, were undermined from within, because what they defended was an economic way of life, not a specific belonging and identity. This is what is currently happening to us with regard to immigration, which is primarily Muslim. (Corruption And The Decline Of Rome, Les Belles Lettres, transl. 1991)

Let us now reread the words of Julien Freund, Carl Schmitt’s student: ‘Even if you do not wish to have any enemies, it is the enemy himself that designates you. And if the latter does indeed define you as their foe, making the most pleasant demonstrations of friendship will be of little use to you. As long as he chooses you to be the enemy, you will be identified as such. And he will definitely prevent you from cultivating your own garden’. This means that even if you declare yourself to be Islam’s friend, the decision is not yours to be made once the latter has decided otherwise.

What is remarkable is that the crimes committed in the name of Islam are not judged in the same manner as those committed by Nazism or Communism, although they are of the same nature. Islam enjoys a sort of presumption of innocence, a kind of prejudice that washes it clean of any guilt.

A foundational and tragic historical dimension characterises the terrorist attacks committed in January 2015. Just like all the others, the Kouachi brothers and Amedy Coulibaly are not mere petty criminals who have imitated murderous video games, regardless of their criminal past and their low-range intellect. Their crimes are meaningful. They are part of the ontology of Islam, an ontology that the Muslim authorities in France and elsewhere are well familiar with and one that they thus conceal. The attacks of January 2015 are completely in line with Koranic teachings and in accordance with their literal interpretation, and are therefore both just and accurate: they call for the destruction of all that differs from Islam and offends Muslims. In this case, blasphemers and Jews are the ones targeted.

Those events did not involve murderous and heinous robberies, even if the perpetrators were also common criminals. Instead, they were ritualistic and sacrificial crimes with no specific interest (except for a desire to access Allah’s paradise, with its 72 virgins and flowery gardens, reserved for each martyr), crimes that were committed by individuals who favoured suicidal fanaticism over robberies, without running the risk of being shot by the police. They did commit those acts individually, of course, but in consultation with international organisations and networks.

Both the dominant ideology and our political and mediatic Western leaders speak of ‘terrorist acts committed by the mentally disturbed’, acts that bear no relevance to any calculation or ambition, which is a fallacy. These mujahideen are voluntary warriors driven by hatred — a hatred fuelled by an explosive mixture of revenge and conquest, of frustration (meaning an inferiority complex) and aggression (a superiority complex). They are not psychopaths who use Islam as a pretext and twist its principles without understanding them, but jihadists who implement theocratic and ideological precepts that are perfectly consistent with medieval teachings and are granted the tacit agreement of an ever increasing number of Muslims.

Ethnic tensions are bound to increase in France, as well as throughout Western Europe. No response will ever come from the elites, but it is the people that will react. As always, the elites will wallow in collaboration, self-censorship and surrender. Strength always stems from common people and rebellious aristocrats, and never from any leaders, which is especially true in France. The intimidation generated by the terrorist attacks of January 2015 will undoubtedly leave its mark upon their minds.

The central problem lies in the massive and unrestricted immigration and demographic submersion that afflict Europe, both of which serve to fuel Islamisation. Any other issue is trivial, even the strengthening of the ‘Vigipirate’ strategy (‘Sentinel’), an endeavour that everyone laughs off, and those foreign operations conducted in jihadist areas, which are more counter-productive than useful. They would only be helpful if our borders were shut.

Every multi-ethnic society acts as a powder keg, especially if it includes Islam within itself, since the latter, by definition and essence, supports neither otherness nor diversity, even if it does hypocritically and temporarily claim otherwise in order to invade Europe. The protean uprising of young immigrants, who are all predominantly Muslim, is staring us in the face, comprising the presence of minorities that are militarised, financed, controlled and glorified internationally. In this respect, we are inaugurating a truly global war, perhaps the first war in a globalised world where Islam is omnipresent. It is no longer a war of State coalitions fighting one another, but a transborder global clash. The problem is no longer one of waging war against international Communism (the Cold War), but against international Islam. It is a postmodern and archeofuturistic explosion, which is much graver.

The Likelihood of a Third World War

A Third World War, of a magnitude that is likely to be equal to or even exceed the previous ones, is in the making and will flare up during the first half of this century, in a different form compared to the first two. Islam is its efficient cause and the challenge to be met.

From the European perspective, the 1914–1918 war, whose centenary we are currently celebrating, was a major disaster that one could have predicted many years in advance. World War II was only its extension and was, likewise, foreseeable as soon as the Treaty of Versailles was signed and, above all, the moment Hitler claimed power in Germany and a warmongering party took control of Japan.

The ‘Cold War’ (1945–1991), a confrontation between the Allies (under American leadership) and the Soviet (and partly Chinese Communist) camp, resembled an abortion, because it was a confrontation without any high stakes. Akin to a bellows that collapses upon itself, the USSR subsided without triggering any violence. Why is it that the cold war between Communism and the free world never led to a hot war? It is because it was ideological and not ethnic, religious or economic. There are three belligerent and impassioned forces that drive humanity, forces that give birth to wars, namely ethnic nationalism, religion and economic interest in all its forms. Sacredness and vital materialism. The confrontation between Communism and Capitalism, which was of a purely ideological nature, related to a cold form of conflict that never drifted towards general confrontation, constraining itself to small-scale wars (Korea, Vietnam). This is the real reason for which a generalised war between NATO and the Soviet Union was successfully avoided, not the fear of a nuclear apocalypse.

In ancient times, the Punic Wars were predictable because Rome and Carthage were engaged in a vital economic rivalry to gain control over the economic circuits of the western Mediterranean. The First World War was foreseeable (and everyone did indeed prepare for it) because of the nationalistic exacerbation that had stricken the European States and their peoples, whose public opinion was white-hot at the time. A third major global confrontation is equally predictable nowadays, as we shall all see.

The outbreak of war is essentially predictable. It is based on the same mechanisms that the laws of physics abide by: tension always ends up bursting into conflagration. Any rise in temperature affecting a certain gas results in an explosion, just as the pressure exerted by tectonic plates leads to an earthquake, the accumulation of cumulonimbus clouds eventually causes a storm, excessive rainfall generates flooding, etc. One can therefore readily predict the outbreak of wars. However, what we cannot predict is the exact form that they will assume.

As demonstrated by ethology itself, the state of peace is not suited to human nature. Intraspecific aggression is the norm for our species. The modern Kantian or Christian ideal of a ‘perpetual peace’ has never prevailed. Human history is truly shaped by war. Any state of peace is but a temporary transitional phase between two states of war. War is very ambiguous, or ambivalent rather, just like the famous ‘destructive innovation’ or ‘creative destruction’ which economist Josef Schumpeter spoke of. It is both a factor of destruction and evolution. Contrary to popular belief, wars have only represented a marginal cause of death since the end of the Neolithic. It is as stupid to long to eliminate war (the pacifist ideology) as it is to strive to eradicate sexual differentiation (the gender ideology, the gender theory), religion (the atheist ideology) and the private sector (the Marxist ideology), or people’s sense of belonging and their ethnic identity (the cosmopolitan ideology).

It is not a matter of eradicating wars, but of winning them; and the quicker, the better, so that the positive effects of each given victory can outweigh the negative impacts of an excessively prolonged military effort. The man who expressed this view of war is not Sun-Tzu or Clausewitz, but a certain Julius Caesar: to vanquish at lightning speed, as quickly as possible, while avoiding heavy losses and achieving pacification, the source of peaceful domination (Pax Romana).

But why speak of a ‘world war’? Since 1945, people have been under the impression that there will never be a further world conflict, only local and regional ones, and that the UN will manage to avert the outbreak of a Third World War. The same mistake was committed after the 1914–1918 conflict, which was in fact referred to as the’ End of All Wars’, and following the creation of the UN. But in a globalised world, which ours has basically been since the late 19th century, it is inevitable for world wars to erupt. Asserting that ‘there will be never be any further world wars’ is similar to claiming that ‘we will never die’ or that ‘the summer will last forever’.

The Scenarios of a Global Clash

Let us now consider the possible scenarios of a future Third World War, the TWW. The hotbeds of tension are numerous and continue to deteriorate. Never in the entire history of humankind has the threat of a global flare-up been stronger, a humankind that has become globalised and increasingly larger in size (with an expected population of 9.5 billion people in the not too distant future) on a planet that dwindles further. Globalisation acts as a huge confrontation factor, much more so than an element that contributes to a universal State which would only be faced with policing problems.

i) Despite the war between Sunnites and Shiites, the global confrontation between Islam and the West (including Russia) will gradually dominate the landscape and take on military form, with inter-statal conflicts and civil wars raging throughout Europe. It is currently impossible to predict the exact shape that they could assume. On a worldwide scale, Islam, which is an ideology-religion, or a highly ethnicised ideo-religion, shall continue to grow in strength, becoming ever more extreme.

ii) The unsolvable Israeli problem will inevitably result in a new war between the Jewish state and its neighbours, in addition to the outbreak of a revolt against the fundamentalist Jewish settlers in the West Bank and the rise of Islamist terrorist organisations, both taking place in the background. The demographic differential, an essential parameter neglected by all politicians, makes matters worse. Not to mention the fact that Iran will probably succeed in constructing a few nuclear warheads, despite the agreements that were signed during the summer of 2015, which are little more than window dressing. The eradication of Israel is an obsession for all Muslims, as well as for Erdogan’s Turkish regime, a regime that is as neo-Islamist as it is neo-Ottoman. The seeds of the conflagration have been sown and the US will simply have to intervene once its secretly pro-Islamic President Obama has left the White House.

iii) With the exception of a very fragile Morocco, the Muslim-Arab world has entered a spiral of chaos that will only increase along two intertwined fronts: on the one hand, the Sunnis versus the Shiites and, on the other, the military dictatorships against the Islamists. Not to mention the desire to eradicate all Christians. Hence the exacerbation of havoc, which can only serve to intensify migration towards Europe. The latest warmongering events that have been shaking Syria, Iraq and Libya and have led to the birth of a ‘wild’ Islamic State (Daesh, or the Islamic ‘caliphate’) are but a step closer towards confrontation.

iv) The China-US conflict taking place in the Pacific is a clash between two imperialisms of an essentially economic nature and will generate a major geopolitical conflict. Nevertheless, it is by no means certain that it will actually result in open war, but rather in a series of altercations. As for China, what it wants is to rob the USA of its status of the world’s leading power, but not at any price. There is an aggravating circumstance, however: the tensions between China and Japan (a country which is allied to the US) are on the increase and the latter is currently impacted by a new wave of nationalism that has proceeded to remove the constitutional obstacle that had, until recently, barred the way to an armed intervention.

v) The latent conflicts that oppose India to Pakistan, and China to India, all of which are nuclear powers, should also be pondered. It is Pakistan, a Muslim country on the brink of Islamist radicalisation, that embodies the greatest cause for worry, since it possesses a nuclear weapon (aptly named ‘Islamic bomb’) and may well turn out to be a key player in the Third World War.

One should also mention the primarily economic and ecological aggravating factors which will weigh heavily upon the climate, as well as upon fossil energy resources, water (the scarcest of commodities), and mineral resources. The physical breaking point is set to be reached during the first half of the current century. All of this in addition, of course, to the outbreak of large-scale terrorism involving the use of ‘handmade’ nuclear weapons, a terrorism that none of us could ever evade.

Islam is the main triggering factor of a TWW, insofar as we are witnessing the global rise of Islamic radicalism, partially financed by Saudi Arabia and Qatar, with an implied, but clearly present, enemy in mind: ‘Western civilisation’, to which Russia is also assimilated. Basically, in the minds of all Islamists, whose ideology is spreading in all directions like a virus, the enemy is ‘the White, Westernised and Christian world’, even if such an attitude does not correspond to any socio-political reality.

The main driving forces behind the various confrontations and alliances will be complex, even more so than in the previous world war. The major geopolitical zones that are prone to explosion are Europe, North Africa, the Middle East and eventually the Pacific. This war will assume a multifocal aspect and compile various civil wars, inter-statal conflicts, guerrillas and nuclear strikes. In this regard, the State of Israel is in great danger. Although it has the power to resort to nuclear deterrence, this will not suffice to stop some of its neighbours (including Iran...), who are likely to develop such a weapon in the near future, play kamikaze and strike at the Jewish State. One can readily imagine the resulting carnage... It must be understood that the reasoning of Islamised fanatics is utterly different from that of the Russians and the Americans during the Cold War, both of whom abided by mutual deterrence. Israel may well become the triggering device of a global explosion.

Contrary to what is rehashed by all those parrots, Russia will definitely not become a trouble factor. The Russian imperialism that targets Eastern Europe and is said to be leaning towards aggression is nothing but a myth concocted by a propaganda that stems from certain circles in Washington. However, even Russia itself is grappling with Islam in Central Asia and the Caucasus.

Naturally, this readily predictable global confrontation will bring about an economic catastrophe, especially due to the disruption of oil and gas supplies from North Africa and the Middle East. A globalised economy is very fragile because it is extremely complex and relies on high exchange flows (maritime, aerial, digital, etc.), and will thus collapse like a domino game in the event of a conflictual disruption of great magnitude.

The main weakness of the West, and especially that of Western Europeans, lies in their demographic aging and mental softening, their passivity, and their fear of defending themselves, the very same syndrome that afflicted the Roman population during the 2nd century. Just like the First World War, the TWW will break out under the impact of a locally restricted event and then continue through a series of uncontrollable happenings, akin to an avalanche. The TWW will most likely involve an exchange of nuclear strikes, which will however not be any more severe than those that befell Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Their effects will be more psychologically damaging than physically devastating. The destructive repercussions themselves will be caused by economic disorganisation and a rupture in the mercantile and financial flows that fuel our current world economy.

Both technologically and demographically, we shall witness the overall decline of humanity, a decline that shall last for several centuries. This fact will not arise from the TWW’s death toll, but from a certain sanitary and economic collapse that the war will engender. The conflagration may well occur around 2025–2035 CE. Afterwards, it may take several centuries for the world to recover. The human population rate will serve as the adjustment variable: it will decrease three or fourfold, but not enough to result in anything dramatic. A decline in civilisation already occurred in the 5th century when Rome collapsed. It took a thousand years to recuperate from this. A fleeting moment, historically speaking. Simply put, it would be wise, at a time when we are commemorating the centenary of the First World War, to prepare ourselves for a third one, already looming in the distance, and ask ourselves who will act as our enemy.

Islam and Its Obsession with Conflict — a Taste for Misery

What accounts for the likelihood that Islam, which is undergoing a complete global revival nowadays, will be the fuse that will spark off the TWW is the fact that jihad, war, and confrontation are central to its world vision, more so than with any other ideology or religion. The purpose, of course, is to achieve the ultimate peace, a universal pacification based on submission, namely Dar al-Islam. However, since this totalitarian and utopian ambition will obviously never be achieved, Islam has always been synonymous with permanent conflict, a fact that shall be confirmed in the future even more than it ever was in the past. And provided that there are no ‘infidels’ to aggress, Muslims will invent any possible excuse that would allow them to fight among themselves. Killing and dying are each an Islamic obsession. As pointed out to me by a Kabyle Algerian journalist who fled her own country, Muslim societies are essentially fraught with incessant tensions, clashes, and crises, surpassing, in this respect, all other societies on our planet, which are founded upon different cultures. Living in an Islamised society is a not very pleasant experience.

In Algeria, for example, a latent persecution is being conducted against the Kabyle population, coupled with various forms of abuse, mistreatment, and the burning of houses. In Africa and the Indian subcontinent, Islamised regions offer a lifestyle that is much harsher and more oppressive, reclusive, and aggressive than the one encountered in the regions that have been preserved against Islam. The latter, instead of enabling a harmonious, orderly and peaceful social life, or even a creative and prosperous one, acts as both a damper and a factor of permanent problems and conflicts.

In Baghdad, any trip to the market means risking one’s own life, while visiting a Muslim country as a tourist may be synonymous with getting strafed on a beach (Tunisia) or bombed in a café (Morocco). As for the most beautiful sites in Syria and Iraq, they have been razed to the ground. There is nothing but death, fire, and blood everywhere. It is as if what the Islamic mentality cherishes is not strength and creativity, nor serenity and well-being, but misery and death, as part of a certain collective psychopathology.

This is because a love of conflict is consubstantial to Islam, a fact that a single reading of the Koran and its Suras immediately confirms. Its sole focus is on punishment, executions, and vengeance. Ultimately, the aim may not even be to wage war in order to achieve victory and peace. There may be, instead, a gratuitous thirst for confrontation, destruction and violence, a kind of hubris, which motivates the Islamic mentality. The only way for a Muslim country to live in a state of approximate civil peace is through military or monarchical dictatorship, one that represses Islamic anarchy. This is because, wherever it prevails, Islam paradoxically leads to chaos, regardless of how much it declares and presents itself as an element of order.

Everywhere one encounters it, Islam breeds hostility, never harmony. It never provides solutions, creating problems instead. When one reads the Koran in an objective and impartial manner, one is struck by the fact that, as highlighted by a Chinese academic, it is a ‘choleric’ text, dominated by condemnation and threats and characterised by ‘an absence of smiles’, a text which ‘strips life of all balance’. From this Confucian scholar’s perspective, ‘Muslims are miserable people’. One is therefore under the impression that what Islam longs for is a lack of well-being laced with fanatical exaltation, one that it actually generates, since the Muslims themselves complain of it and often choose to emigrate, thus voting with their feet and leaving their own country. However, they eventually end up reinstating conflict and endless turmoil, regardless of where they settle...

Islamic De-Westernisation and Historical Reversal

In his essay regarding ‘the end of History’, Francis Fukuyama expressed the idea that the end of the Cold War and the triumph of the Western camp over Communism had marked the end of a global conflict of values. As noted by Luc Ferry, who approves of Fukuyama’s views, the latter did not imply that there would no longer be any conflicts and wars, but that humanity as a whole had adopted the values of Western democracy, as an ultimate ideal, and that history, understood as the struggle of ultimate values, was thus over. Henceforward, the rest would only be dross, restricted to police operations and regional conflicts. The theory proposed by Samuel Huntington, another American, which views any clash of civilisations as historically significant, would thus be rendered worthless, a mere illusion.

The 2011 ‘Arab revolutions’, supposedly conducted in order to achieve an alignment with the Western democracy model, are, according to Luc Ferry, proof of the fact that all of mankind, even its Muslim population, has opted for Western ideology and that history has reached its end. Humanity would thus form one whole, carried forth by democratic values. Q.E.D. This theory is contradicted by the facts, especially because of the historic revival undergone by Islam, a revival that has superseded the Cold War between the East and the West. The views held by Luc Ferry, a good example of what any Right-wing version of the dominant ideology is like, are wrong. Ferry exemplifies a European intelligentsia that is both Western-centrist and naive. He is guilty of making three errors of judgment.

The first one is rooted in his belief that Western values (or the Western ideology, rather) of ‘democracy’ and Human Rights are genuinely shared by the whole world, including China, Asia, Africa and, particularly, the Arab-Muslim world. One misunderstands those peoples if one truly believes that they immediately adopted the above-mentioned model to the detriment of their own traditions, which usually rest upon despotism and suit them best. Luc Ferry argues once again that Western democracy continues to spread on a worldwide scale. In fact, although despotism has indeed disappeared from Europe, it has actually taken over the entire Muslim world (except for Tunisia).

The second error Ferry makes lies in the fact of reducing History, whose very substance is conflictual, to a clash of ideologies, just as Marx once reduced it to a class struggle. The essence of History, however, is that it is, above all else, a multifaceted struggle — whether polemical or not — that involves different peoples and occurs along the lines of ethnicity, religion, territoriality and economy. Never has any century been as fraught with inter-human confrontation as the one that is currently commencing (precisely because of globalisation, which bears no connection to any sort of human fraternity). The immigrational colonisation and Islamisation of Europe demonstrate this, as does the Middle-Eastern conflagration, regardless of how much those blinded intellectuals strive to deny reality.

Luc Ferry’s third error, and that of his peers, who all believe in the potential Westernisation of Islam, is the following one: he imagines that, all around the world, Muslims have already adopted the Western model, under the pretext that they have succeeded in making use of both the Internet and technology. But on the contrary, Islam has actually entered a phase of vast de-Westernisation, both mentally and morally: it is an opposite movement to what happened throughout the 20th century. Even Turkey, a country which, thanks to secular Kemalism, had become westernised, is undergoing devolution, a process that is encouraged by the government and supported by the popular classes.

Gone are the days of Arab nationalism and of those secular Baath parties that discouraged women from wearing the Muslim veil. Owing to the fact that the Islam of old has resurfaced and returned to its roots, its Sharia and its jihad, History, meaning the struggle between different peoples, is resuming and picking up pace. This forces us to respond and resist our own expulsion from the flow of History, an expulsion that is being hastened by the West’s festive dream, its very dangerous and anaesthetising dream. Although Islam’s reawakening and novel offensive represent an obvious regression on all levels, they do serve to awaken us as well.

The Frightening Concepts of a Civilisational Clash and an Ethnic Civil War

Samuel Huntington’s book entitled The Clash of Civilizations, published in 1996, has left an impact upon many minds. In it, the author merely describes established facts. Ever since the Islamic terrorist attacks of September the 11th, which one should compare to the fall of Soviet Communism, the Western World’s entire intelligentsia and political oligarchies have sought to deny the fact that the Cold War between the East and the West, or between Communism and Capitalism, has been replaced by a clash of civilisations, rather than one where ideologies collide within a single civilisational entity. Caricaturally speaking (since caricatural depictions do resemble reality), let us say that this civilisational clash brings together Islam and the West. If one ventures beyond this statement and into a collective irrational that remains blurry and approximate, it opposes the world of coloured populations, marching under the banner of Islam, to the White world. It does not matter whether this summary view is questionable or not, the key point is that it pervades people’s minds. In conflicts, it is the manner in which things are interpreted, meaning the subjectivity of those involved, which is decisive, not the objectivity of the protagonists (this field of expertise is, after all, proper to historians, ex post)

Our Western political and intellectual elites resort to torrents of sophistic gems to deny this clash of civilisations, including this puerile argument: ‘There certainly is a potential danger of a clash of civilisations, but let us not mention it and refrain from using the expression so as not to induce it (when, in actual fact, it has already begun), since we do not have any enemies and are fond of everyone’.

They thus completely disregard common sense: let us once again point out the fact that Carl Schmitt has stated that it is of no consequence whether one wants to have enemies or not once someone else has defined them as a foe. It is also a sign of profound ignorance with regard to human history, which has always incorporated the confrontation (and cooperation) of identities, cultures, peoples, and civilisations into its own texture, by any means necessary. And this will always be the case. What ridiculous, utopian and naive hope it is to dream of a single humanity, gathered around the (ethnocentric) values of the West as part of a multiethnic and joyous End of History.

In their effort to exorcise this civilisational clash, one that involves Islam and has already begun, our intellectual and political elites are akin to patients who attempt to deny the reality of their diagnosis so as to avoid the pain of surgery. All we hear is: ‘it is crucial for us to avoid a clash of civilisations, whatever the cost’. The problem is that it is already taking place; it is already in progress. In the minds of a large number of Muslims all over the world (including those of Europe), a vengeful ethnic struggle against the European civilisation and its appendages has already begun. It is being conducted in a most silent manner, of course, and comprises, at times, the use of bombs and assault rifles. Above all else, however, it occurs through Islamic claims to our territory, immigration and the fertility of their women’s wombs.

The second concept that arouses fear, especially among politicians, is the threat of an ethnic civil war, one that concerns France more than any other part in Europe.42

 This threat is as exorcised and vehemently denied as it is basically acknowledged and accepted within the secrecy of their consciousness. Compared to a conventional civil war erupting among a single people, in which antagonistic social, political and ideological visions clash, an ethnic civil war is a struggle between two distinct peoples sharing the same territory, a struggle that impacts all levels. This is the worst kind of civil war, one that has ravaged Lebanon and is now threatening France.

Due to an uncontrolled mass immigration process involving a Muslim majority that is currently at its third generation, France is now, for the first time in its entire long history, objectively and sociologically split into two ethnic entities, the first being native and Franco-European, the other of immigrant extra-European descent, predominantly Muslim and in the process of being re-Islamised. The chasm between the two keeps growing, as tensions rise year after year, with conflicts and frictions affecting all aspects of our daily lives — not to mention the outbreak of jihadist terrorist murders. For the first time ever, these populations of alien origin, infinitely more numerous than those immigrants of European descent who once readily integrated and assimilated into France, do not feel ‘French’ and reject the French culture, going as far as to even fight against it. Most of them rank themselves under the banner of Islam. Not only have integration and assimilation thus been rendered ineffective, which has never happened before, but they have been replaced by hostility towards the host country, a hostility whose blindness and intensity never cease to grow.43

 

The prospect of an ethnic civil war in France, with Islam acting as a major triggering factor, is becoming more and more obvious. Riots, incidents, aggressions, neighbourhood conflicts and clashes between divergent morals are on the rise everywhere. It is becoming increasingly difficult for the official discourse, the media and politicians to conceal such happenings. Their rhetoric is powerless against reality. Jean Raspail once predicted that this clash would become unavoidable and that the French nation may well end up losing, withdrawing and disappearing. By contrast, Éric Zemmour, with whom I discussed the issue several years ago, displayed much more optimism when stating that ‘the French will come out victorious’. Only time will tell. 


Conclusion: Avoiding Defeat

In conclusion, let us summarise this complex issue.

Despite its divergences, internal struggles and schisms, Islam has, ever since the 7th century, embodied one whole and represented a global threat, regardless of the conflict between the Sunnis and Shiites. Its utopian goal is to conquer all continents. Unlike Christianity, whose universalistic essence rests (or rested, rather) upon the world’s spiritual conversion, Islam’s ambition is none other than the religious, ideological and political conquest of our planet, in an effort to form a single unified ensemble abiding by the same Law, a universal caliphate, which makes it akin to Marxism-Leninism. It’s an attitude that betrays neurosis.

Across Europe, Islamic authorities are playing a double game. Islam is a cultural regression factor for all mankind. The main problem for us is not Islamic terrorism, but uncontrolled immigration and the Islamisation of Europe, which disfigure and modify our conventions and traditions. It is as if we were not entitled to be and remain ourselves.

Islam bears intrinsic and incessant disorders, as do all the peoples that attach themselves to it. Such disorders are inconsistent with its theocratic order, an order which claims to bestow stability yet always acts as a destabilising factor. This is where its greatest weakness lies. The idea of an Islam that could be compatible with the values of European civilisation — and those of many others — is mere utopia. To believe Islam capable of adaptation is to misunderstand it. It is a psycho-rigid system: reading the Koran can only leave people in a state of bewilderment, as it never comprises any questions or reflections, containing only straightforward and constantly reiterated affirmations and rehashed orders and threats. Its intellectual pursuit bears no connection to mental or spiritual elevation..

Islam’s historic power of perdurance and resilience, which allows it to resume its attacks after a long historical period of virtual disappearance, has an impressive aspect to it. Its strength stems from its demographics and a simplistic dogma which seduces entire masses of undereducated followers, and is also based on an unwavering fidelity to its own traditions, however stupid or ‘backwards’ the latter may seem to us, just as they once did to Muslim reformers, who have all been repudiated. But even if we have unfortunately been stricken with the virus of decadence, it is not Islam that could ever provide us with a cure, since its impact is worse than that of our whole decadence. It can only offer us harmful solutions that are far more catastrophic than the ills which it claims to resolve.

In the medium term, therefore, Islam will never manage to establish itself, nor to emerge victorious, despite all the wars that are bound to occur, and will ultimately taste defeat. Because it breeds neither intelligence nor creativity and, apart from the dream of accessing ‘Allah’s Paradise’ after death, only leads to misery and chaos wherever it settles in its jihadist and theocratic (and therefore Mohammedan) form.

This is plainly visible in Libya, where ceaseless, murderous and incomprehensible conflicts keep breaking out between Islamist, anti-Islamist and tribal factions, as well as between self-proclaimed rival governments, giving rise to utter sanguinary disorder. It is useless for us to try and understand the underlying reasons and circumstances and to attempt to resolve the problem, because there are no solutions to be found. The issue is of an anthropological and cultural nature, and is deeply rooted. It is a psychopathological problematic, in which even the clashing parties themselves do not know where they stand: they fight, kill, cry, lament, and implore Allah. The example set by Islam is, in the eyes of the world, tragicomic.

This is why Islam can never, under any circumstances, found a permanent ‘Caliphate’ anywhere, let alone a universal or imperial one of great magnitude. However, it does threaten all of our European countries, wherever it establishes itself; and its menace is taking on an increasingly massive form, fed by an illegal migrant influx that arrives in waves and is met with the total impotence of our substandard European leaders.

‘Moderate’ Muslims, whether those in Europe or the ones fighting Islam tooth and nail in their own country, are but a minority and are losing ground in the face of the true opinion of the masses, particularly that of the younger generation. They are not in line with true Mohammedan Islam, currently resurfacing in its original form. There are also some of them who play a deliberate double game. The others, who happen to be very courageous people, far more so than Westerners themselves, are waging a desperate battle. The regimes which, as seen in Egypt, Arabia, Tunisia, Algeria and Morocco, fight against ‘Islamism’, are very fragile and could collapse at any given moment, leaving chaos in their wake. It is such chaos that we are witnessing in Syria, Iraq, and Libya. Objectively speaking, the ‘Arab Spring’ phenomenon, which was granted military support by naive Westerners, has not led to ‘democracy’, but has reinforced jihadist practice and the establishment of everyday barbarism, both of which are much more horrific than any form of despotism.

The idea of a secular and tolerant Islam, compatible with democracy and open to pluralism, as advocated by some intellectual and political circles in the West and certain Muslim countries, relates to the purest possible utopian delusion. Whether in its Sunnite or Shiite form, Islam, whose supreme expression and receptacle is embodied by the Koran, could never, in accordance with immutable dogmas that were dictated by Allah himself, accept anything foreign to its essence and its own expansion.

In this sense, ‘Islamists’ are truly the genuine representatives of Islam and, from their point of view, have every right to accuse others of being schismatics and revisionists. There are certainly many Muslim leaders who condemn both the barbarous atrocities perpetrated by the Islamic State (or Daesh) and the terrorist attacks targeting the West, which are on the increase. But this position is a purely tactical one, being neither philosophical nor moral. What they basically condemn is not jihad itself, but simply the appropriateness of the latter’s intensity.

All integration or assimilation fantasies have been rendered inapplicable by majority rule and demographic submersion. This colonising immigration process, which, for obvious mathematical reasons, will result in population replacement, is correlated with a rampant Islamisation. The ethnic factor is thus strengthened by a religious element. If nothing changes and no resistance struggle nor counter-offensive ever occur, we will be heading straight towards a dramatic civilisational reversal. The majority of our (indigenous) people sense this, but not most of our political leaders, who remain both blind and deaf to the collapse of our French national identity.

Although Islam may come out victorious in the medium term, it will certainly be defeated in the long term (TN: Although the author seems willing to accept such a medium-term outcome, one that contradicts his previous prediction, there is no doubt in his mind that Islam will ultimately fail in its attempts to impose itself). It is doomed to be vanquished because of its spiritual poverty, and its general deficiency in all areas relating to organisation, as well as to political and social life. It does not offer a solution to any issue, but amplifies problems instead. It is structurally below the average cultural and intellectual level of humanity. Its moral rigidity, its intolerance, its desire to standardise both customs and laws, and its obscurantism are completely at odds with its desire to conquer a pluriform humanity. As far as the levelling of peoples’ identities is concerned, there is a surprising kinship between the cultural homogenisation caused by ‘Americanisation’ and the one desired by Islam; the difference is, however, that the former is non-violent, never dictated upon individuals and always subject to refusal, whereas the latter is violent, compulsory, sterilising and totalitarian. But humanity is more intelligent than Islam, whose eyes are larger than its stomach. Islam lacks any notion of freedom, just like its aborted sibling, Marxism. The two major weaknesses of Islam — in connection to the peoples that adopt it — lie in its cultural, intellectual and scientific sterility, as well as in its inherent violence, which always end up alienating people.

In the course of the 21st century, the current rise of ‘re-Islamisation’ — meaning a return to Mohammedan Islam on a worldwide scale — is likely to be replaced by a massive reflux, a movement of disenchantment, disappointment, revolt and weariness in the face of the catastrophic results generated by radical Islam wherever it becomes settled, meaning sheer disorder and barbarity. It is the Muslims themselves who will be the first to reject Islam. We are not, however, that far yet.

This is because Islam is currently undergoing a (temporary) global renewal of incredible strength, which breeds fascination. The Course of History is in its favour at the moment, and the river current flows auspiciously, but that flow is ephemeral and will dry up in the very sands where it was born. The Koran’s Arabian ingenuity has allowed it to become one of the leading literary monuments of humanity, but its cold beauty and repetitive conceptual poverty are sterilising: the contribution made by Islam and the peoples who have adopted it towards humanity’s well-being is insignificant compared to the achievements of other civilisations.

The psycho-rigid and cruel ethics advocated by Islam are very different from that of other religions and can only lead to hypocrisy, because its requirement of absolute ‘purity’ is obviously not adhered to by its followers, who constantly seek to circumvent, distort, and breach its leonine and puritanical regulations. It is not ‘virtue’ that one encounters in the canons of Islam, but permanent lies, rather, a fact which results in neurotic behaviour.

At the Tribunal of History, Islam will leave nothing major or dominant to remember, whether in the field of art, spirituality, philosophy, or science. Islam’s creative / destructive balance is in great deficit (in favour of the second option), as part of what Ferdinand Braudel termed ‘the long historical trends’. What people will recall of Islam is not its creations, but its jihad, violence, wars, iconoclastic destruction, and the oppression committed in the name of ‘Allah’, this problematic concept of a rather dumb deity that only spoke to its oracle Muhammad through the angel Djibril, in the Arabian desert. Can all of this truly be taken seriously? The theology of Islam follows a standard that is reminiscent of fairy tales and the childish belief in Santa Claus. As an Aristotelian and, therefore, theo-sceptical pagan, I feel more interested in the complexity that characterises the Incarnation and Passion of Christ than in the guerrillas, visions and adventures of Muhammad.

The main danger that threatens Europe is its demographic submersion through an invasive immigration movement that involves African and Middle Eastern populations which are predominantly Muslim, combined with the significantly higher birth rate of the already present foreign populations. This leads to a process of occupation and population replacement, which, although progressive, remains sufficiently swift and in constant acceleration since the 1980s. The second threat originates from the mediatic-political oligarchy that infects the public mind and thus paralyses all resistance, using a soft ideological hype that misrepresents reality.

Demographics is the only accurate human science. The demographic vigour of a people determines its capacity for both prosperity and emigration from its own territory. Its demographic weakness causes it to become the target of immigration upon its own soil, before triggering the global decline of its power, influence and abundance, and ultimately its own demise. As in physics, it is an issue of high and low pressure.

The principal threat to Europe does not come from its submission to the United States, which it can always liberate itself from, nor does it stem from a ‘cultural Americanisation’ that is infinitely less serious than Islamisation (and has served to divert the attention of Marxists and Right-wing intellectuals), but derives from the combination of two factors: a huge migratory pressure originating mostly from North Africa, the Middle East and black Africa, in addition to the declining birth rate and considerable demographic aging that afflict Europe, all against the backdrop of Islamic infiltration into European societies, an infiltration that is conducted forcefully and is not a source of progress and enrichment (as the babblings of Jack Lang would have us believe), but of regression and barbarism.

There shall be a turning point to the crimes committed in January 2015 by those Muslim murderers, who are ironically referred to as ‘Islamists’. This is because, despite the huge demonstrations and consensual mediatic hype orchestrated by the dominant ideology in order to appease the situation and conceal the real issue, the message has now been inscribed in blood upon the minds of a major part of our French people: Islam is waging war against France and Europe on their own soil. The masses always remember the simplest things: it is obvious that, although most immigrants and people of non-European immigrant descent are neither terrorists nor criminals, all of the former and most of the latter are Muslim. These are sociological facts that resist all intellectual and mediatic exorcism.

We cannot foresee the forms nor the intensity of our conflict with Islam, but it will take place in Europe (and especially France), a fact that none of us can escape. Of course, as in any conflict, there will be minorities in the opposing camp. A small number of Muslims will obviously join the ranks of the indigenous resistance. And, unfortunately, a large number of natives will fall in with the aggressors, either out of fear or out of calculation. But a clash is certain to come about.

All the warning signs are visible, but are concealed by those journalistic, political and intellectual exorcists. The horizon is overcast with clouds and a hurricane is taking form. Soon it shall unleash its fury. People will turn a blind eye, preferring to reassure themselves, not to see anything, and not to anticipate any developments, while all the prophets of doom face condemnation. Let them be silent! Why do they not allow us to enjoy a few haphazard moments in the course of our own waning! ... What we desire is to continue daydreaming ... We want to deny reality.

And then the storm rages, and devastation ensues. Ideas are swept away by Facts, as Aristotle surpasses his teacher, Plato. What once was predictable (and denied) has taken place. Cassandra was right. Attitudes change at breakneck speed, and eyes are opened. History reclaims what it is rightfully entitled to, meaning its deepest essence, founded upon the rivalry of nations. The Kantian utopia of perpetual peace, a universal government, humanistic harmony, and the abolition of borders collapses, leading to generalised war. Aristotle believed that everyone should remain on their own soil, within their own borders, in a state of armed peace founded upon cooperation and monitored exchange.

The only way to avoid defeat is to prevent Islam from settling in Europe and compel it to retreat. To drive it back and not to accept it as ‘just another feature’ of our societies. For it is anything but that. In his memory book entitled It was de Gaulle (Arthème Fayard, 1994), Alain Peyrefitte, who was a minister and acted as our General’s and President’s confidant, quoted these remarks, made on March the 5th 1959:

‘It is highly commendable for there to be yellow, black, and brown Frenchmen. This demonstrates the fact that France is indeed open to all races and has a universal vocation. But only under the condition that they remain a small minority. Otherwise, France would no longer be France. We are, after all, a primarily European people, belonging to the White race, the Greek and Latin cultures and the Christian religion. Let us not deceive ourselves! Have you ever had a look at the Muslims? Have you ever seen them in their turbans and djellabas? You can tell that they are not French. Those who advocate integration have the brain of a hummingbird, even if they happen to be knowledgeable. Try to mix oil with vinegar, and then shake the bottle. After a while, the two will separate again. The Arabs are Arabs, and the French are French. Do you actually believe that the French body can absorb ten million Muslims, whose numbers will reach twenty million tomorrow and forty the day after that? If we practiced integration, if all the Arabs and the Berbers of Algeria were considered French, how would one prevent them from coming here and settling in France, where living standards are so much higher? My own village would no longer be called Colombey-les-Deux-Eglises, but Colombey-les-Deux-Mosquées’. [TN: ‘église’ being the French word for ‘church’, while ‘mosquée’ means ‘mosque’.]

Rarely has anyone witnessed such prescient common sense. But De Gaulle was a statesman, not an intellectual. The least that one could say is that his successors have been unable to live up to his standards, for they have all been nothing but prigs. It is thus the word ‘resistance’ that springs to mind, followed by ‘reconquest’. 


Appendices

A Predictable Religious War in Europe

According to Egyptian priest Henri Boulad, ‘there is blatant discrimination and intolerance (targeting Coptic Christians in Egypt, as well as Eastern Christians). Islam is of a totalitarian essence. [...] It must be said that the Sharia contradicts every form of democracy’. Challenging the difference between Islamism and Islam, he explains further: ‘Islamism is simply Islam unveiled. By nature, ever since its inception, Islam has been radical and political. It is focused on conquest and desires to dominate Europe through a triple tactic: birth rate, immigration, and conversion. It admits its intentions openly and yet people refuse to believe it to be true. One even attempts to exonerate it from its own statements’. (Valeurs Actuelles, 2–8/01/2014)

To him, Islamophobia is a weapon wielded by Islamists in their attempt to burden bewildered Europeans with guilt ‘by manipulating our secularism’. Deploring the EU draft law that strives to punish all anti-Islamic statements and pointing out the fact that any attack upon a mosque in France (there are very few of those, and only ‘tagging’ is generally resorted to) generates ten times more indignation that those dozens of burned churches in the Middle East, not to mention all the murders and terrorist attacks, he finally states: ‘I believe that we are witnessing the onset of a religious war in Europe, resulting from the cowardice and corruption of your political elites. [...] If Europe yields to this ploy, the game is over. Once one loses their freedom of expression, all that is left is for them to descend into the streets in the millions’.

The National Front displays a certain naivety towards Islam. MP Marion Maréchal-Le Pen has stated the following: ‘The imams who would like to preach in France should sign a charter guaranteeing freedom of expression, gender equality, democratic practices, the superiority of the French law over the Islamic one, and freedom of religion’. Does she really think that such a charter could ever be possible? Is she unfamiliar with the very nature of Islam? Gender equality, freedom of religion, and the prevalence of civil laws over religious legislation are completely at odds with Islamic law, meaning the Sharia. From a theological perspective, the latter asserts its superiority over all secular laws, which it intends to eventually abrogate and replace.

No imam will ever be willing to sign such a charter. One would think that we are dealing with the ‘priest-jurats’ of the French Revolution. That being said, we cannot blame the Vaucluse MP for proposing an impossibility. She has run out of options and must come up with something to say. She can no longer openly state that a religious war is commencing and that the solution does not lie in having those imams swear their allegiance to a France or a ‘Republic’ that is of no interest to them, but in their departure and silence.

A Fictional Political Projection into 2015–2040:

The Three Possible Scenarios — French Demise or Rebirth?

Let us review three theories. The first condemns us to a lukewarm death, while the second involves our country’s partition, and the third a revolution. The prospect of peace and prosperity is absent because it is no more than a fairy tale. Let us now delve into a bit of political fiction.

Scenario Number 1: Our Country’s Lukewarm Death

In this first scenario, things continue to deteriorate, but only lead to a minor implosion rather than a violent crisis. Uncontrolled immigration and Islamisation keep on making headway. The economic situation continues to worsen, as our public debt doubles (totalling 200% of our GDP). Unemployment remains massive and experiences no decline. Compared to 2008, the GDP per capita (a measure of household wealth and living standards) will have declined by 15% in 2020. An unprecedented event. Our young native elites will continue to flee (to emigrate, I beg your pardon); low and medium intensity riots, organised in our cities or suburbs under every possible pretext, will combine with acts of plunder, looting, and arson and result in the occasional fatal casualty, adorning the news. The rioters themselves will mostly be suburban youths of immigrant origin. Their impunity is, generally speaking, guaranteed to prevail: such is the culture of justification disseminated among the judges and formatted by the dominant ideology. It is nothing new.

Meanwhile, the Islamisation afflicting our society keeps spreading gently, akin to a gradual flooding process, particularly in the administration sphere, but also within our justice system, police, army, and all of our political parties. By 2030, the French Jewish community will have decreased in number, dropping from 600,000 to no more than 300,000, as its members emigrate to Israel and the USA in a desire to escape the daily hostility that a growing part of the young Muslim-Arab population harbours against them. The Jewish intelligentsia still thinks of itself as being immune, having also succumbed to a belief in the anti-Semitic myth of automatic Jewish protection.

Crime and insecurity, which have been experiencing constant growth (and whose source is always the same), are now accompanied by incessant raids that target our villages and countryside. The police and the gendarmerie are overwhelmed. The ‘judicial response’ remains insufficient, which spreads a sense of impunity. And yet the French are becoming accustomed to the situation: they barricade themselves, gather in suburban areas, and organise themselves into self-defensive militias. A territorial ‘leopard skin’ expands everywhere, as ethnic communities gather among their own in urban or rural zones. In all areas where the native French assemble, a number of ‘integrated’ people of immigrant origin are joining them. But now, there are many towns, housing estates, and neighbourhoods that belong entirely to Africans or Muslims, places where no Europeans reside nor ever enter. The local municipalities have fallen completely into those foreigners’ hands, both implicitly and factually, as the French State refrains from implementing its authority in those areas so as to avoid ‘provocation’ and ‘stigmatisation’. The endless rhetoric revolving around ‘secularism’ or the ‘Republic’ is still adhered to formally, but everyone senses that it is nothing more than hollow drivel.

The areas that have been stricken with lawlessness, or rather those that abide by another legislation, are on the increase. At times, the Islamic Sharia is even applied openly, in complete illegality. All women are compelled to wear the Islamic veil, while a halal dietary requirement is imposed upon all businesses, schools, etc. In these areas, a parallel economy is tolerated with utter impunity, an economy that is essential for financial survival and largely based on drug trafficking. The number of madrasas, or Islamic schools, is growing, as is the number of mosques, which are often established in old, repurchased churches. The cases where the Sunnite oil monarchies finance such projects abound, as the French Republic averts its eyes, gently falling into a deep slumber. A fragile semblance of civil peace reigns, but one must strive to avoid the explosion.

Our National Education continues to plummet. Only the upper classes enjoy a private education system whose quality is waning, and is reserved for a minority of people. There is an ever growing number of schools that only accept Muslim pupils, and the Arabic language is gaining ground throughout France. Islamist terrorist attacks, massacres and acts have become a regular occurrence and are, as ever, committed by jihadists. Nothing too dramatic, right? One becomes accustomed to it: the death toll is no more than 50 casualties a year. However, the Islamic radicalisation of a certain part of our society and the conversions continue to grow. As always, the Muslim authorities in France display utter brilliance in their use of cunning and duplicity and play down every source of concern. There is nothing to worry about, is there?

There is no sign of a wide-scale revolt on the part of the French, who remain politically divided. The National Front has moved closer to seizing power, but without actually succeeding at the highest levels; and even when it did take control regionally or locally, its members could do little to affect the course of events. And what is most important is that there has been a significant increase in the number of people that belong to our ‘new population’ and have joined the ranks of our Left-oriented and Right-oriented political parties and staff, meaning those of our elected officials. Generally speaking, their duplicity is only matched by their simulated sincerity. Such is the strategy of infiltration.

By 2040, owing to demographic factors, France will have lost its ancestral identity. More than half of our population is no longer of pure European origin. The phenomenon is exacerbated by our native population’s birth rate, which finds itself at half-mast. Islam is blatantly the foremost religion in terms of practice. Uncontrolled migration, involving, above all, illegal immigrants, false and non-expellable refugees and the beneficiaries of family reunification, still persists, albeit at a declining pace resulting from impoverishment and a drastic reduction in the benefits granted by a Welfare State that is heading towards bankruptcy. The French government subsists formally, but only as a kind of semi-fiction. As for France, it gradually disappears. Its passing is rather peaceful, akin to that an old lady who, secluded in her retirement home, withers away in front of a television set...

Scenario Number 2: The Territorial Partition of France

All of the previously mentioned elements merge, but with several key differences: endemically, an ethnic civil war of average intensity prevails, a mixture of insurrectional riots and raids. Jihadist terrorist attacks adorn the news. One witnesses the radicalisation of extremist indigenous militias and gangs, all of which are reminiscent of the OAS (TN: ‘Organisation armée secrète’, literally Organisation of the Secret Army) during the war in Algeria and are accused of ‘provocation’. They sometimes conduct reprisal attacks or burn a mosque. The fictional notion of a ‘Republican State’ is maintained, endorsed by a decaying EU, but in fact, our former France melts away like ice in the sun. It is just like the Roman Empire of the 4th century: a ghost, a travesty of what it once was. France is on the verge of exploding: whole areas of our territory, often large municipalities, refuse to obey the State and the Republic, accusing them of repression, racism, Islamophobia, and oppression. Owing to a collaborative reflex that has been commonplace in our country’s history and stems from a case of Stockholm syndrome, some of our political-mediatic class and native intellectuals will support these demands.

Our traditional political parties, government and Parliament thus find themselves overwhelmed and paralysed. A powerful Islamic party surfaces, supported by a plethora of various organisations. Similarly, communitarian associations, including those that comprise Blacks, proceed to instigate agitation and to make increasingly bold demands. ‘Anti-white racism’ becomes a tangible reality. All subsisting synagogues are protected round the clock, as is a growing number of churches; this protection will however not be provided by the police, but by private militias.

From 2030 to 2040, the EU, faced with a deteriorating situation (also economically speaking, as part of a continuous state of recession), will intervene and propose a partition of the French Republic that will divide it into autonomous areas. On its part, the USA will approach the UN with a proposal to send an international peacekeeping force to stop the endemic civil war, a force of peacekeepers under US command, in fact, involving active NATO participation: the UNAFRA (United Nations Force for France). Both proposals are accepted. The French Republic and, from a certain point of view, France itself actually vanish as a result of the New York Agreement, signed on the 14th of July 2040 so as to organise our country’s territorial partition. France will have lasted from the advent of Clovis in 481 to the New York Agreement of 2040, a total of 1559 years, which is not bad at all, thus outlasting Rome with its 1100 years. A neo-medieval type of situation sets in.

People flock together in accordance with global ethnic criteria, save for some exceptions. In the south of France, the north, the Parisian and Lyons regions and the east of France, entire territories are Islamised, claiming their autonomy and partial separation from the French Republic. In the west, indigenous areas are established, some of which are very radical. Brittany (Breizh) has obtained complete independence from France and founded a State of its own. But this new organisation does not resolve anything, since endemic conflicts and wars persist both between the various regions and within them. At first, the Islamised autonomous territories are unable to reach agreement amongst themselves: they are ravaged by turf wars and undermined from within by jihadist groups that long to impose radical Islam, while simultaneously seeking to attack the indigenous areas of the West and the Massif Central, populated by ‘unbelievers’ and ‘infidels’. Not to mention the symbolic dream of seizing power in Paris and turning Notre Dame into a mosque. To make matters worse, the UNAFRA, under US command, comprises contingents from various Muslim countries which, instead of intervening, participate in the conflicts. The mission of the international peacekeeping force thus heads towards a fiasco.

In addition, the territorial kaleidoscope that characterises our unfortunate country will comprise many ethnic enclaves where Blacks, Asians, etc gather. A Jewish enclave, bunker-like, besieged yet skilfully defended by a total of 50,000 people, subsists in the Ile-de-France area. General chaos prevails, as the Chinese watch closely, anxious to preserve their often threatened community in France. In all discretion, special protection forces of the People’s Army are sent in by Beijing.

Armed conflicts persist, involving clashes between the Muslims themselves, as well as between Muslims and our indigenous population, and leading to an incredible mess. Christian self-defence militias of an extremely brutal nature emerge — the phalanges. Raids, aggressions, reprisals, attacks, and incursions are conducted in retaliation to each other. The progressive Leftist ideology has collapsed completely under the weight of these events. The declining feminist and homosexual movements, for instance, remain silent in the face of the Sharia that is being implemented in many Muslim areas. Although sharply divided amongst themselves, Muslim countries rejoice at the sight of our country’s diminishment in favour of Islamic prevalence, even if it does take place under conditions of utter disorder, as each side plays its game in a Monopoly contest in which France acts as the game board: secret financing and deceitful manoeuvres abound. However, the Russians, Americans, British, Chinese and Indians have a cause for concern on which, for once, they manage to agree: the French nuclear power, consisting of submarines equipped with long-range devices and terrestrial or loaded bombers, and comprising over 300 nuclear warheads, must not fall into the wrong hands, especially Islamic ones. Following a secret agreement, the vectors of the French nuclear deterrent are neutralised by US, Canadian and British commandos — with the assistance and consent of the French military — , and placed formally under NATO control, outside the French territory, in Quebec. The rump government of Paris does not put up any resistance, nor does it react in any way. Meanwhile, the European Union, though not officially dissolved, has, in effect, ceased to exist.

Our former France has become something similar to the Lebanon or Middle East of today: an inextricable nest of vipers. The French State, a purely formal one, remains entrenched in Paris and no longer governs or controls anything. The economy has obviously collapsed. Living standards have been halved compared to 2008, as the economy has fallen apart. Millions of French people, meaning our own middle classes and labour force, have chosen to flee abroad. The IMF, the World Bank and the UN have agreed on an international aid mission for the country that was once called France. The Gulf monarchies will be generous donors. One cannot see the end of the tunnel. And what if there was no exit at its end anyhow, only a wall?

Scenario Number 3 : A Second French Revolution

Labelled the Second French Revolution by future historians, it erupts in 2030. It is characterised by great violence and takes the world by surprise. The above-mentioned scenarios have already occurred, except for the fact that there has not actually been any territorial partition of France, as described in scenario number 2. However, what has taken place are extremely serious Jihadist attacks, resulting in hundreds of deaths. The invasive Islamic force has made the mistake of not following its conventional strategy of deception and of resorting to a tactic of violence at an extremely early stage. Insurrectionary riots abound. Various crimes, whose perpetrators are easily identifiable, break out. The native French, as well as those who have chosen to follow them, eventually revolt, weary of being provoked without response. They rebel against a State that has been left helpless or acts as an accomplice.

An ethnic civil war of medium intensity erupts, generating major material damage and causing numerous casualties, not to mention the refugees who flee the devastated areas. The police and the army are divided, infiltrated, poorly controlled and numerically insufficient, and therefore powerless. There is a notable difference between the current scenario and the previous ones: a political party is born, one that bears no connection to the traditional Left or Right, nor to the National Front (which thus finds itself overrun). It is a party that stems from our civil society, one that readopts the name ‘Rally of the French People’ (RPF), a name created by de Gaulle following World War II. It recycles a certain number of ‘authentic’ or ‘historic’ Gaullist topics: resistance, independence, order, sovereignty, liberty, and the ancestral identity of France. This party spearheads the revolt of the indigenous French and that of all ‘integrated’ individuals who have chosen to join them. As has always been the case throughout history whenever people have been compelled to stand on their own two feet and everything rested upon a risky encounter between a popular movement and a given personality (such is the logic of the egregor, the ‘leader’), the RPF relies on the presence of a charismatic personality — a young woman in this case, one that is immediately considered a ‘new Joan of Arc’.

All ideological benchmarks are subverted. The taboo of Islamophobia is extruded like a champagne cork. Mediatic propaganda has collapsed, as the dominant ideology is bludgeoned on TV and crumbles before our public opinion’s common sense and that of social networks. The entire mediatic and political class rages against the ‘gaullo-fascism’ of the RPF. The National Front approaches the latter with alliance proposals. Under the weight of circumstances, whole swathes of other political parties proceed to change sides and join the new populist, Identitarian and patriotic party.

Once its leader is elected President, the RPF and its allies succeed in securing a narrow majority in the French National Assembly. This is where the situation spirals out of control: unlike all other parties in our political history, whose representatives have always been particularly careful not to implement their programme, the RPF displays a sincere intention to apply its own. It subsequently manages, albeit narrowly, to enact a referendum that amends the Constitution, abolishing the Constitutional Council and granting itself full powers to rule by decree. And the reversal thus begins.

Set in the dark decade of 2030–2040, the revolutionary process is extremely painful and leaves a very large number of victims in its wake. Following a series of dramatic events, a significant portion of the population of foreign origin, especially the Muslim one, is forced to depart. A temporary form of dictatorship has been established at the head of the French State, regimented by Article 16 of our Constitution. An authoritarian programme of economic reforms is imposed, abolishing the welfare state. It is, in fact, not a matter of reforms, but a revolution — the famous ‘conservative revolution’ feared by the ‘progressive’ intelligentsia. It affects all aspects of life: the educational system, our penal policies, our justice system, the police, our culture, our relations with the European Union, our foreign policy, our economy, as well as France’s immigration policy ... (or rather that of ‘de-migration’). As far as the latter is concerned, it is inspired by Japanese legislation and, paradoxically, that of Muslim-Arab countries: the only ones to benefit from authorised entries and residence permits are entrepreneurs, investors and executives. We witness the abolition of the right to asylum, the suppression of family reunification, the immediate administrative expulsion of illegal immigrants and infringers, the near impossibility of foreign naturalisation, etc. As was the case during the 1789–1794 period, France is shaken by an earthquake resulting from its inability to implement smooth reforms, being only capable of introducing them in an emergency. A novel Third Estate, meaning our indigenous people, has just regained power and driven out the new aristocracies and new clergy.

This incredible historic reversal can only attract the attention of New York Times editor Linda Linsay (April 9, 2039), the muse of the trendy East Coast-based Left, who then writes the following article entitled ‘New French Revolution: No!’ (Excerpts)

‘There can be no doubt that whenever France conducts a revolution, insanity ensues and the very rules of poker change. After ten years of appalling disorders, what the RPF, the ruling party, has chosen to impose is sheer populism, not real democracy. Order, or a new order, rather, reigns once again, but there is a dark side to it, one of false happiness. The masterful recovery of the French economy is but the tree that hides the forest, since it has been achieved at the expense of international stability, morality and even that of the actual interest of the French nation, a nation that has withdrawn into itself. [...] Dismantling social protection and what was once positive about it, this new power has chosen the path of global economic deregulation on the domestic front and, rejecting the prospect of a free trade cooperation with us Americans, has displayed a preference for imposing upon Europe a stupid autarkic market that involves the Russians. [...] France is a highly authoritarian State, one that is racist without admitting it and that refuses to help those poor foreign immigrants, thousands of whom are expelled on a daily basis in the most inhumane fashion. It is a State that conceals its true face under the symbols of freedom, a blockhouse whose entrance is sealed by selfishness. It has sacrificed its tumultuous diversity for the sake of a petty-bourgeois and withdrawn form of security which, devoid of any and all generosity, keeps the French among their own [...] It is contributing to the destruction of the European Union. Why has Germany not yet responded? [...] The deportation and forced departure of millions of so-called ‘foreigners’ is a blatant moral stain that soils the ancient ‘homeland of Human Rights’. [...]

This revolutionary France has destabilised both the European Union and the world. It has aroused a very dangerous kind of hostility towards all our friends in Muslim countries. It is a pity that Chinese leaders have failed to grasp this fact and seem, just like the Russians, intent on cooperating with this revolutionary France, which longs to be an industrial world power in such pleasant fields as the nuclear one and the exporting of weapons [... .]. I am both disappointed and deeply upset by the attitude displayed by this revolutionary France, a country that has relinquished its own principles, including those that once typified the beautiful Avignon Festival, whose subsidies have now been cut ...’. And so on and so forth.

The article ends with a tear-inducing apology of several formerly emblematic personalities, including Jaurès, Mendès France, Mitterrand, Chirac, Hollande, and even Yannick Noah. Its conclusion is as follows: ‘Although convinced that it has found salvation, this revolutionary France is actually committing suicide, having become oblivious to humanism’. However, Linsay’s political cant fails to impress the American heartland, whose population (60%, according to opinion polls) approves of the new French government’s policies, implemented by the iron fist of the RPF. The public opinions of Russia and the EU respond in the same manner. With a cynical nod to the above-mentioned leftist daily, which, owing to a lack of readers, disappeared in 2015, the RPF launches the Libération multimedia — a multilingual multimedia — and acts as the mouthpiece of the conservative revolution. It is a propaganda tool which strives towards a new form of social organisation, one that is founded upon a ‘rediscovered tradition’, as expressed in one of the ruling majority’s slogans.

Conclusion

Similarly to a meteorologist predicting the weather, it is impossible for me to foresee everything. These fictional scenarios are of an approximate nature, but I remain convinced that one of them, or perhaps a mixture, will indeed prevail. In terms of a prognosis, I would give scenario number 1 a 40% chance of occurring, with scenarios number 2 and 3 claiming 30 and 20% respectively. The remaining 10% belong to a mixture of the three. Whatever the case, one thing is certain: history will not come to an end.

The Muslim Doctrine — Reminders

In the eyes of the Islamic doctrine, the world is divided into three parts: firstly, there is Dar al-Islam, meaning the Domain of Islam, where the latter has established itself permanently and Islamic order reigns. Next, we have Dar al-Harb, the Domain of War, comprising lands that are to be conquered and claimed from the harbis (the ‘infidels’ and ‘heretics’). Finally, there is Dar al-Sulh, the Domain of Conciliation, in which true Muslims are either non-existent or not sufficiently numerous to take action. Currently, Western Europe is considered to be Dar al-Harb. Orthodox, Sunni Muslim jihad (which prevails, in fact, in the minds of the Muslim masses all around the world) identifies four categories of foe, in accordance with a classification that is as religious as it is ideological:

1) The heretics, meaning the traitors, such as the Shiites and the Alawites, or even the apostates who have either converted to a different faith or basically relinquished Islam.

2) Atheists.

3) ‘Associators’ — those who espouse polytheism.

4) The People of the Book, whether Jews or Christians.

Apostates and heretics are doomed to die or, at best, face spoliation and deportation. Unbelievers (polytheistic pagans, atheists, agnostics) must make a choice between conversion to Islam and death. Jews and Christians can either acknowledge the error of their ways and convert, or accept the status of dhimmis (‘subservient ones’) and become second-class citizens, having both fewer rights and increased expenses and obligations. Previously, it was customary for them to pay the jizya, a special capitation, when living in the land of Islam; today, however, in many Muslim countries, the (tiny) Christian and Jewish minorities are, in the best of cases, subjected to discrimination, prohibited from holding public office, and faced with endemic insecurity.

Just like all other Islamic prescriptions, jihad relies on rules which are rooted in a basic superstition (the paradise of Allah) that allows followers to evade the fear of death and fanaticises Islamic fighters. In addition to this, it induces utterly spiteful behaviour that dehumanises the enemy and transforms all acts of cruelty, extreme violence, murder and terrorism into legitimate duties that their religion authorises. This dual propensity is very effective, militarily speaking, and compensates for the disorganisation that has always typified Islam in the art of war.

Islam prohibits suicide (as does Christianity and Judaism), since only God, the one who has given life, can take it away. However, in Islam, this ban only applies to suicides that are committed out of desperation and for personal reasons, when the person longs to end their physical or mental suffering. On the other hand, sacrificing oneself for the cause of Islam and killing as many enemies as at all possible, using for example an explosive belt, is both recommended and rewarded. The Muslim martyr believes that he will immediately be teleported into the gardens of paradise and enjoy their endless material pleasures (which bear no connection to the ‘divine contemplation’ that defines the Christian notion of heaven), including the reward of having sexual experiences with 72 virgins (houris) that are constantly at his disposal. This explains why some ‘martyrs’ surround their genitals with multiple means of protection. One can only be left speechless at the sight of such mental derangement.

Muslim jihadist martyrdom bears no relevance to the Christian kind, which involves sacrificing oneself as a testimony of faith. In Islam, the purpose is to kill the innocent (although the very concept of innocence is meaningless to this religion, where we only encounter friends and demonised foes, never the innocent) in order to obtain an eternal life of pleasure in Allah’s paradise. It is equally absurd to refer to jihadist terrorists as kamikazes just because they blow themselves up or sacrifice themselves in suicide operations, as seen in France, Tunisia and elsewhere. Japanese kamikazes, similarly to the members of the Roman legions who embraced ‘voluntary death’, abided by a code of honour, one that is completely absent in jihadist practice. Both chose death as a means of dignifying an idea or in their desire to set an example, not for the sake of satisfying the pleasures that they fantasised about.

Jihad chooses to spread terror so as to leave the enemy dumbstruck and paralyse him. In the absence of a confident military science, particularly in Europe, Islam is restricted to population growth and immigrational colonisation, thus conducting a conquest from below, in order to eventually secure the highest possible number of invaders and warriors. Face-to-face confrontation is not a jihadic tactic; one must instead, whenever possible, strike from behind using an element of surprise (as part of raids or rezzous). Looting and misappropriating the property of infidels is considered halal (licit). The Muslim duty of giving alms applies solely to the members of the umma, not to the infidels. The concepts of ‘cowardice’ and ‘honour’ do not bear the same meaning as in the European culture: honouring one’s promises, pacts and treaties has nothing of an obligation. On the contrary, it is only recommended as long as the balance of power is unfavourable to the jihadist himself.

In the end, any Orthodox or genuine Muslim is precisely that: a jihadist, meaning a soldier, even if he does not participate in direct, physical conflict; he is required to assist, fund, preach, pray, and provide a conducive environment for active warriors. Whether one imposes the construction of mosques, occupies entire neighbourhoods, pays community tax, demands exemptions, privileges and an increasing number of rights, or engages in every conceivable form of provocation, it is all part of jihadic practice. The life of a good Muslim must be fraught with the permanent duty of conducting jihad: he is to struggle against the infidels, heretics and apostates using all available means and strive for the permanent extension of both the umma (meaning the community of Muslim believers) and the conquered territories.

The barbaric behaviour that we have been witnessing in Islam — both in the past and in the present — has always existed on our planet, among all nations, but the difference is that from the Muslim perspective, such actions are theorised and legitimised theologically and are thus difficult to eradicate, which, at the very least, poses a slight problem ...

Women, Sex and Islam — a Sulphureous Relationship

For some time now, Muslim women have been struggling against Islam’s inherent misogyny; a misogyny that has been on the increase everywhere. As well as being emancipated and advanced, and always very brave, these rebellious women are, in many cases, westernised feminists. They see themselves as Koranic reformers (without being anti-Islamic) and hope to give rise to a major worldwide movement that brings Muslim women together and aims to transform Islam. Nevertheless, one may be inclined to cast doubt upon their struggle’s success, one that opposes David to Goliath. Still, their courage does demand respect.

In 2015, Egyptian Mona Eltahawy published a manifesto entitled Scarves and Hymens, Or Why the Middle East Must Undergo A Sexual Revolution (Belfond). Her manifesto was published in several languages. She had had both her forearms broken when the police (!) had attempted to rape her during the demonstrations in downtown Cairo. She rebels against the Islamic veil in all its forms, all of which are essentially oppressive, and explains the pathological propensities afflicting Muslim-Arab men with regard to both sexuality and women, men who are dominated by a relentless patriarchal order. Their sickly machismo is a mixture of sexual frustration, prudishness and a fear of women, a combination which results in violence against the latter, especially the younger ones, in an effort to release what is pent-up inside. ‘Going out into public spaces is an eternal struggle’ she clarifies; ‘a woman is always guilty of arousing desire’. When defending themselves or, worse, fighting for emancipation, many of these women pay the ultimate price and end up dead.

At the age of 15, during a pilgrimage to Mecca, she was subjected to shameless groping at the hands of the faithful, who are both prudish bigots and frustrated sex maniacs, the two going essentially hand in hand. In her view, the oppressed sexuality of males is doomed to spiral out of control in all societies dominated by Islam. In Egypt, where the rape and abuse of women is a major social problem, she was long forced to wear the very veil she detests, solely to protect herself and conceal her body from the gaze of men. Not only does this veil symbolise the exploitation and oppression of women, but it also betrays Islam’s sexually neurotic outlook on women’s bodies. In the latter’s eyes, ‘a woman is naked the moment she uncovers her hair’, as explained to her by a certain Imam.

And yet, Mona Eltahawy has not espoused apostasy in her rebellion against Islam. She remains, however, very uncomfortable and contradictory as to the nature of her faith and her loyalty to Islam, a religion which she still claims to belong to, while simultaneously fighting against its very fundaments! Such is the insoluble tragedy of those ‘moderate Muslims’ — and especially the women among them — who wish to reform their religion and found a ‘tolerant Islam’ or an ‘Islam that acknowledges gender equality’. It is all but an oxymoron, however, a utopia.

The above-mentioned Egyptian feminist does, however, quote one of her co-religionists, Leilah Ahmed, the Director of Religious Studies at Harvard, saying: ‘Nowhere in the Koran is it clearly stated that women have an obligation to wear the veil, and the only verses that deal with how women should dress urge them to protect their crotch and cover their chest.’ In short, only nudism is forbidden ... And Professor Leilah Ahmed is definitely right about this. Let me tell you why.

***

Long before the advent of Muhammad, the traditions surrounding the relegation of women and relating to sexual prudishness already existed in the Arabian Peninsula and in various parts of the Middle East (Momsen). In fact, as in many other issues, Islam’s requirements with regard to women and sexuality are not the direct result of Koranic prescriptions. For the Koran, just like Islam itself, is but the consequence (or historical effect) of a specific mentality and mirrors much older conventions. Throughout humanity, cultures and religions are the superstructure of a production base, of an infrastructure that is essentially ethno-cultural. There is of course some interaction, a ‘feedback effect’ between the two, but, unlike what the materialistic dogma of Marxism claims, it is the ethno-cultural basis of a people that determines its general behaviour, whether economically or otherwise. Islam, a religion born of the Arab civilisation and mentality, can thus not be experienced in the same manner when applied to other populations. The very core of Islam is, similarly to its sacred language, Arabian, and therefore reflects its ethno-anthropological and, of course, pre-Islamic Arabism. Any effort to ‘de-Arabise’ Islam, even on the part of westernised Arab women, is thus an impossible mission.

Although polygyny, the domestic relegation of women, the concealment of the latter’s hair and bodies, and their legal inferiority were all codified and exacerbated by the Islamic religious authorities, they actually relate to a pre-Islamic psychology. This psychology reflects the following traits and mental complexes: the male, believing himself to be superior, wants to grant himself unique rights with regard to his wife — for she is his sexual possession and progenitor. He thus proceeds to hide her from the leering eyes of other males. At the same time, he indulges in practicing polygyny and reserves himself the right to commit adultery, which women are, of course, prohibited from engaging in. Fidelity and equality among the genders are both out of the question and any respect towards women remains uncertain. Apart from jealousy, what this behaviour indicates is a fear of women and their bodies, and therefore a fear of impotence. Prudishness, which the Sharia imposes against a backdrop of religious superstition, acts as a simultaneous explosive discharge that aggravates frustrated sexual desires, desires that embody the necessary ingredients to trigger a general state of schizophrenia (in this respect, I recommend reading my work entitled Sex and Deviance, Éditions du Lore). (TN: also published by Arktos Media.)

***

In Islam Against Women (Le Figaro, 18/06/2015), Charles Jaigu writes about the above-mentioned rebellious Muslim women: ‘Their attitude is a far cry from the mediatic masquerades conducted by Femen activists. [...] When reading Mona Eltahawy’s book, one is struck by her testimony, a testimony which illustrates the intensity of the prohibitions that women are burdened with in Islamic countries. What is remarkable is the explosive force that pertains to the slightest deviation, which is transformed into sexual transgression and a mortal challenge faced by an order which feels compelled to avert, at all costs, its own painful fascination for women’s bodies’. Will it ever succeed in warding it off? It seems quite unlikely that it ever could.

On the one hand, the radical Islamism that characterises the Islamic State (Daesh), as well as many other jihadist movements which remain faithful to their Mohammedan sources, involves the practice of rape upon non-Muslim women, who are abused even more than Muslim ones, and leads the ‘martyrs’ and all other murderers acting in the name of Islam to believe that they will find 72 virgins at their disposal in the Paradise of Allah. Their endeavour is miles away from the mystical contemplation of a divine paradise found in other, more advanced religions. It is a superstition based on a libidinal obsession in which young women are no more than sexual slaves. The fact that Islam promises to reward its fighters with such sexual experiences speaks volumes about its true nature.

Nowadays, serious incidents are on the increase in French hospitals and are exacerbated year after year, because Muslim men refuse to allow their women to be examined, assisted during childbirth or even approached by male caregivers. Even at the cost of endangering their women’s lives! Beyond Islamic provocation, one always notices this neurotic attitude towards sexuality and women, an attitude whose origins are probably more profound in essence.

The Muslim women who are fighting for their own freedom (and in the name of freedom) and have the courage and boldness to resist, caressing the utopia of reforming both their fathers’ religion and their own culture, find themselves in a very difficult situation. In the face of the genuine, ancestral nature of Islam, they endure the rejection of all prospects of acculturation and their own denial of reality. Their situation is a tragic one. In Iran, the notions of freedom, equality and respect for women, all of which are very common among the youth, have come up against the Islamic regime’s uncompromising resoluteness. In Algeria, the struggle of many Kabyle (but also Arab) women, who are all averse to Islamisation and subjection, was met with silence by the West. Whatever the case, it is clear that women and Islam will never coexist harmoniously.

The Views of Thinkers, Writers and Other Individuals on Islam

What follows are some interesting quotes listed by Jean Robin in The Great Anti-Islamic Minds (Éd. Tatamis, 2013)

In his Essays, (II, 12) Montaigne (1533–1592) writes: ‘When Muhammad promises his people a paradise that is carpeted and adorned with gold and precious stones, populated by harlots of outstanding beauty, and offering unique wines and food, I am convinced that it is but the ploy of mockers who bow to our stupidity, so as to enmesh and entice us with the kind of thoughts and hopes that are suited to our mortal appetite’.

Bossuet (1627–1704) states: ‘Islam! It is but a monstrous religion that embraces ignorance as reason and violence and tyranny as persuasion, a religion whose sole miracles are the weapons before which the world trembles and through which the very power of Satan is forcefully reinstated throughout the universe’. Back in those days, the Ottoman Empire was threatening Europe, having occupied the Balkans before being stopped at the gates of Vienna.

Montesquieu (1689–1755) thinks that ‘it is a misfortune that befalls human nature when religion is bequeathed by a conqueror. The Mahometan religion, whose words are those of the sword, still impacts men with the very destructive spirit through which it was founded [...] The religion of the Gaures (Zoroastrianism) formerly rendered Persia a flourishing kingdom, as it rectified the adverse effects of despotism. And that same empire is now destroyed by the Mahometan religion [...] While Mahometan princes never cease to give or receive death, the role of religion, among Christians, is to make princes less timid and, consequently, less prone to cruelty. [...] In accordance with the characters of the Christian and Mahometan religions, one must, without further examination, embrace the former and reject the latter: for it is far easier to prove that a religion should serve to soften the manners of men than to demonstrate its truthfulness’. (The Spirit of Laws, 1748, Book XXIV, Chapters 3, 4 and 11).

As for Voltaire (1694–1778), he struck at Islam with the following statement: ‘Muhammad the fanatical, cruel and deceitful one, he who, to the shame of all men, became Mohammed the great, was transformed from a merchant boy into a prophet, a legislator and a monarch. [...] It seems to be the case that Muhammad, having been violently struck by his own ideas, as all enthusiasts are, began by preaching his sermons in good faith, then proceeded to fortify the latter with his own reveries, thus deluding himself and others as well, before finally supporting, through the use of necessary deception, a doctrine which he deemed to be good’.

Claude Adrien Helvétius (1715–1771) declared: ‘Muhammad was a simple trader from Arabia, an unlettered and uneducated man who, to some extent, fell prey to the delusion that stemmed from the very fanaticism which he himself inspired. So as to have the mediocre and ridiculous book known as al-Koran inscribed, he was compelled to turn to Greek monks for assistance. But how does one fail to recognise, in such a man, the very workings of chance, workings that have placed him at the centre of a time and occasion that were bound to serve as setting for the revolution to which this bold man merely lent his name?’

On his part, D’Alembert (1717–1783) said: ‘it seems to me that the imams and muftis of all Muslim sects are more destined to agree amongst themselves than one might be inclined to suppose; their common ambition is to subjugate our wretched human race through the use of superstition’.

Condorcet (1743–1794): ‘The religion founded by Mohammed, dogmatically the simplest of all, gives the impression of sentencing to eternal slavery and incurable stupidity the vast expanses of the earth upon which it has extended its empire’.

Chateaubriand (1768–1848): ‘All the seeds of social destruction stem from the Mohammedan religion’.

Arthur Schopenhauer (1788–1860): ‘Consider the Koran, for example: this wretched book was sufficient to start a world-religion, to satisfy the metaphysical needs of countless millions for twelve hundred years, to become the basis of their morality and of a remarkable contempt for death, as well as to inspire them to wage sanguinary wars and the most extensive conquests. Much may be lost in translation, but I have not been able to discover a single valuable idea in it’. 

Alfred de Vigny (1797–1863): ‘If one prefers life to death, one should equally prefer civilisation to barbarism. Islamism is the most immobile and most obstinate form of worship. Should they be reticent to espouse a change of religion, the peoples that adhere to it had thus better perish’.

Alexis de Tocqueville (1805–1859): ‘Islam is synonymous with polygamy, the sequestration of women, the absence of a public life, and a tyrannical and severe form of government that compels people to conceal their very lives, rejecting all the tenderness and affection one receives within their immediate family. [...] I myself have studied the Koran extensively and confess that, upon examining it, I was left with the conviction that there were, on the whole, few religions as deadly to mankind as that of Muhammad. It is, in my opinion, the primary source behind the decadence that one witnesses today in the Muslim world. [...] I consider it more of a decadence factor than one of progress.’. Tocqueville’s remark is an interesting one, for the very same element that led to the decline and fall of the Muslim world back in his time may well cause it again, in future, since it is currently returning to its own foundations.

Monsignor Louis Pavy — the Bishop of Algiers (1805–1866): ‘He who claims to be the prophet of Allah should have the necessary credentials, namely the prophecies, miracles and integrity that define his entire life. None of this is found in Muhammad, a man who indulged in pillaging and bloodshed and preached his doctrine through scimitar blows, wreaking death upon a third of the known world.’

Gustave Flaubert (1821–1880) does not beat around the bush either: ‘In the name of humanity, I demand that the Black Stone be crushed and its ashes scattered upon the wind, that Mecca be destroyed and the tomb of Muhammad defiled. Only thus could one succeed in demoralising Fanaticism’. Seriously, how much more Islamophobic can one get? ...

Displaying great insight, Joseph Ernest Renan (1823–1892) passed the following judgment upon Islam: ‘Islam contradicts the very spirit of scientific scrutiny and is hostile to progress; it has turned the countries it has conquered into a closed field that remains impermeable to the rational cultivation of the mind. [...] Muhammad may seem gentle, sensitive, loyal and devoid of hatred, but such words bear no relevance to this ambitious, Machiavellian and heartless man. His behaviour belies the attributes of vigour and boldness which he tends to be credited with. Instead, he comes across as a weak, indecisive man who lacks self-confidence. Mr. Weil has gone as far as to label him a coward; what is certain is that his actions were fraught with a certain degree of timidity and he almost always remained impervious to his companions’ training. The precautions which he took during battle were unworthy of a prophet’. He also notes: ‘The worst social State, in this respect, is the theocratic one, including Islamism and the former Papal States, in which dogma reigns both directly and absolutely. [...] Islamism can only exist as the official religion; should it ever be reduced to a free and individual form of belief, it will perish. Islamism is not only a State religion, but a religion that excludes the State. [...] Hence the eternal war, a war that will only cease when the last son of Ishmael dies of extreme poverty or is terrorised into accepting a state of relegation, deep within the desert. Islam embodies the utter negation of Europe; it is nothing short of sheer fanaticism’. On another level, he deplores further facts: ‘Islam is synonymous with the disdain of science and the suppression of civil society; Its appalling simplicity diminishes the human brain, rendering it impervious to all delicate ideas, exquisite feelings, and rational research, in order to confront it with an eternal tautology: God is God ...’

Rejecting any and all notion of ‘integration’, father Charles de Foucauld (1858–1916), a man with great knowledge of the Muslim-Arab world, explains: ‘Could Muslims ever truly be French? On the whole, the answer is no. Within their beliefs, Muslims view Islam as their true homeland and non-Muslims as peoples destined for eventual subjugation either at their own hands or those of their descendants; if a Muslim ever were to submit to a non-Muslim nation, it would only be a transient ordeal; for his faith assures him that he will emerge triumphant from it and will, in turn, vanquish those to whom he has submitted. Wisdom urges him to remain temperate and suffer his ordeal’. Well said...

Sir Winston Churchill (1874–1965) : ‘The influence of the religion paralyses the social development of those who follow it. No stronger retrograde force exists in the world. And were it not that Christianity is sheltered in the strong arms of science — the science against which it had vainly struggled — the civilisation of modern Europe might fall, as fell the civilisation of ancient Rome’. This is what the British Prime Minister, the man who defeated Hitler (whose downfall he had prophesied), predicted might happen to us ... We need a new Churchill ...

Mustafa Kemal Atatürk (1881–1938), the first president of the secular Turkish Republic, spoke in words which Erdogan’s ‘moderate’ Islamist party, currently in power, would certainly not adopt: ‘But why is it that our women still wear a veil to hide their faces, and turn away at the sight of a man? Is such behaviour worthy of a civilised people? Comrades, are our wives not human beings, endowed with reason, just like us? Let them show their faces without dread, and let their eyes not be afraid of beholding the world! A nation eager to progress cannot allow itself to ignore half of its own people! [...] You speak of the benefits that our conversion to Islam has bestowed upon us, and I say to you: look at what it has cost us’! And this is how he described the religion which he wanted to rid Turkey of: ‘Islam, the absurd theology of an immoral Bedouin, is but a putrid corpse that poisons our lives’.

Father Georges Gänswein, the private secretary of Pope Benedict XVI, made the following acknowledgement: ‘The attempts to Islamise the West should not be concealed. The threat that this poses to the identity of Europe must not be ignored under the pretext of misplaced respect’. His was one of the few voices in the Church to dare speak the truth.

Let us recall the menacing words spoken by former Algerian President Houari Boumedienne, at the Islamic Conference held in 1974: ‘Millions of men shall leave the southern hemisphere so as to travel to the northern one. They shall not go there as friends, but with the intention of conquering it, and they will do so by populating it with their sons. For it is the fertile wombs of our women that shall grant us victory’. His remarks were echoed by Mr. Erdogan, the man who governs a Turkey heading towards re-Islamisation, when he once said: ‘The mosques are our barracks, their domes our helmets, the minarets our bayonets and the faithful our soldiers’. The will to conquer Europe — and destroy Israel — under the banner of Islam is well-attested.

Now, let us focus on the incredible and prescient words of André Malraux, dated June 3, 1956, during the war of Algeria:

‘The violence of the Islamic surge is the great phenomenon of our time. Underestimated by most of our contemporaries, the rise of Islam is analogically comparable to the early days of Communism during the Leninist era. The consequences of this phenomenon are still unpredictable. At the start of the Marxist revolution, people thought it possible to stem the tide through partial solutions. However, neither Christianity, nor our employer and worker organisations ever managed to find an answer to the issue. Similarly, the Western world does not appear to be prepared to confront the Islamic problem nowadays. 

Even in theory, the solution seems extremely difficult. Confining ourselves to the French side of the problem, It would perhaps be possible in practice, were it conceived and implemented by a true Statesman. The current information regarding the issue suggests that various forms of Muslim dictatorship will successively be established throughout the Arab world. When I say ‘Muslim’, what I am referring to is more a matter of temporal structures arising from the very doctrine of Mahomet than of religious ones. 

Even partial solutions would perhaps have been enough to stem the Islamic tide, had they been implemented in time. It is however too late by now! The ‘unfortunate’ do not stand to lose much, incidentally. They will deem it preferable to maintain their misery within a Muslim community, and their fate is likely to remain unchanged. Our understanding of their situation is too western in essence. What they will do is give the future of their own race priority over the benefits which we claim to grant them. As for Black Africa, it will not remain indifferent to the process for long. All we can do is acknowledge the seriousness of the phenomenon and attempt to delay its progression’.

The Ethnic Civil War in France — a Clash between ‘Two Peoples’?

Historian Georges Bensoussan, the editorial manager of the Memorial of the Shoah, is a man who, back in 2002, headed the collective work entitled The Lost Territories of the Republic. Recently, he gave an interview to Le Figaro (17/08/2015), in which he expressed a preference for using the expression ‘the lost territories of the nation’, an expression that is much more serious and worrying because the republic is, after all, a system, and the nation a human ensemble. What follows is an excerpt from his very lucid statement, a statement that serves as a warning against the red line of Muslim mass immigration.

‘The nation is about to fall apart’, he says, and goes on to deplore the fact that ‘there is an entire portion of the French population whose members were born in France, often to parents who were themselves born on French soil, and that does not harbour the feeling of belonging to our country. [...] There is an ever growing part of our French youths that identifies less and less with our own culture. [...] France is witnessing the emergence of two peoples, to such an extent that some are beginning to speak of a civil war being sown. [...] This expression would have made us sneer ten years ago, and surprised us five years back, but today, it is on the lips of many locally elected officials, police officers, and ER hospital doctors. [...] The feeling that there are two distinct peoples emerging side by side, often looking upon each other with hostility, is shared by many these days’. He then adds: ‘For the first time in our history, we are witnessing a phenomenon of disintegration, perhaps even one of “dis-assimilation”’.

In a display of common sense, Georges Bensoussan goes on to criticise the ineptitude of the very concept of ‘Islamophobia’, a concept that is equated with racism, as if a religion or ideology could ever constitute a ‘race’; which, incidentally, demonstrates that the censors behind this ‘Islamophobia’ are actually racists themselves, since they are the ones to think of Islam as a ‘racial’ and biological whole. ‘The term “Islamophobia”, coined by certain Muslim associations, creates deliberate confusion so as to burden the supporters of the Republican struggle with guilt and spread the view that the latter’s racism is hardly concealed. The aim is thus to silence any dissenting voice by misusing the notion of racism in order to trigger the opposite effect, while making sure that history is instrumentalised as well. This is what Leo Strauss termed “reductio ad hitlerum”’.

However, Georges Bensoussan, who relies on Renan’s highly intellectual definition of a nation (‘a soul, a spiritual principle’), which the latter proposed at a time when immigration was insignificant, should not be surprised at the fact that the masses of Muslim immigrant descent, whose members have become a majority in certain areas, do not adhere to our ‘national history’. What he underestimates is perhaps the fact that, in their eyes, a person’s belonging is primarily of an ethnic (or ethno-religious) nature, of a ‘racial’ one even. Has he truly grasped their frame of reference?

Most Islamised ‘Brown-Blacks’ hold a worldview that is indeed both ethnicised and racialised, which is something that the intellectualistic administration of both the Right and the Left has yet to comprehend. In other words, the majority of (our mostly young) Maghrebian and African aliens — even those of third generational immigrant descent! — does not align itself at all with Renan’s abstract vision of a nation. And in no way do they, of course, identify with France, which they logically think of as an ethnically European country that seems utterly different, foreign and even hostile to them. One must be completely devoid of common sense when failing to discern this fundamentally anthropological, demographical, mathematical, and ethnic reality. it is not even due to the failure of the ‘Republican school system’, but results from the law of numbers, as well as from our colonisation through mass immigration and the current re-Islamisation process. One cannot use the magic wand of the ‘soul’ and its ‘spiritual principle’ to alter people’s carnal and ethnic attachments. This is a good subject for Georges Benoussan’s free spirit to ponder and criticise, especially since he has been speaking of ‘a forthcoming book already in the making’. We are all eager to see him tackle this central issue.

Nowadays, the abstract and secular-spiritualistic conception of a (universal) nation promoted by Renan has completely collapsed, except among intellectuals. What keeps resurfacing with full force inside the popular minds of the two opposing camps is an unknowingly Aristotelian vision, one that is both archaic and futuristic: in order to live in peace and prosperity, and simply subsist, a city-state must remain homogeneous — which, incidentally, was the wise objective of Israeli Zionism. So as to coexist, men must identify with one another, for only birds of a feather flock together.

The Ethnic Religious War Has Already Begun

Bloodshed was narrowly and fortuitously avoided on the Thalys TGV connecting Paris to Amsterdam. It was no longer a ‘vengeful’ act, as was the case during the Charlie Hebdo massacre (the latter was conducted in implementation of a fatwa against blasphemers), but a cold and premeditated attempt at slaughtering undifferentiated, unknown and innocent Europeans, all of whom were disbelievers, meaning non-Muslims. Four days later, the Auch mosque in the department of Gers was set ablaze ... Retaliation, perhaps? The interrelated signs of a commencing ethnic religious war on our soil are plainly visible.

It is thus a targeted railway massacre that was foiled at the last possible moment. On August the 21st, 2015, before getting on the 9364 Thalys Amsterdam-Paris TGV, Moroccan Islamic murderer Ayoub El Khazzani had watched religious, military-jihadist music videos on his laptop, videos that called for the murder of infidels. If the brave US military present on the train had not, with the assistance of a courageous British traveller, painstakingly neutralised El-Khazzani, the latter would not have left three wounded casualties in his wake, but perpetrated the bloodiest terrorist carnage ever seen in France. Indeed, the mujahid was carrying: an AKM submachine gun (of East German provenance), equipped with nine clips comprising 270 7.2mm calibre rounds; an M80 automatic Luger Parabellum 9mm pistol; and a bottle of petrol. His purpose was to either strafe or gun down passengers one at a time as he went up the aisle, using the petrol to set people on fire once he had exhausted his ammunition. We would have counted the dead and wounded in the dozens, with the toll perhaps even reaching a hundred.

Ever since the January 2015 attack (and even before that), not a single month has passed without a terrorist attack either being perpetrated or thwarted. These attacks, of an accelerating pace, are always committed by Muslims of Maghrebian or African origin. The most worrying fact is that these attacks are conducted using the readiest of means (handguns, assault rifles and makeshift incendiary devices) and not just complex ones such as bombs or car bombs. As was the case with Khazzani himself, jihadists benefit from financial resources that allow them to travel and obtain the necessary weapons. They are thus supported by international Muslim / jihadist organisations whose activities are obviously mob-like, organisations that are more or less linked to the Islamic State, or Daesh, which strives to invade us44

 as well as to wage partisan warfare upon our soil. Ideologically anaesthetised, our entire political class fails or refuses to acknowledge the blinding evidence pointing to the momentum of the Muslim jihadist offensive against Europe, of which terrorism is but a partial aspect.

In France and other European countries, the candidates chosen to carry out these terrorist attacks, all of whom are of Muslim immigrant descent, are growing ever more numerous. There is no need for me to paint you a picture of things: given the weakness that pervades our overwhelmed police and intelligence services, one can anticipate further bloodshed. For it is all too logical for the mass crimes committed ‘in the name of Islam’ (by Islam, as far as I am concerned) to increase. Throwing up its hands in despair, our French society may well become accustomed to such events. However, this remains to be seen.

Four days after the jihadist attack on the Thalys train, a mosque was burned in Auch, the capital of the Gers department. If someone had told De Gaulle that there would, one day, be a mosque in this gastronomic and deeply enrooted city in south-western France, he would never have thought it possible. The ones responsible for the burning of the above-mentioned mosque (the first case of its kind in France) have not yet been apprehended. If they turn out to be European, this will be proof of two things: first of all, it would demonstrate the fact that they are fools for victimising the Islamic aggressor at such a very tense time, thus doing Muslims a favour. Furthermore, such a retaliatory act would prove that an ethnic and religious civil war has indeed begun in France. It could also, however, turn out to be mere provocation and manipulation, an attack instigated by the jihadists themselves in an effort to portray themselves as victims.

While the fire that consumed the mosque did not result in any deaths, the attacks that are perpetrated ‘in the name of Islam’ are as barbaric as they are sanguinary. Despite this fact, it is the former that has aroused indignation and resulted in highly publicised statements of condemnation among both the CRIF (The Representative Council of Jewish Institutions in France) and the Bishops’ Conference of France, who offered their ‘full support to the Muslim community, a community which has, once again, been targeted because of its religion’. Once again? In telling such a lie, the prelates have displayed staggering cowardice, especially when one considers the fact that it is Islam that enjoys an ever growing scope of privileges, that it is ‘Islamophobia’ which one is prosecuted for — and not Christianophobia (it is actually the very opposite that is true), that numerous Christian churches and cemeteries have been damaged and desecrated by Muslims without even the hint of a protest on the part of both the media and the Church itself (in order to avoid ‘stigmatising’ Muslims), that the Christians of the Middle East are persecuted, massacred, driven out of their homes, and forced to watch their churches being looted and destroyed (in accordance with a genocidal kind of logic), that two Islamic attacks involving the use of firearms and targeting the faithful at the end of Mass were foiled at the last possible moment in the Ile-de-France area, while another terrorist attempt involving explosives and conducted against the Strasbourg cathedral and the local Christmas market was equally thwarted in extremis, and that French families are forced to move into Islamised neighbourhoods, only to find themselves harassed and mistreated without ever being granted any protection by the French State. Well, in spite of all this, what the Church of France is suggesting is that it is actually the Muslim community that is being subjected to oppression at the hands of France! Having lost all its discernment and courage, the church hierarchy is, yet again, complicit in the Islamisation that afflicts our country.

The Delusions and Lies Surrounding Islamophobia

With an audacity typical of the most deceitful minds, Anwar Kbibech, the new president of the French Council of the Muslim Faith (CFCM), has expressed the ‘dismay’ of the Muslim community by claiming that the latter is ‘under the impression that a certain impunity is allowed to prevail’. That’s because everyone knows that, in France, Muslims are attacked on a daily basis and the perpetrators remain unpunished ...

Taking this inversion of reality and such intimidating lies further, Abdallah Zekri, the secretary general of the CFCM and Chairman of the ONCI (the National Observatory Against Islamophobia, a structure that has been infiltrated by the Muslim Brotherhood), spewed forth the following delusions: he claimed that he was concerned about ‘the rise of an Islamophobic climate in France, whether in its streets, where women wearing the Islamic veil are subjected to the most unpleasant glares (personally, I find the glare of a Kalashnikov being fired far more unpleasant), on the Internet, where the most unspeakable remarks against French Muslims circulate, or among a political class that remains ever unresponsive. This is what fosters such a climate of Islamophobia’. He does not support his assertions with a single specific example. It is a most deceptive tactic, in which one complains of the rise of some imaginary Islamophobia, so as to enable Islam to benefit from further rights and privileges in the social domain.

The ONCI asserts that ‘Islamophobic acts and threats experienced a 281% increase during the first quarter of 2015’. Of course they did, in the aftermath of the Islamic terrorist attacks perpetrated on the 7th of January ... Would he have hoped otherwise? The actual figures, however, are the following: during the first three months of 2015, the Interior Ministry identified 274 Islamophobic acts compared to 508 anti-Semitic ones (no one ever acknowledges any anti-White crimes, although they are legion ...). Clarification number 1: the number of Jews in France is estimated at 500,000, whereas the Muslims are, at the very least, ten times more numerous. Therefore, mathematically speaking, Islamophobia is negligible compared to anti-Semitism; clarification number 2: In 90% of all cases, anti-Jewish acts are committed by Muslim immigrants; clarification number 3: the majority of those anti-Jewish acts involve physical assault or murder, whereas literally anything and everything is qualified as an ‘Islamophobic act’, whether it is a random argument with a Muslim which bears no connection whatsoever to any sort of ‘Islamophobia’, or the ‘hostile glares’ which veiled Muslim women complain of, often mendaciously; not to forget the (very rare) anti-Muslim tags found on the walls of mosques and in the streets.

In actual fact, genuine Islamophobia, anti-Arab racism and anti-Black racist attitudes are virtually nonexistent in France, both in the civil and social domain. Their existence has been invented to suit people’s ideological and political purposes. By contrast, anti-Semitism and anti-White racism are growing steadily, a fact deplored by several people including Alain Finkielkraut, whose popularity among the Parisian intelligentsia is plummeting.45

 

The ‘Appearance-Based Luggage Inspection’ Issue

Following the terrorist attack conducted on the Thalys train by mujahid-murderer Khazzani, our Secretary of State for Transport, Mr. Alain Vidalies, made a remark that demonstrated his common sense, but one that constituted a terrible blunder from the dominant ideology’s perspective, thus jeopardising his career. Account taken of the fact that it is impossible to scan people’s luggage at railway stations, as is customary at airports, he suggested that the police carry out a ‘random inspection’ at the entrance to each train. Cryptically, without using the taboo word, of course, he specified that luggage inspection could be done in accordance with people’s appearance, meaning the passengers’ physically visible ethnicity. After all, all the terrorists have, thus far, been of the same origin...

Mr. Vidallies emphasised the fact that passenger safety took obvious priority over ideological considerations. In the name of catechetical ‘anti-racism’, howls of consternation and unanimous condemnations resounded throughout the Left, echoing the electoral promise made by Francois Hollande in 2012: ‘I will fight against “appearance-based profiling” during identity checks, using a procedure that is respectful of our citizens’.46

 Alright then. So ‘random luggage inspections’, specifically, will not focus on travellers of Maghrebian or African origin. This is because, for fear of being labelled ‘racists’, the police will restrict their activities to checking the suitcases of little old ladies, mothers and executives wearing a tie, just in case their baggage is found to contain assault rifles ... Without ever daring to check the real suspects. Antiracism!

This kind of delirium prohibits any and all serious deterrence with regard to terrorism. Yet it is a well-known fact that 100% of all terrorist attacks conducted in France since 1985 — but also in neighbouring Britain, Spain, Belgium, and the Netherlands — have been committed or planned by Muslims originating from the Maghreb, the Near-East and, in a minority of cases, Africa, all of whom are perfectly identifiable thanks to their appearance and their name, regardless of whether this meets the anti-racist ideology’s approval or not. And it is also a fact that these killers are, beyond their ‘religious’ convictions, inherently racist.

All this is bound to end badly, because the State, the political class and the dominant intellectual and mediatic vulgate are completely devoid of common sense and fuelled by their well-intentioned catechism, refusing to stare reality in the face and brave the imminent storm. The people, on their part, are well aware of the situation, since it affects them directly. As I myself have long been saying and the facts have confirmed: we are heading towards war, a war that we can no longer seek to avoid and must strive to win. But will we?
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Notes

	[←1
] 

	 According to tradition, the inscription INRI, imposed by both the Roman imperial authorities and the Great Sanhedrin, was nailed to the top of Christ’s Cross. It stood for the Latin acronym Iesus Nazarenus Rex Iudaeorum, meaning ‘Jesus of Nazareth, King of the Jews’. The aim was to state, sarcastically and controversially, that Christ was a politico-religious agitator who, far from being the Son of God, wanted to rebuild Solomon’s kingdom by triggering a schism in his own favour. This disorder displeased both Tiberius’ Roman and pagan Empire and the Jewish authorities. Consequently, Christians responded by adopting the schematised fish symbol known in Greek as Ichthys (and not the Cross, which was used later on). Ichthys stands for Iesous Christos Theou Yios Soter or ‘Jesus Christ, Son of God and Saviour’.







	[←2
] 

	 In his famous essay entitled Treatise on Tolerance (1763) and focusing on the Calas affair (1762), Voltaire remarked that Jews and Christians enjoyed better treatment in the (Muslim) Ottoman Empire than the Protestants ever did at the hands of the French Catholic monarchy during the 18th century. Historians had better verify this statement.







	[←3
] 

	 Henotheism is a religion with a central creator Deity and several secondary ones, a sort of compromise between strict monotheism and polytheism. It differs from pagan polytheism, where the central God is not the creator of the world.







	[←4
] 

	 The Verse of the Sword (IX 5) namely states: ‘Then, when the sacred months have passed, slay the idolaters (unbelievers) wherever ye find them. Capture them, plague them and lay every possible ambush for them to fall in’. The following passages can also found in further abrogating verses: ‘Slay them wherever ye encounter them and expel them from all places whence they drove you out [...] Such is the reward for disbelievers.’(II. 191) and ‘Fight them until all rebellion has ceased and all worship is directed to Allah and none other.’ (II. 193). Terroristic and jihadist notions are expressed throughout these verses, which advocate the use of any means necessary to establish the absolute exclusivity of Islam.







	[←5
] 

	 As stated by François-Xavier Robert in his article entitled Dar Al-Islam or Dar Al-Harb?, published by European Renaissance, the Belgian philosophical journal, issue number 103 (April–May–June 2015).







	[←6
] 

	 This intellectualist idea regarding an actual ‘commodification of the world’ is based on a brief economic analysis, as human societies have been commercial since the Age of Antiquity. France, on the other hand, is more collectivist and less mercantile than ever before, with 57.2% of its GDP monopolised by public expenditure.







	[←7
] 

	 Mohamed Sifaoui is the author of several books, including As France Succumbs To The Islamist Disease (Cherche Midi Editions).







	[←8
] 

	 During the massacre that took place in early summer 2015 on a beach and the premises of a certain hotel in Sousse, Tunisia, the jihadist killer spared his Tunisian compatriots, telling them he only targeted ‘unbelievers’, who were all recognisable thanks to their typically European appearance and happened to be British in this case. The racist dimension is obvious here.







	[←9
] 

	 The fact that Muslim countries such as Saudi Arabia, Morocco and Algeria fund mosques in France is evidence of a will to conquer. The Soviet Union once similarly financed Western communist parties.







	[←10
] 

	 This type of person was part of the mechanism set up by Mr. Sarkozy in order to offer the suburbs populated by Islamised immigrants the necessary assurances and prevent an insurrection. His role was to mislead the native French into viewing Islam as being peaceful, harmless and enriching. The agents of the former USSR resorted to the same kind of ruse when presenting Soviet Communism as a pacifistic, democratic and just.







	[←11
] 

	 The prohibition of the Islamic veil on school grounds and administrational premises was said to be a measure of exceptional courage towards safeguarding the ‘Republic’ and its ‘secularism’. However, the step triggered an outcry in the Muslim world. The resulting implicit message is the following: ‘Your refusal to allow our traditions to invade you is an act of aggression’. As for the ban on wearing the niqab and the burqa in public, it is but a symbolic and virtually unenforceable measure. The political Right has settled for symbolic measures and simple electioneering communication, without ever addressing the core of the issue: that of putting an end to the Islamising immigration process.







	[←12
] 

	 De Gaulle had always opposed a multiracial France, especially an Islamised one. This is one of the reasons why he conducted a general decolonisation, in an effort to prevent the natives from becoming French and invading France. However, he never foresaw the current immigration process. His successors, the pseudo-Gaullists such as Chirac, provided the necessary means for family reunification. Nowadays, there’s Villepin, a man who claims to be a ‘Gaullist’ but is actually an immigrophilic Islamophile. It is obvious that all of these politicians lack conviction and patriotism. Historically, this colossal pseudo-Gaullist sham will be remembered as a tragicomic episode: one welcomes immigration, embraces Islamisation and reintegrates into NATO while claiming to be ‘Gaullist’! Pathetic.







	[←13
] 

	 This woman was a Caribbean national who converted to Islam and her husband a young French-born convert (sociologists are well familiar with neophyte fanaticism). The latter committed an act of aggravated assault against police officers, but remained at liberty after being kept in police custody for some time. Fortunately for him, he was not wearing a ‘Manifestation for All’ T-shirt...







	[←14
] 

	 As seen in Gérald Pichon’s Bloody Whites! Chronicle of an inexistent Hatred (IDées), which deals with the racism that the system strives to cover up.







	[←15
] 

	 One cannot help feeling sorry for oriental Christians, who once enjoyed French (and also Russian) protection. To avoid massacres, one should have sent an expeditionary force to protect them, as one had no difficulty doing before. This was the case under Napoleon III. Nevertheless, persecution resumed quietly following the departure of the expeditionary corps. The only solution to the Middle-East problematic would be the establishment of a Christian state, separate, armed and based on the Israeli model.







	[←16
] 

	 Laurent Ozon founded the RMR, which stands for Rassemblement pour un Mouvement de Remigration (Rally for a Movement of Remigration), ‘remigration’ being a most welcome neologism (meaning ‘homecoming for immigrants’) that he himself had coined. Ozon runs the Maison Commune, a political management training centre.







	[←17
] 

	 The city of Marseille, for instance, has been cut in half, with one part inhabited by Muslims and another by French natives. Cohabitation has resulted in utter failure.







	[←18
] 

	 The desecration of churches, including destruction and theft, is on the increase in France, within a certain climate of indifference and without any public scandal. Any ‘tag’ on the walls of a mosque, by contrast, results in a mediatic flare-up.







	[←19
] 

	 The prevailing ideology’s Islamophilia presents Islamophobia as a central and pivotal issue. It follows a typically totalitarian logic of semantic reversal: Stalinism and Maoism depicted the ‘class enemy’ threat as being essential in order to justify their oppression. And yet today, Islamophilia is a kind of official doctrine in our educational programmes, mainstream media shows and numerous publishing houses, in defiance of historical truth.







	[←20
] 

	 Similarly, some measures taken by the Vichy government went beyond what the Germans required.







	[←21
] 

	 Ukrainian Aleksandrovna Azhdanova attempted to steal the statuette of baby Jesus from the nativity manger at St. Peter’s Square in Rome. Baring her breasts, she had written ‘God is woman’ on her chest. She was subsequently released by the Gendarmerie Corps of Vatican City. Never would this coward of a woman have dared attack a mosque nor written ‘Allah is woman’ on her bare chest. It gets worse, however: At the Church of Notre-Dame in Paris, where they tried to vandalise the newly displayed church bells, the Femen were expelled by security guards who were themselves, as a consequence, prosecuted for brutality.







	[←22
] 

	 This is a reference to the ‘Patriotic Europeans Against the Islamisation of the West’ movement, otherwise known as Pegida, which organised massive Identitarian manifestations in Dresden and yet does not belong to the ‘extreme right’, a fact that the oligarchy finds highly inconvenient. Unfortunately, the movement has fizzled, as it relied solely on protests and had no mobilising counter-project.







	[←23
] 

	 In fact, the French Republic favours or imposes preferential ethno-religious quotas in both companies and administrations without any legislative provision whatsoever, because the latter would be deemed unconstitutional.







	[←24
] 

	 Cf. Peripheral France, Or How Working classes were sacrificed by Christophe Guilly, published by Flammarion.







	[←25
] 

	 This epithet, as with all political labelling, does not cover any ideological unity and therefore fails to convey anything ‘scientific’. Nevertheless, it does represent a sociological milieu, albeit a very approximate one, and is used here for lack of a better option.







	[←26
] 

	 There is, among some Jewish intellectuals, a tendency to exaggerate things, since they are influenced by the hit-and-miss ideas of Bernard-Henri Lévy, the anti-Semitism of the political Right and the famous ‘extreme Right’. It is as if this inclination were innate in their case. In actual fact, a significant number of people in these milieus (which I am well familiar with) abhor anti-Semitism, both morally and pragmatically, and are very favourable to Israel.







	[←27
] 

	 The great historical evolutionary trends have different frequencies and can operate in cycles, instead of remaining linear. For example, mankind’s population growth has been constant for 10,000 years, despite the occasional discontinuance and regression periods. The same applies to technological progress. However, in my works entitled Archeofuturism and The Convergence of Catastrophes, as well as in my Archeofuturism 2.0 novel, I have suggested that a huge (demographic, technological, etc.) regression afflicting humankind, a global implosion and a return to the Neolithic period with ‘bubbles’ of resistance were all possible in the course of this century. Regarding Islam, what we are experiencing is its expansive tendency in the medium term, a tendency that is both powerful and fragile. Historical determinism is a serious notion, but one that is nonetheless subject to coincidence. Uncertainty is the cardinal law that governs history.







	[←28
] 

	 Catholic teaching, which does not practise any sort of discrimination, has been welcoming more and more middle-class Muslim students whose families are fleeing our National Education system and its declining learning level. This is however another topic to be debated, a very complex one for that matter. What is actually happening is that affluent Muslim immigrant families would rather send their children to  institutions where they can benefit from native French Catholic education than enrol them in our National education courses, which are as ‘multicultural’ as they are low end. This constitutes a broad debate topic for leftist sociologists to discuss ....







	[←29
] 

	 This research was carried out by the School for Advanced Studies in Social Sciences and the Institute of Islamic Studies and the Study of Societies in the Muslim World (Institut d’Études de l’Islam et des Sociétés du Monde Musulman).







	[←30
] 

	 In Islam, brotherhood is not a universal concept that encompasses all humans, but is sectarian and intended only for the ‘faithful’ of its own brotherhood.







	[←31
] 

	 There is no ‘historical sense of modernity’. Modernity is a misleading term, one that is confused with the concept of ‘progress’. The latter, already ill-defined, has undergone a series of failures and setbacks. ‘Modernity’, as understood by Charlemagne’s contemporaries, was in severe regression in all areas, whether cultural, technological, or any other, when compared to the ‘ancientness’ of Roman Emperor Trajan’s contemporaries (1st century BCE), as demonstrated by British historian Bryan Ward-Perkins (in The Fall of Rome and the End of Civilization, OUP, Oxford, 2005, translated into French as La Chute de Rome. Fin d’une civilisation, Alma éditeur, Paris, 2014).







	[←32
] 

	 By saying ‘render unto Caesar what belongs to Caesar and unto God what belongs to God’, Jesus conveyed a spiritualistic conception of religion and a kind of precocious secularism. He did not demand that civil laws be made to conform with religious laws. Catholicism will always pendulate between theocracy and personal religion, without ever truly adopting a rigid doctrine. But it seems to be the case that the teachings of Jesus, just like Buddha’s, incidentally, are rather channelled towards salvation through personal practice during one’s own lifetime than towards the transcription of a divine rule into civil laws. Islam, by contrast, is essentially theocratic: its divine law is impersonal and merges with civil legislation. Individuals are not granted any spiritual or intellectual liberty in it, nor any freedom of judgment or choice. Each of them is an atom that submits to Allah. The concept of divine ‘grace’ is as utterly incomprehensible to Islam as ‘humanism’ is, and is submitted to strict protocol. In Islam, man is reduced to being impersonal, just like in the Marxist theory, Nazism and Fascism. He is no more than an object. Similarly to ancient paganism, liberalism, Judaism and Christianity view man (and peoples) as subjects, endowed with freedom and their own identity.







	[←33
] 

	 Pakistan, a country that possesses its own nuclear weapons, is undergoing political chaos. Plagued by Islamism and threatened with collapse, it may still hold huge surprises for us.







	[←34
] 

	 Tourism, which represents 7% of Tunisia’s GDP and a total of 400,000 work positions, in addition to indirect employment, is the one being targeted. The Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt had the same objective when attacking tourist sites: that of bringing a major economic sector to its knees, so as to unleash chaos in anticipation of seizing power.







	[←35
] 

	 As stated in an interview with Frédéric Pons, published in Valeurs Actuelles, 19–25/3/2015. With Randa Kassis and Alexandre del Valle acting as co-signatories in Syrian Chaos (Dhow Editions).







	[←36
] 

	 The new raïs of Egypt, General al-Sissi, has revived traditional and anti-Islamist Arab nationalism. He has been pursuing the Muslim Brotherhood, whose regime he liquidated shortly after it claimed power in the aftermath of the ‘democratic revolution’ that toppled Mubarak. Defying the United States, whose catastrophic policies have destabilised the Middle East (a fact that he is well aware of), al-Sissi has ordered numerous Rafale aircrafts from France, signing the contract at an incredible speed. The only issue is whether or not he manages to remain in power. Everything will depend on his achieving palpable economic results.







	[←37
] 

	 The revolutionary crises of 1830 and 1848, the Parisian Commune, the anticlerical crises of the Belle Époque, the Occupation period, and the war in Algeria ....







	[←38
] 

	 The Muslim-Arab world is characterised by a permanent polemical tension with the ‘West’, or the ‘crusaders’, for example through the airing of various TV series. One of them, entitled Bab al-Hara (meaning ‘the Neighbourhood’s Gate’), is very popular in the West Bank and broadcasted by the MBC (Middle East Broadcast Channel), a channel owned by Saudi Prince Walid ibn Tadal. It depicts the struggle of the Syrian ‘resistance’ against the French presence between the two wars, a presence that is presented as a monstrous form of oppression. Such propaganda is highly effective.







	[←39
] 

	 See also La convergence des catastrophes, Guillaume Corvus (DIE Editions), and a large scale of Internet references. (TN: See Convergence of Catastrophes, Arktos Media)







	[←40
] 

	 Courtyard intellectual Emmanuel Todd, who acts as the spokesman of political correctness and the prolocutor of the official ideology, considers the ‘Catholic — and provincial — France’ represented by the ‘Manifestation for All’ events to be contempt-worthy. In his eyes, this France is ‘rancid and mouldy’, to use the words of Philippe Sollers. Such remarks will certainly not be forgotten.







	[←41
] 

	 And at a time when Europeans choose to limit or abandon nuclear energy, or proceed to reject, in harmony with their own environmentalist ideology, the use of locally mined shale gas and oil (as is the case in France), our dependence on foreign oil, gas and coal is bound to increase, since ‘renewable energy sources’ are unable to take charge.







	[←42
] 

	 Ethnicity, a term rooted in the Greek word ethnos, which is the equivalent of natio in Latin (meaning a population of the same origin), is defined as one’s belonging to a single human group sharing the same overall culture (language, customs, collective memory, religion, value scale), a culture in which biological homogeneity is, more often than not, a basic element.







	[←43
] 

	 As seen in the annexes and the interview with Georges Bensoussan: ‘The French nation is in the midst of a disintegration process’.







	[←44
] 

	 Through the Mediterranean and the Balkan route, the Islamic State (Daesh) is currently organising the invasive migration of millions of people from the Maghreb, the Middle East and Africa into Europe. It is a very well thought out strategy of submersion. On the opposite side, what we encounter is the helplessness of our European leaders and low-end humanitarianism. The fall of the Roman Empire immediately springs to mind.







	[←45
] 

	 People are cautious not to keep count of (nor prosecute) any anti-White and anti-French acts, whose number is increasing rapidly and is by far superior to that of all ‘racist’ deeds. Silence! I recommend having a look at: Damn Whitey! The Chronicles Of A Hatred That Does Not Exist, a survey conducted by Gérald Pichon, Éditions Idées, 2013.







	[←46
] 

	 This measure has restricted police inspections and fostered both delinquent impunity and illegal immigration. It is thus ideology that actually takes precedence over the safety of our French population.
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