
Introduction: How the  
Far Right Came into Being

!e expression “far right” has dominated commentary and analy sis 
of the French po liti cal scene ever since the Front National (FN; 
National Front) began to have success at the polls in the mid-1980s. 
Outside France, events as diverse as the inclusion in the Austrian 
government of the Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs (FPÖ)  under 
the leadership of Jörg Haider (2000), the race riots in Burnley, Brad-
ford, and Oldham in the United Kingdom (2001), and the attacks 
committed by Anders Behring Breivik in Norway (2011) have made 
the term even more familiar. Its fundamental ambiguity lies in the 
fact that it is generally used by po liti cal adversaries of the “far right” 
to disqualify and stigmatize all forms of partisan nationalism by 
reducing them to the historical experiments of Italian Fascism, 
German National Socialism, and national variations more or less 
close to them from the "rst half of the twentieth  century. !e label 
“far right” is practically never used by  those who belong to it:1 they 
prefer to call themselves a “national movement” or the “national 
right.”

All the scholarly lit er a ture concurs that a  family of far- right par-
ties does exist, however. Nonetheless, belief in the universality of 
demo cratic values does not automatically entail the idea that the 
split between right and left is atemporal or universal. !e “far right” 
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remains a category of analy sis suited primarily to the Western Eu ro-
pean po liti cal context. In a pinch, the label can be attached to the 
Australian One Nation Party, a few marginal groups in the United 
States (the American Party), and even South African organ izations 
nostalgic for apartheid (Vryheidsfront, Herstigte Nasionale Party), 
but not to the vari ous “caudillist,”2 reactionary, and clerical parties 
in Latin Amer i ca’s history (Pinochet’s Chile, Videla’s Argentina). Fur-
thermore, the term “far right” sheds  little light on the speci"c situa-
tion of the new democracies in Central and Eastern Eu rope, where 
nationalist, populist, and xenophobic parties are thriving: the Samo-
obrona in Poland, the LNNK (For Freedom and Fatherland) in 
Latvia, and the SRS (Serbian Radical Party). !ey, much more than 
Western far- right groups, are linked to authoritarian ethnicist and na-
tionalist tendencies, which in the "rst thirty years of the twentieth 
 century went hand in hand with the achievement of in de pen dence 
in  those countries. To understand the far right in Eu rope as it now 
exists, we must in fact begin with French history. We  will then be 
able to elaborate a general theory of the far right.

Reactionary Movements and Counterrevolution

!e "rst po liti cal parties came into existence in the French Constit-
uent Assembly, the name  adopted by the Estates General on July#9, 
1789. At the time, the aristocrats (Blacks), that is, the supporters of 
the ancien régime who rejected the revolution outright,  were located 
farthest to the president’s right in the spatial organ ization of the 
meeting hall. !en, from right to left, came the monarchists, advo-
cates of an English- style bicameral parliamentary monarchy; the pa-
triots or constitutionalists, who sought to reduce the king’s power to 
a minimum and wanted a single legislative chamber; and, farthest to 
the left, the demo crats, proponents of universal su$rage. !at divi-
sion within the Salle du Manège (Riding Hall) at the Tuileries Palace 
in Paris seems to date to September#11, 1789, when the proponents 
of a royal veto power sat to the right of the president and the adver-
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saries of the veto to his left. !e faction farthest to the right, located 
outside the Assembly in the Salon Français, was led by Vicomte de 
Mirabeau, known as “Mirabeau- Tonneau” (Barrel Mirabeau), the 
 brother of Honoré Gabriel de Mirabeau and an o%cer who had served 
 under Jacques Antoine Marie de Cazalès and Abbé Maury. !at fac-
tion rapidly deserted the scene. By late 1789, about 200 of its mem-
bers, the majority of them nobles, had emigrated, and 149  others had 
retreated to their lands. For the duration of the French Revolution, 
then during the Consulate and the Empire— generally as part of the 
emigration— the Restoration and the July Monarchy, and " nally, the 
Second Empire, the heterogeneous counterrevolutionary camp em-
bodied what would become the far right. !e words and ideas  were 
already in existence, but their dissemination was another  matter. Al-
though the po liti cal categories (far right, right, and so forth)  were in 
place from the early nineteenth  century on,  until World War I citi-
zens rarely classi"ed themselves along the right- left axis: it was still 
primarily members of the legislature who positioned themselves in 
that way.3
!e "rst taxonomies are not without interest. In a lampoon that 

circulated  under the reign of Charles X (1824–1830),  those on the 
“far right” are portrayed as hostile to the status quo and the ruling 
elites, skeptical, in  favor of starting all over from scratch in order to 
reestablish order, contemptuous of politicians but laudatory of action 
and force, and fearful of a coming revolution.4 !at is a description 
of character more than of an orthodoxy, but the approach is not 
misguided, and at least the portrait is coherent. !e current heirs of 
 those counterrevolutionaries are the legitimists, the small group of 
royalists who embrace the Spanish branch of the Bourbons and 
traditional (also called “integral” or “integrist”) Catholicism— the 
disciples of Monsignor Marcel Lefebvre, for example. Counterrevo-
lutionary doctrinaires have a politico- theological worldview based 
on the notion of order: historically, Joseph de Maistre, Louis de 
Bonald, and Antoine de Rivarol, proponents of the ancien régime, are 
the best- known examples. In their view, the natu ral order, as de"ned 
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by Catholicism, imposed a mode of government (monarchy) and a 
mode of social organ ization that assigned to each “order,” precisely, 
an established and immutable function. !ey  were French, but 
 nationalism, as that concept was understood beginning in the 
1870s, was not the cornerstone of their ideas. In fact, their intellec-
tual views  were borrowed in part from the En glishman Edmund 
Burke and the Swiss thinkers Mallet du Pan and Karl Ludwig von 
Haller— and Maistre, a native of the Savoy region, was a subject of 
the king of Sardinia. !ey  were wary of pro gress and even more sus-
picious of what the Enlightenment had ushered in:  free inquiry, 
skepticism, even atheism. According to them, disregarding the lessons 
of history was out of the question: like Charles Maurras at a  later 
date, they  were traditionalists. !ey had a strong inclination to 
idealize the past, to adopt the posture of a minority faithful to the 
end, even when all hope was gone. !at ideology of the “remnant,” 
of the sole survivors, also turned their romanticism into a form of 
politics. For some, such as Abbé Augustin Barruel, their loathing of 
the revolution, considered a subversion "rst and foremost, gave rise 
to conspiracy theories, which have &ourished on the far right. In his 
Mémoires pour servir à l’ histoire du jacobinisme (1797; Memoirs illus-
trating the history of Jacobinism), which continues to be reissued to 
this day, Barruel denounces the supposed e$orts by the Masonic 
lodges, the “Illuminati,” the Philosophes, and, to a lesser extent, the 
Jews, to overthrow the ancien régime. !e revolution— not the event 
but its princi ple—is in this view Satanic in its essence, an emanation 
of the dark forces seeking to destroy both religion and France. 
Barruel invents a new word to describe his adversaries’ ideology: 
“nationalism,” which supposedly destroyed the old provinces and 
left universal friendship in tatters.5

As René Rémond has aptly written,6 in the period  running from 
the Restoration of 1814 to the Revolution of 1830, the only po liti cal 
 family that merited the designation “right” was the one that advo-
cated the return to absolute monarchy. Its members  adopted the label 
“ultraroyalists.” !e adjective “ultra” is appropriate,  because what 
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they embraced went beyond the mere princi ple of monarchy conse-
crated with Louis XVIII’s accession to the throne. !e “ultras”  were 
mystics who had a providentialist notion of history, believing that 
France and the Bourbon dynasty  were the repositories of divine  will 
(Gesta Dei per Francos, “the deeds of God through the Franks,” in a 
medieval formula). Counterrevolutionary émigrés, cut o$ from their 
country for two de cades, clung to a myth: the return of the ancien 
régime in its integrity. !ey became increasingly  bitter, so that even 
the comte de Provence, now the new king, seemed liberal to them. 
In the Chambre Introuvable (Unobtainable Chamber), they opposed 
the Charter of 1814 and even their own sovereign. !ey expressed 
their views in newspapers such as Le drapeau blanc or in pamphlets, 
for example, Chateaubriand’s De la monarchie selon la Charte (!e 
monarchy according to the charter). Victory came to them only in 
1824, with the accession to the throne of Charles X, who supported 
their cause. !ey became the minority again in 1830, with the advent 
of the July Monarchy, and never again returned to power. At that 
time, the monarchist camp divided into two families: the Orleanists 
 behind Louis- Philippe, who supported a liberal monarchy, and the 
ultraracist legitimists. !e Orleanists, who favored a parliamentary 
monarchy,  were in some sense the precursors of liberalism, of a cen-
trism that privileged the balance between social conservatism and 
the economic pro gress resulting from industrialization, the rise in 
power of the bourgeoisie, and the "nancialization of the economy. 
!e legitimists, by virtue of their ideological intransigence,  were al-
ready on the losing side of history.

According to the jurist Stéphane Rials,7 the legitimists elaborated 
ideas throughout the nineteenth  century based on a reaction to what 
they perceived as de cadence, on an intransigent Catholicism, and on 
a form of providentialism, which authors such as Blanc de Saint- 
Bonnet and Louis Veuillot readily expressed as a tremendous pessi-
mism. !e legitimists scarcely believed that their ideas could prevail 
by  human means. !ey placed their hopes in the “miracle,” the super-
natural, a view  later found in writers close to them, such as Léon 
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Bloy, Jules Barbey d’Aurevilly, and Ernest Hello. !at mystic pessi-
mism is a salient trait of the far- right mind- set, from which, how-
ever, Fascism takes its distance, through its vitalism and the value it 
places on pro gress.
!e de"nitive marginalization of the counterrevolutionary 

tendency occurred in the last quarter of the nineteenth  century. 
Granted, the by- elections of July#2, 1871, which followed the Na-
tional Assembly election of February#8, ushered in a monarchist 
majority. Paradoxically, it was a liberal Catholic, Monsignor Dupan-
loup, who now sat on the far right of the Assembly. Beside him  were 
the Chevau- Légers, the most intransigent of the legitimists,  under 
the leadership of Armand de Belcastel, Cazenove de Pradines, and 
Albert de Mun. !ey took their name from the Versailles walkway 
where they assembled. Unable to restore the ancien régime in its 
integrity, they supported a monarchy absolutely faithful to its sym-
bols. !ey  were imbued with a rigid Catholicism, which made them 
quick to view France’s 1870 defeat to Prus sia as divine punishment. 
!e legitimists represented a provincial petty nobility and their obligees 
among the common  people, groups that  were losing ground. !ey 
 were thwarted in their aims in 1873, with the “failed restoration” of 
their pretender, the comte de Chambord; they had fallen victim to a 
leader with no real desire for power. In 1892, they obeyed the pope’s 
instructions to accept the legitimacy of the French Republic. Hence-
forth, the only royalist form of expression with a certain visibility 
would occur within the context of Action Française, the far- right, 
anti- Semitic group spearheaded by Charles Maurras in the "rst half 
of the twentieth  century.

At the time of the counterrevolution, when the nation- state was 
only barely constituted, and the nobiliary and intellectual elites lived 
throughout Eu rope, both the liberal and the counterrevolutionary 
camps transcended borders. For example, with the start of the Pen-
insular War against Napoleon’s troops (1808),  there was in Spain an 
absolutist group with a strong aristocratic and clerical component. It 
manifested itself especially at the Cádis Cortès, the "rst national 
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assembly to claim sovereignty in Spain. In 1810, that group opposed 
any acknowl edgment on the part of the Council of Regency that the 
princi ple of national sovereignty was embodied in the Chamber. !e 
absolutists became further radicalized  after Ferdinand VII returned 
to the throne in 1813. From 1833 on, their philosophy was incarnated 
in “Carlism,” which, like legitimism, was based on both a dynastic 
claim and an ideology. !e absolutist movement in ven ted the theory 
of the “two Spains” and the theme of a “Crusade,” which would be 
found again in Francoism in 1936. Carlism produced several impor-
tant thinkers: Jaime Balmes (1810–1848), but especially Juan Donoso 
Cortés (1809–1853), Juan Vázquez de Mella, and Félix Sardá y Sal-
vany, whose Liberalism Is a Sin (1886) provides a good summary of 
the doctrine. In Mexico, the golden age of the Spanish Viceroyalty 
and counterrevolutionary thought (integrist Catholic mysticism) in-
spired the literary writings and po liti cal actions of Salvador Abascal 
Infante (1910–2000) and the Sinarquista movement. !is was a late 
o$shoot of the popu lar revolt of the Cristeros (1926–1929) against 
the secular republic, which was established by the Mexican Consti-
tution of 1917.

In short, what historians call “the "rst globalization” (i.e., of 
Eu rope) allowed the circulation of ideas as well as  people. During this 
period, which produced 180 million mi grants between 1840 and 
1940,8 nations  were superseded by empires with discriminatory  legal 
theories and practices. A number of the ideas that currently consti-
tute the foundation of far- right ideology (nationalism, pop u lism, and 
anti- Semitism in par tic u lar)  were defended at that time by the revo-
lutionary left.

Nationalism and Socialism

!e lexico- ideological confusion was only the greater in that the 
leaders of the far right did not call themselves “nationalists,” but 
rather “patriots.” Above all, they made  great use of the term “So-
cialism,” a word that, though imprecise, had been in vogue since the 
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1820s. Maurice Barrès (1862–1923), an intellectual and po liti cal 
"gure on the far right, wrote plainly in 1889: “Socialism! !at is the 
word in which France has placed its hope. Let us therefore be Social-
ists.”9 !at dynamic persisted. In Italy, Fascism had its roots in the 
revolutionary Socialist movement, to which Benito Mussolini be-
longed, and in revolutionary syndicalism  under the leadership of 
Antonio Labriola, which between 1902 and 1918 gradually moved 
away from the Socialist Party, eventually splitting along nationalist 
lines. Like many "gures in German far- right politics, Mussolini was 
a devoted reader of Georges Sorel, whose Ré!exions sur la vio lence 
(1908; Re&ections on vio lence) was also a text of reference for anarcho- 
syndicalism. Sorel himself had gone back and forth between the two 
extremes, Fascism and Socialism—so much so that Lenin saw him 
as “muddle- headed” and Mussolini claimed: “I owe my greatest debt 
to Sorel.”10 In addition, the Rus sian Revolution of 1917 provided a 
model for seizing power through a revolutionary organ ization. Fas-
cism was thus in part “an acculturation by the right of the lessons 
of the October Revolution.”11 In Germany, the phi los o pher Arthur 
Moeller van den Bruch expressed the position of the “Konservative 
Revolution” network, which opposed the Weimar Republic. In his 
view, nationalists and Communists  were in a race to “win the revo-
lution” to come and, in  every country, revolutionaries  were seeking 
to establish a “national Socialism,” such as Bolshevism in Rus sia or 
Fascism in Italy. !e far right therefore needed to take a “revolu-
tionary detour” to establish a Socialist !ird Reich: Socialism, in that 
sense, “is when a nation in its entirety feels it is living together.”12 
!at tendency may have sometimes led to a slavish imitation of far- 
left politics— the German, Italian, and French neo- Fascists borrowed 
aspects of leftist discourse  after 1968, for example— but its inter-
classist conception of Socialism never changed. !e ideal was national 
unity, not class strug gle. For the far right, Socialism was always the 
remedy for Communism and anarchism. !e reason that the con-
gruence between the national and the social could occur on the far 
right was that the years between the Franco- Prussian War and World 
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War I completely changed the French and Eu ro pean po liti cal and 
ideological landscape.
!e military defeat of 1870 put an end to the Second Empire, 

which was a Cae sar ism of the  people. In 1840, Louis- Napoléon 
Bonaparte, before he became Napoleon III, had declared that “the 
Napoleonic idea consists of reconstituting French society, shattered 
by "fty years of revolution, of reconciling order and liberty, the 
 people’s rights and the princi ples of authority.”13 According to the his-
torian Philippe Burrin, that version of Bonapartism belongs to the 
po liti cal  family of “national unity,” which transcends the split be-
tween right and left. Current members of that  family would include 
Jean- Pierre Chevènement on the left, Nicolas Dupont- Aignan on the 
right, and Florian Philippot on the far right. In fact, Napoleon III’s 
Bonapartism, as the historian André Encrevé writes, borrowed some 
“ele ments from the left (the princi ples of 1789, the promotion of 
economic pro gress, social legislation, and the defense of nationality), 
 others from the right (the lack of re spect for the major public liberties, 
clericalism, authoritarianism, the defense of order and property).”14 
Burrin’s model allows us to understand what sometimes links the 
far right to other po liti cal spheres and what sometimes  causes con-
fusion among observers. Indeed, if Fascism is the “radical” form of 
the po liti cal  family of “national unity” ideologies (Bonapartism, 
Caesarist authoritarianism, and so on), Nazism, according to the 
Swiss historian, would itself be a “radical Fascism.” We thus arrive at 
a continuum that preserves speci"cities: Fascism is autonomous 
vis- à- vis “"n de siècle nationalism,” but without being disconnected 
from it, and the comparison between Nazism and Fascism moves in 
only one direction (Nazism goes further than Fascism).15 It is easy 
to understand what separates the factions from each other, what al-
lows individuals to move from one to the other, but also what leads 
to so many excesses in the e$orts to amalgamate the two.

!e primary  factor explaining the importance of the articulation 
between the national and the social was clearly the inrush of the 
masses into the system of production with the industrial revolution 
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and into po liti cal debate with the spread of universal su$rage. Just 
as the French republic was being consolidated in the 1880s, a cross- 
pollination of ideas occurred, leading to the constitution of a new 
right wing, what Zeev Sternhell calls the “revolutionary right,” which 
he sees as the pre"guration of Fascism. !e "rst ideological belief to 
migrate from left to right was nationalism.  Until that time, it was 
the republican camp that had displayed its attachment to the nation. 
!e soldier Bara, the  battles of Valmy and Jemmapes, the  people in 
arms, and  later Louis Rossel, an o%cer involved in the Paris Com-
mune,  were symbols of the patriotic left, which embraced the idea 
that citizenship and equality achieved their natu ral state of perfection 
within the framework of the sovereign nation. !e personi"cation 
of that Socialist nationalism was Louis- Auguste Blanqui (1805–
1881). During his lifetime, he divided his time between prison and 
participation in conspiracies. Blanquism is much more an attitude 
than a doctrine, a style that in&uenced both Italian Fascism and the 
radical French movements on the far right and ultraleft. It glori"ed 
insurrection and the barricades (Blanqui wrote in 1868: “!e duty 
of a revolutionary is strug gle always, strug gle nonetheless, strug gle 
to the point of extinction”). !e movement denounced Jewish capi-
talism; it participated in the Commune, calling the bourgeois regime, 
which was ready to abandon Alsace- Lorraine, “Prus sian at its heart.”16 
!e Blanquists  later rallied  behind General Ernest Boulanger, a na-
tionalist "gure nicknamed “Général Revanche,” at a time when the 
left was also deep in the pro cess of producing an ideology.

A rift between the left and nationalism appeared with Marx and 
Engels, according to whom “the working men have no country.”17 !e 
Dreyfus A$air and the massacre at Fourmies (where, on May#1, 1891, 
the French army "red on demonstrators) exacerbated antimilitarism 
on the left. !e Confédération Générale du Travail (CGT; General 
 Labor Federation) staged a general strike against the war in Morocco 
on December#16, 1912, and a demonstration against the three- year 
military ser vice proposal on February#25, 1913. An antipatriotic fac-
tion had developed in the late nineteenth  century, especially among 
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anarchists and syndicalists. !eir leading "gure was Gustave 
Hervé (1871–1944), who advocated putting the “&ag in the dung 
heap.” Antipatriotism was inseparable from antimilitarism. In 1906 
Hervé wrote: “We agree to only one war, civil war, social war.” Like-
wise, he called for a boycott of the elections, so that the  people would 
not compromise themselves in the parliamentary circus. !at antipa-
triotic agitator, however, rallied  behind the Sacred Union in 1914. 
His Socialism now took Blanqui and Prou dhon as its points of refer-
ence. Hervé was a paci"st during the 1920s, then joined the ranks of 
the Fascists in 1932. Convinced that the Sacred Union had to be 
re created, in 1936 he published a book with a famous title, C’est Pé-
tain qu’ il nous faut (Pétain’s the one we need), an allusion to the old 
popu lar song “Boulanger’s the One We Need.” But in 1941 Hervé 
refused to follow Vichy any further and put an end to his militarism.18 
!is brief biography of Hervé highlights only the paths that seem at 
pres ent to be on the radar screen. !ey indicate the coherence of a 
past age,  running from the post-1870 period to the aftermath of 
World War#I.  !ose years  were the turning point for the far right in 
Eu rope.

 After 1870, the right, "red up by the imperative to seek revenge 
on Germany, constructed a nationalist mysticism entirely di$ er ent 
from that on the left. It can be seen at work during the Dreyfus Af-
fair, both in Hubert- Joseph Henry’s “patriotic forgery” and in the text 
that accompanied the writer Paul Léautaud’s subscription to the 
“Henry monument”: “For order, against Justice and Truth.” Anti- 
Semitism spread on the right: a%rmed on the left by Prou dhon and 
Rochefort, it also became the credo of the nationalists around 
 Édouard Drumont and Maurice Barrès, the Ligue des Patriotes and 
the Ligue de la Patrie Française, then Charles Maurras and Action 
Française, who made the Jew public  enemy number one, the em-
bodiment of anti- France, the e%cient cause of all society’s ills.
!e leagues had "rst appeared in the 1860s, during a more liberal 

phase of the Second Empire.  !ese  were po liti cal organ izations that 
emphasized action over elections (though  there  were also electoral 
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leagues from the 1880s onward): they focused on an objective and 
not a po liti cal program. !eir aim was “unity”— truly the essential 
word in their vocabulary— around a key idea, as a way of moving 
beyond notions of class. !e leagues  were the "rst instruments by 
which the masses joined the po liti cal pro cess.19  Under the leadership 
of Paul Déroulède, the Ligue des Patriotes revered the French Revo-
lution as well as the nation. Its motto, often imitated, was “Repub-
lican, Bonapartist, legitimist, Orleanist: for us,  those are only given 
names. !e  family name is patriot.” !e league nevertheless moved 
away from the idea of liberating Alsace- Lorraine to embrace that of 
liberating the country: national regeneration took pre ce dence over 
revenge. Although Déroulède criticized parliamentary institutions, 
he remained in the republican camp with the Blanquists and former 
Communards. Déroulède spoke of a “plebiscitary republic,” in which 
the president of the republic would be elected by universal su$rage, 
and the popu lar  will would be expressed through “legislative plebi-
scites,” another name for referendums. With Déroulède, an extreme 
republican and social right made inroads. !e formula long used by 
Jean- Marie Le Pen, “national, social, and popu lar right,” is altogether 
true to that spirit.20 Déroulède o$ered his strike force to General Bou-
langer, who seemed unstoppable in 1887–1889. Criticism of par-
liamentarianism and odes to the  people and the nation allowed 
Boulangism to unite royalists and former Communards. But Bou-
langer’s refusal to use force sealed the fate of the movement, which 
was liquidated by judicial repression, then by the suicide of the sup-
posed savior on his mistress’s grave. Boulangism shows how one far- 
right tendency, national pop u lism, can crystallize; it also demonstrates 
why it makes no sense to de"ne extremism by the criterion of vio-
lence. To do so would be to confuse Fascism with the far right, to 
deduce from far- right regimes the nature of far- right movements.

National pop u lism has remained the main tendency of the French 
far right, thanks especially to the election results of the National 
Front, which, though founded in 1972, did not have any success at 
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the polls  until a de cade  later. In fact, it was in an e$ort to under-
stand the FN’s "rst electoral successes that the po liti cal scientist 
Pierre- André Taguie$ imported the expression “national pop u lism” 
to France.21 !at movement conceives of po liti cal change as de-
cadence, from which only the healthy common  people can extract 
the nation. National pop u lism, privileging a direct relationship be-
tween a savior and the  people, beyond the divisions and parasitical 
institutions said to pose a death threat to the nation, claims to de-
fend the  little guy, the “average Frenchman,” “common sense,” against 
the betrayal of inevitably corrupt elites. !e apologist of a closed na-
tionalism, it seeks a mythical national unity. It is alterophobic (that 
is, it fears “the other,” which is assigned an essentialized identity 
through permutations of the ethnic and the cultural, generally by way 
of religion). It combines the social values of the left and the po liti cal 
values of the right (order, authority, and so on). Although its verbal 
aesthetic leans  toward Socialism, its wish for the  union of all,  after 
the exclusion of the tiny stratum of pro"teers disloyal to the nation, 
marks a total rupture with the ideology of class strug gle. To make 
nation and  people coincide, national pop u lism introduces permuta-
tions in the meaning of the word “ people.” !e  people are the demos, 
po liti cal unity; they are the ethnos, biological unity; they are a social 
body, the “working classes”; and they are the “plebs,” the masses. !e 
national  populist far right plays on the confusion between  these "rst 
three meanings: a provision such as “national preference” (a policy 
that would restrict social bene"ts to French citizens) must unify the 
 people socially, ethnically, and po liti cally. !e plebs hand themselves 
over to a savior, so that he  will break their shackles and allow the 
 people and the nation to exercise their sovereignty. !e masses, rid 
of parasites, become the  people united. National pop u lism is there-
fore an interclassist ideology that vaunts “rural” values against “false 
intellectualization.” It has occupied a place in our po liti cal life for 
the last 130#years.  !ere is thus no more sense in linking it to the 
image of Nazism than  there is in separating it from the history of 
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the French far right, and no logical possibility that it  will dis appear 
with the wave of a magic wand. It is part of the structure of the French 
po liti cal system.

In addition, national pop u lism became a phenomenon of Eu ro-
pean scope with the formation of a number of parties during the 
1970s. !at dynamic had three dimensions: "rst, voters’ rejection of 
the welfare state (generally modeled on the Scandinavian system) and 
of the tax system, which is judged to be “con"scatory”; second, the 
rise of xenophobia against the backdrop of immigration movements 
that,  because they originate outside Eu rope, are considered to be of 
a new kind; and " nally, the end of the prosperity that had reigned 
since the post– World War II era, a shock registered with the oil crisis 
of 1973. !e two precursory parties typical of the "rst dimension 
are, in Denmark, the Fremskridtspartiet (Pro gress Party),  under the 
leadership of Mogens Glistrup, and, in Norway, the Anders Lange’s 
Party, which bears the name of its founder. Two other parties em-
body the mobilization of voters against immigration, while at the 
same time opting for ultraliberal economic positions: the French Na-
tional Front, which " nally managed to gain a foothold in the elec-
tions of 1983–1994; and a revitalized and radicalized party, the FPÖ 
in Austria, which,  under Jörg Haider’s banner from 1986 on, began 
a slow and continuous advance that peaked in 1999. During the same 
period, the Flemish Vlaams Blok was beginning to make its mark 
in Belgian politics, symbolizing— better than all the other Eu ro-
pean organ izations no doubt— both historical continuity with the 
nationalism of the "rst half of the twentieth  century and a thorough 
modernization of the methods of po liti cal action.

During the period when national pop u lism was taking shape, how-
ever, it was far from the only case of po liti cal ferment. Within the 
constellation of right- wing politics at the time, one movement set itself 
apart, both by the coherence of its doctrine and by the intellectual 
authority it exerted ( until its dissolution in 1944): Action Française.22 
!e review L’Action française emerged from the Dreyfus A$air in 
1898: at the time, it was nationalist, antiparliamentary, anti- Dreyfusard, 
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and republican. It underwent an evolution in 1899 when Charles 
Maurras (1868–1952) joined on, and it spread the word about that 
theorist’s “integral nationalism.” !e review gave its name to the 
movement it founded in 1905 and became a combative daily news-
paper in 1908.

Action Française was a neoroyalist movement far more attached 
to the institution of kingship than to the royals themselves— who 
would disavow it. At the time, neither the league nor its intellectual 
guide, Maurras, was categorized as being on the “far right.” Action 
Française’s integral nationalism was authoritarian but decentralizing, 
and placed the notion of order above every thing  else, even if that 
meant reducing the Catholic religion—to which it attached  great im-
portance—to a mere instrument in the submission of individuals to 
the natu ral order, which Maurras de"ned in terms of reason (tax-
onomic empiricism) and not mysticism. !e  matter at hand was 
to make the “real country” coincide with the “ legal country” and to 
put an end to individualism, in  favor of natu ral communities and 
hierarchies ( family, métier). !e Jacobin state would dis appear, 
and the ancient provinces would be reestablished. Action Fran-
çaise was on the far right by virtue of its irrevocable condemnation 
of democracy, its utopian dream of an organic community, its 
exclusivist de"nition of who belonged to the nation, and its "erce 
anti- Semitism, which culminated in the anti- Jewish laws imple-
mented by the Vichy government (1940)— and written by a Maur-
rassian, Minister of Justice Raphaël Alibert. But Action Française 
and Maurras had an in&uence and a posterity well beyond the far 
right. In the French Re sis tance, the phi los o pher Pierre Boutang, the 
academic Pierre Renouvin, Navy Lieutenant Honoré d’Estienne 
d’Orves, and “Col o nel Rémy” placed Maurras’s and Bainville’s anti- 
German nationalism in the ser vice of the nation’s in de pen dence, not 
its submission.  Later on, in the 1970s, royalists updated Maurras’s 
thinking with the Nouvelle Action Française, which in 1981 sup-
ported the left. And, as Eugen Weber reminds us, politicians as di-
verse as François Mitterrand, René Pleven, and Robert Buron “ were 
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a$ected by their brief acquaintances with Action Française circles.”23 
So too  were a number of writers with no involvement in po liti cal ac-
tion or extremism (some of the “Hussards,” such as Michel Déon and 
Michel Mohrt). Internationally, the in&uence of Maurras was in evi-
dence from the post-1919 period to the 1960s. He prob ably received 
his most enthusiastic welcome on the Iberian Peninsula. General 
Francisco Franco, leader of Spain from 1939 to 1975, and António 
de Oliveira Salazar, prime minister of the Estado Novo of Portugal 
from 1933 to 1968, knew and appreciated his doctrine— and inte-
gral nationalism was also an inspiration in Belgium, Switzerland, 
French Canada, Brazil, and Argentina.24

 !ese antiliberal modes of thought  were able to &ourish in the late 
nineteenth  century  because they entailed a transformation of repre-
sen ta tions. In France, paci"sm was clearly on the wane as of the Second 
Moroccan Crisis of 1911, which spread the idea of the ineluctability of 
a new war between the French and the Germans. A book published 
the same year, Enquête sur les jeunes gens d’aujourd’ hui (Survey of 
 today’s young  people), showed that the ascendant values  were order, 
discipline, nation, religious practice, sports, and the  will to act. !e 
book was signed “Agathon” (the pen name of Henri Massis and Alfred 
de Tarde), and the expression “Agathon generation” was used to de-
scribe this cohort of young  people ready for war, who had broken away 
from both the liberal system and the revolutionary Socialist fringe.25

In  these years prior to World War I, an exacerbation of tensions 
occurred between France and Germany and within the French pop-
ulation itself. Across the Rhine, German Romanticism played a fun-
damental role at the time: reason and scientism  were being rejected 
in  favor of legendary folklore and the myth of a Golden Age, namely, 
the Roman Holy Empire of the German Nation (962–1806). !e 
medieval Reich, with its feudal principalities and trade guilds, 
represented an ideal Germany in which society as a  whole was 
 supposedly or ga nized into a harmonious hierarchical order. Pan- 
Germanism founded its legitimacy on the idea of uniting in the 
second Reich (1871–1918) all German speakers, who would lend 
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their full strength to Germany in the face of the Western nations. A 
new passion was sparked in that country with the spread in 1879 of 
the neologism “anti- Semitism,” marking a break from “anti- Judaism” 
in  favor of a racial and scienti"c notion. Blood, soil, and language 
 were the trinity the Völkischen erected to oppose the nationalism of 
the social contract. !e term völkisch is reputed to be untranslatable. 
In addition to its mystic, populist, and agrarian dimensions, it means 
“racist” (the French raciste is the root of the German word) and, as of 
1900, came to signify “anti- Semitic.” !e Völkischen  were believers 
in the ideal of Blut und Boden (blood and soil). !e root Volk means 
“ people,” but its connotations are broader, fundamentally ethnic in 
scope. !e term may be understood as expressing a racist nostalgia, 
one based in folklore, for a largely mythi"ed German prehistory. !at 
variegated movement drew its inspiration from Romanticism, oc-
cultism, the "rst “alternative” doctrines (alternative medicine, naturism, 
vegetarianism, and so on), and " nally, from racist doctrines. !e 
reconstitution of a largely mythical Germanic past distanced the 
Völkischen from mono the ism, as they attempted to re create a pagan, 
purely German religion. !at tendency strongly fueled Nazism, 
but it was also the basis for many nationalist re orientations in Eu rope 
 after World War II, in factions as varied as revolutionary nation-
alism, the New Right, and neo- Nazism.26

As the notions associated with “Blubo” (short for Blut und Boden) 
spread, France saw the development of new sciences, such as anthropo- 
sociology and social psy chol ogy, pervaded with a racism— a sort of 
commonplace at the time— that long  shaped the belief in a racial es-
sence of the French nation. Arthur de Gobineau and Georges Vacher 
de Lapouge, using and distorting Darwin’s theory of evolution with 
a view to the “race strug gle,” theorized the importance of species se-
lection. !eir hygenicist perspective was  adopted by Alexis Carrel and 
was combined with the Aryan myth, which also owes a  great deal to 
the En glishman Houston Stewart Chamberlain and his vision of the 
possibility of a new race. !e myth of the two French races (according 
to which the !ird Estate was descended from the Gauls, the nobility 
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from the Franks), in place since the early eigh teenth  century, faded 
away in  favor of the idea— central to the writings of Maurice Barrès 
and Édouard Drumont—of one pure French race, which was being 
corrupted by foreign ele ments, Jewish in par tic u lar. !at doctrine 
considered inheritance based on blood the sole criterion for being part 
of the nation; it was absolutely at odds with the notion of contrac-
tual and voluntary citizenship on which the republican nation was 
founded. Racism was now cloaked in the mantle of science. At the 
same time, when racist doctrine decreed the natu ral inferiority of 
 peoples of color or Arabs, it came to legitimize the colonization policy 
being conducted with the support of the parliamentary left. It reduced 
the “natives” to the rank of subjects unequal before the law, within 
the context of the French empire and the administrative departments 
of Algeria.  Here as well (and this too was an impor tant change), ra-
cial anti- Semitism gradually supplanted theological anti- Judaism, 
which, however, the newspaper La Croix disseminated e%ciently and 
virulently during the last twenty years of the nineteenth  century. !at 
anti- Semitism could also be found among leftist revolutionaries of 
all stripes, fueled by a permanent identi"cation of the Jews with cap-
italism, money, and usury. !e result was a synthesis of Socialism 
and the old fount of religious hatred.
!e Israeli po liti cal scientist Zeev Sternhell is therefore quite right 

in claiming that, beginning at this time, the distinction that René 
Rémond has established among the three right- wing factions 
(counterrevolutionary, Orleanist, and Bonapartist) no longer held: 
a synthesis was occurring. !is “revolutionary right,” to use Sternhell’s 
expression, continued with the antidemo cratic movements of 1918–
1940, then the Vichy ideology of National Revolution, and, according 
to Sternhell, Fascism as well. !at “revolutionary right” was based 
on the modernization of the Eu ro pean continent, the technological 
revolution, and the access of the working classes to the electoral 
market. !e “revolutionary right” sought to respond to the demands 
regarding status and working conditions being made by  these sec-
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tors. But it was also responsive to the strong opposition to Marxism 
among a good part of the working classes. !at opposition could 
also be found in other components of society, where Barrès’s beloved 
cult of “the earth and the dead” became a French equivalent of sorts 
to the German Blut und Boden. !e predominant features of that 
movement, which proclaimed itself to be “neither on the right nor 
on the left,”27  were: an intellectual crisis; a rejection of the estab-
lished social order, with revolutionary tendencies and anticapitalist 
overtones; a populist dimension that  adopted the plebiscitary tradi-
tion; the vindication and even advocacy of vio lence as a means of 
action; and a call for individual and collective regeneration. In the 
early twentieth  century, along with the anti- Dreyfusards, the Maur-
rassians, Georges Valois, Georges Sorel, and other "gures, that right 
wing came to embody a radicalization that Sternhell believes to be a 
form of Fascism, even its "rst form.

Forms of Fascism

Since the late 1970s, Sternhell has opposed the widely accepted view 
that Fascism came out of Italy in the aftermath of World War I and 
is to be distinguished from the “holy trinity” of rightist movements 
in France. Far from being absent from France, he argues, Fascism 
arose in that country in the late nineteenth  century. His writings both 
reposition the debate on French Fascism and break  free of the con-
straints of what Ernst Nolte calls “the Fascist epoch,” which would 
run from the aftermath of World War I to World War II. Sternhell’s 
research sheds light on the par tic u lar alchemy of Fascism and the 
impor tant role played in its foundation by both the revision of 
Marxism and the "n- de- siècle rejection of the legacy of the Enlight-
enment. In so  doing, it has contributed  toward de- Marxifying 
and de- Italianizing the history of Fascism. Sternhell does not view 
World War I as the  mother of Fascism, which he considers a coherent 
and or ga nized ideological system. For him, the Fascist state is “the 



20 Far-Right Politics in Europe

totalitarian state par excellence, and totalitarianism is the essence of 
Fascism.”28

Historically, Georges Valois (1878–1945), an impor tant "gure in 
Sternhell’s thinking, did acknowledge that Italy had given Fascism 
its name and its modes of operation. But he continually claimed 
that, in France, Fascism was the ideology of "n- de- siècle nation-
alism and that its founder was Barrès, a republican and antiparlia-
mentarian nationalist Socialist who attracted men on both the left 
and the right.  !ere are, however, many factual arguments to refute 
the idea of a Fascism indebted to Barrès. More than that, however, 
such a quest for a primal essence of Fascism  ought not to leave out 
its “plasticity” (to borrow Pascal Ory’s characterization),29 a dimen-
sion that allows it to incorporate a large number of contradictory 
ele ments. For example, Georges Valois said both that the source 
of Fascism could be traced back to the Jacobins and that the ex-
perience of World War I made the Fascists what they  were. Fur-
thermore, just  because the French Fascist vanguard came from Ac-
tion Française does not mean that Action Française was a “Fascist” 
movement— that would be turning chronology into causality. 
Valois, Brasillach, and Drieu La Rochelle  were Fascists  because they 
broke away from Maurras’s way of thinking, not  because they  were 
indebted to it. What was Valois saying when he told French Fascists 
to remain faithful to their sources, arguing that the “Jacobins 
forged the notion of the totalitarian state”? What was the French 
Communist- turned- Fascist Jacques Doriot saying when he ex-
claimed that “we did not wait for Germany’s victory over France to 
discover National Socialism and to propose National Socialist solutions 
for our country”?30 !ey  were legitimizing themselves by producing 
a set of signs in which the importation of extranational ele ments 
intermingled with the assertion of a speci"c national tradition, over 
a longer time span than that of the Italian and German models. 
 !ese perspectives lead us to George Mosse, who paved the way for 
an analy sis of Fascism as culture, “style,” and not merely as a nega-
tive reaction. Mosse propounded the view that Fascism resulted in 
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 great part from the brutalization of socie ties in 1914–1918, and he 
understood the relationship between the French Revolution and 
Fascism within the context of a mass ideology that may well be a civil 
religion.31

It was truly the experience of total war that radicalized the fringe 
ele ments and that allowed them to come in contact with the masses. 
In Italy, Germany, and France, the desire that society live as a “combat 
community,” with the same unity in peacetime as in war, was real-
ized po liti cally in Fascism.32 It was  after 1918 that the right wing 
learned to call itself “revolutionary”: in that re spect, Sternhell’s “rev-
olutionary right” is a quirk in the history of language. It would have 
been better to say not “revolutionary” but “reactionary,” a term that 
does not inevitably signify a mere conservative protest. What in 1795 
was called “the Reaction” was an episode of counterrevolutionary vio-
lence, also known as “the White Terror.”
!is interpretive debate is particularly rich  because of the bur-

geoning of ideologies and taxonomies that occurred within a limited 
span of space- time. Indeed, the word extrémiste (extremist) appeared 
in French public debate in 1917: the French press used it to lambaste 
the Bolsheviks, who had just taken power in Rus sia. !e “far right” 
(extrême droite) camp was now positioned in reaction to the “far left” 
(extrême gauche).33 And that designation appeared at almost the same 
moment as an  actual bipartition of the "eld. As a "eld, the far right 
was certainly coherent. !e core of the far right’s worldview was or-
ganicism, that is, the idea that society functions as a living being. !e 
far- right movements disseminated an organicist conception of the 
community they wished to constitute ( whether based on ethnicity, 
nationality, or race), or that they said they wanted to reconstitute. !at 
organicism entailed the rejection of  every form of universalism, in 
 favor of autophilia (the valorization of the “we”) and alterophobia. 
Extremists on the right thus absolutize di$erences (between nations, 
races, individuals, cultures). !ey tend to con&ate inequalities and 
di$erences, which creates a climate of anxiety, since di$erences dis-
rupt their e$orts to or ga nize their community homogeneously. !ey 
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cultivate the utopian dream of a “closed society” able to ensure the 
rebirth of community. Far- right movements challenge the po liti cal 
system in place, both its institutions and its values (po liti cal liber-
alism and egalitarian humanism). !ey feel that society is in a state 
of decay, which is exacerbated by the state: accordingly, they take on 
what they perceive to be a redemptive mission. !ey constitute a 
countersociety and portray themselves as an alternative elite. !eir 
internal operations rest not on demo cratic rules but on the emergence 
of “true elites.” In their imaginary, they link history and society to 
 great archetypal "gures (the golden age, the savior, de cadence, con-
spiracy, and so on) and glorify irrational, nonmaterialistic values 
(youth or the cult of the dead, for example). And " nally, they reject 
the geopo liti cal order as it exists.
!at de"nition covers the broad "eld of the far right. It therefore 

includes  those who aspire more to an authoritarian reformulation of 
institutions than to a total (anthropological and social) revolution 
that would destroy every thing inherited from po liti cal liberalism. 
!is last aspect characterized the radical far right that emerged from 
World War I, which had a Fascist structure and frame of reference 
but also drew from other movements. Granted, renegades escaping 
Socialism—an ele ment Sternhell particularly emphasizes— played a 
role in its construction, but they had all  adopted that worldview and 
that po liti cal sociability beforehand.
!e experience of World War I and the repercussions of the Rus-

sian Revolution  were the matrix for the classic form of Fascism and 
its self- representation. !e result was a hierarchized and militarized 
mass party, destined to enter into osmosis with society and the state, 
and a new man, forged by the imperialist war abroad and a domestic 
totalitarian state. !at state was taken in hand by a militia- party that 
imposed its worldview as a po liti cal religion, permanently mobilizing 
its population. Although ultranationalist, Fascism did not overlook 
the Eu ro pean question, appropriating the notion of “proletarian na-
tions” in ven ted by Enrico Corradini (1865–1931) in 1909. Corradini 
was a social Darwinist, antiliberal and antisocialist, who said that the 
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 battle was not between classes but between plutocratic nations on one 
hand ( Great Britain and France, for example) and proletarian nations 
on the other (Italy included). Italy should therefore wage war to re-
generate itself and to build an empire. In 1910 he founded the Italian 
Nationalist Association, which played a notable role in agitating for 
Italy’s entry into the war in 1914. It merged with the National Fas-
cist Party in 1923. Corradini had a major in&uence on Mussolini, 
who believed that Eu rope, su$ering a civilization crisis, could save 
itself only through the imperialist actions of the proletarian nations, 
Italy in the "rst place. Fascist imperialism was thus an instrument in 
the ser vice of Eu rope as a  whole. Revitalized by Fascism, Eu rope 
would recover the greatness of its civilization. !e newspaper of Mus-
solinianism, Il popolo d’Italia, was in fact symptomatic in this re spect. 
Its masthead was framed by a quotation from Blanqui and another 
from Napoleon, clearly indicating that, though Fascism was an 
Italian nationalism, its perspective Socialist, nationalist, and imperi-
alist, it was not afraid of foreign contact. In fact, Mussolini’s posi-
tions on the universality of Fascism evolved over time. In 1928 he 
declared that Fascism was not exportable. In 1929 he wrote a preface 
to "e Universal Aspects of Fascism, by the En glish Fascist Major James 
Strachey Barnes (1890–1955), in which he said that Fascism was a 
purely Italian phenomenon in its historical expression, but that its 
princi ples  were universal. In 1932 he a%rmed that Fascism was 
the ideology of the twentieth  century. !at same year, the regime 
launched Ottobre, subtitled “Review of Universal Fascism.” !e news-
paper, which sold very well, received contributions from the En-
glishman Oswald Mosley, the German Alfred Rosenberg, and from 
Léon Daudet of Action Française. It supported Jeune Eu rope (Young 
Eu rope) and the “Fascist International,” which was supposedly destined 
to sweep away “old Eu rope.” In summer 1933, Il Duce hailed the 
construction of what he called a “Fascist state” in Germany. But the 
Fascist regime did not con"ne itself to intellectual combat: it also "-
nanced Fascism across Eu rope. In par tic u lar, in 1935–1936 Rome 
gave its money to Oswald Mosley in  Great Britain; to Marcel Déat, 
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Marcel Bucard, Eugène Deloncle, and Doriot in France; and to the 
Falange in Spain.34

Non- Italian movements did not hesitate to make overt references 
to Mussolini’s state, as indicated by the case of Mosley, leader of the 
British Union of Fascists. With the twilight of Italian Fascism, the 
banner of internationalism was once more brandished, as a return to 
a program of revolution and mobilization. In November#1943, the 
Congress of Verona established, as the geopo liti cal goal of the Italian 
Social Republic, the constitution of a Eu ro pean federation of nation-
alist states that would undertake the strug gle against “global plutoc-
racy” and or ga nize the exploitation of Africa with the support of 
Muslim nationalists.35 !at program was  later the core of Eu ro pean 
neo- Fascism.

It is noteworthy that this Eu ro pe anism was exclusively doctrinal: 
the Fascists sought power for themselves, not for foreigners. !e Fascist 
movements in the vari ous Eu ro pean countries  were an expression 
"rst and foremost of their own national contexts: in Western Eu rope, 
they set out to regenerate individuals and the systems of government 
emerging from World War I; in Central and Eastern Eu rope, to re-
solve the di%cult national question following the dismemberment 
of the Central Powers and the imposition of regulations by the trea-
ties following on the Treaty of Versailles. Contrary to a widespread 
myth,  there was never a “Fascist international,” not even  after De-
cember#16 and 17, 1934, when a “congress of Eu ro pean nationalist 
movements” was held in Montreux, Switzerland—it was actually just 
a propaganda operation of Mussolini’s Italy. !e reason is that Fas-
cism, unlike Communism, had no centralized international organ-
ization, no single headquarters, no uni"ed doctrine, no convergence 
of interests by its vari ous parts and parties.  !ere  were, however, indi-
vidual Fascist movements with a common foundation: the rejection 
of democracy, an aversion to Communism, the promotion of vio lence, 
a cult of personality devoted to a leader, along with racism, anti- 
Semitism, and ethnic chauvinism. Each possessed a national spec-



Introduction 25

i"city, however, and, to varying degrees, continued to enrich the 
greater movement with new ideas.

!e Diversity of the Radical Movements

Fascism is far from the only movement on the radical far right. In-
deed,  there are po liti cal o$erings farther to the right than Fascism. 
In Italy, the phi los o pher Julius Evola (1898–1974), author of Il 
Fascismo visto della destra (Fascism seen from the right), estab-
lished a so- called traditionalist doctrine, which in the 1960s to 
1970s spread to the Western Eu ro pean far right. In Germany, the 
“National Bolshevism” of Ernst Niekisch (1889–1967) constituted 
“the most extreme right.”36 !e history of the Nazi Party has tended 
to overshadow the pluralism of German nationalism, in both its ide-
ologies and its organ izations. !at nationalism cannot be reduced to 
the cursory doctrines of Adolf Hitler, Alfred Rosenberg, and Walter 
Darré. Its source lies in the Deutsche Bewegung (German Move-
ment), a vast current of ideas  going from Johann Gottfried Herder 
to Romanticism, which arose in reaction to French rationalism and 
En glish empiricism. !at entire intellectual  family was structured 
around a worldview (Weltanschauung) rather than an ideology. !e 
concept of Germanness occupied a central place, as did the idea of 
Reich, which was much closer to the notion of the ancient Roman 
Imperium than to that of a nation- state. Before National Socialism, 
then,  there was Paul de Lagarde and Julius Langbehn; the völkisch 
movement and the Wandervogel youth movement (in its two dis-
tinct phases, one  running from 1895 to 1914, the other up to 1933, 
when it was “brought to heel,” constrained to join Hitlerjugend 
[Hitler Youth], though some of its members refused to do so). And, 
alongside Nazism, participating in it to a certain degree but often—
as in Ernst Jünger’s case— maintaining a critical distance, was an-
other major movement: the Conservative Revolution, whose intel-
lectual history the Swiss po liti cal writer Armin Mohler recorded in 
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all its richness and complexity.37 Like Mohler, we can no doubt "nd 
foreign equivalents of the Conservative Revolution in the Rus sians 
Dostoevsky and Aksakov, in the Spaniard Miguel de Unamuno, in 
the Italians Vilfredo Pareto and Julius Evola, in the En glishmen 
D.#H. Lawrence and G. K. Chesterton, and even in the thinking 
of the theorist of Revisionist Zionism, Vladimir Ze’ev Jabotinsky, 
who, one could argue, transposed to Jewish nationalism the Polish 
nationalist philosophy of his Endecja (National Democracy) con-
temporary Roman Dmowski.  !ese vari ous factions competed in-
tellectually, and they all also sought to put their stamp on the race 
for power. !ey felt the e$ects of the split within the far right: as 
of 1928, the conservative revolutionary Hartmut Plaas proposed 
making a distinction between the “nationals,” who  were conservative, 
and the “nationalists,” who  were revolutionaries.38 In France, that 
distinction became dogma  after the Algerian War, thanks to the pub-
lication of Dominique Venner’s Pour une critique positive (For a 
positive critique). Just what dynamic that plurality would entail was 
still an open question.
!e “antisystem” dimension of the far right tends to be the mini-

malist argument used to champion its uni"cation. In 1927 the 
German cadres of vari ous tendencies on the far right— the National 
Socialist Joseph Goebbels, the National Bolshevik Ernst Niekisch, 
and the neonationalist Ernst Jünger— denounced the Weimar 
Republic’s “Systemzeit,” which they considered po liti cally harmful 
and culturally degenerate. Against that behemoth, they called for 
the  union of its opponents, members of the “Periphery,” extremists 
striking at the “Center,” an image borrowed from Werner Sombart, 
the theorist of a German form of Socialism and a man highly ap-
preciated by the Eu ro pean far right. !e concept was also current 
among German geopoliticians, who used it in the elaboration of the 
notion of Lebensraum (“living space,” the policy of colonizing or con-
quering territories for settlement). For the Nazis, the “System” went 
hand in hand with Kulturbolschewismus (cultural Bolshevism). Rosen-
berg saw it as the source of disintegration of the  people’s soul. For 
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Hitler, its agents  were the Jews, who wanted to make the Germans 
lose their “roots”; for Goebbels, it was associated with  those who  were 
themselves rootless, cosmopolitans.39

!e concept of “system” made inroads in French neo- Fascist cir-
cles beginning in 1951.40 It served as a point of reference for Jean- 
Louis Tixier- Vignancour and Maurice Bardèche, in their rationale for 
the Rassemblement National (National Unity), founded in 1954 to 
unify about twenty small groups. Once again, as always, the  matter 
at hand was to "gure out how to bring together a Balkanized po liti cal 
force at a particularly intense moment in France’s history. In light 
of the split within the far right, Maurras proposed in 1934 that the 
right wing should form a “National Front” by means of a “nationalist 
compromise.”41 !e pro cess failed  because, among other reasons, 
the radicals feared that this National Front would be in the ser vice 
of reactionaries. Nonetheless, between 1934 and 1940,  under the 
leadership of the Pa ri sian politician Charles Trochu, the National 
Front assembled militants from Action Française, Jeunesses Pa-
triotes, and Solidarité Française, though it did not incorporate the 
Croix de Feu, the Parti Populaire Français (PPF), or the Francistes. 
In 1937 Doriot attempted to launch his own united association 
around his PPF, even appealing to the reformist left. !e far- right 
Vichy regime was faced with a pluralism of far- right movements and 
with many futile calls from radicals to establish a single party.
!e di%culties raised by the far- right movements in France lie in 

the complexity of the forms they take. Few historians have questioned 
Raoul Girardet’s 1955 analy sis, namely, that the French interwar pe-
riod, for lack of a true “Fascist movement,” was marked by a “Fascist 
permeation.”42 Burrin, for example, situated France within the “mag-
netic "eld” of Fascism.43 !e possibility arises, however, of a third 
way— analytically speaking— between the idea that Fascism was 
non ex is tent in France and the notion that the country was saturated 
by Fascists. In Germany and Italy, Fascism was  under the control of 
a militarized and hierarchized party that had come to power. But that 
was not the form it took in France. During the interwar period, a 
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power ful antiliberalism took hold  there, based in  great part on its na-
tional history and on the spread of pre- Fascist ideas ( those analyzed 
by Sternhell). On the  whole, however, the Fascist phenomenon in 
France remained on the order of small groups and consisted of the 
acculturation of foreign ele ments by way of "n- de- siècle nationalism. 
Hence, as Jean- Louis Loubet del Bayle has shown, nonconformists 
 were not Fascists, but they contributed to “the spirit of the 1930s” 
and “Fascist permeation.”44

Was the Vichy regime on the far right? Indisputably so, provided 
we understand that the National Revolution succeeded in rallying 
 behind it a minority of intellectuals and politicians on the left, 
 whether neo- Socialists or “planists,” that is, proponents of a planned 
economy. It even incorporated Communist defectors and former 
paci"sts from the revolutionary Socialist camp, at the end of a 
trajectory that, in some cases, had taken them from Dreyfusism to 
collaboration.45 But Marshal Philippe Pétain’s regime abolished the 
republic, po liti cal parties, and demo cratically elected institutions, not 
only in response to the extraordinary circumstances but also in a spirit 
of revenge against the values of 1789 and more recent republican 
gains, such as secularism. Vichy’s actions can no doubt be best un-
derstood in terms of state anti- Semitism. Without it, according to 
the proponents of the “new order,” the regeneration of the French 
nation would be incomplete. Yet we cannot overlook the fact that 
some on the nationalist or revolutionary right opposed Vichy. Such 
was the case for Georges Valois, who joined the Re sis tance and died 
in the deportation, and of Col o nel de La Rocque, who was also 
deported. Charles Vallin, the leader of the Parti Social Français, a 
right- wing party formerly close to the (now dissolved) leagues, left 
for London in 1942. And representatives of conservative groups, 
such as Louis Marin of the Fédération Républicaine, as well as 
Georges Mandel and Paul Raynau, also opposed the regime. In 
fact, it was that opposition by part of the right wing that gave the 
expression “far right” a certain consistency  after 1945. At that time, 
it came to designate the po liti cal forces that had compromised them-
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selves during the Occupation and the groups that  later embraced 
Pétainism, in contrast to the rightists who acquired legitimacy  because 
they had been part of the Re sis tance.

 Under Vichy, Pétain’s refusal to set in place a single, uni"ed party, 
as well as the rivalries among groups and personalities, led to the 
situation described by Pierre- Antoine Cousteau (1906–1956) in the 
September#17, 1943, issue of Je suis partout: “French Fascism exists. 
It is not a party (it is, if you  will, a pulverization of parties); above 
all, it is a state of mind, a set of re&exes, a heroic manner of conceiving 
life, it is a  great deal of harshness and exigency, a constant  will for 
grandeur and purity, the ac cep tance of Eu rope without the renun-
ciation of the nation, it is Socialism without the Jews, reason and 
faith.”46 In short, Cousteau tells us, to de"ne French Fascism,  there 
is no need for a party structure: what is at issue "rst and foremost is 
a “Fascist style.” Fascism in France is composed of a plethora of 
groups, each with only a few members. Burrin points out that, “even 
with the inclusion of de La Rocque’s movement, which is problem-
atic, the troops of [French] Fascism would approach the million- 
member threshold, which is to say, far less than 5#  percent of the 
adult population.”47 Not only does French Fascism not recognize the 
key importance of a Duce or Führer, but that leaderless aspect was 
even theorized by  those in the violent Fascist group known as “La 
Cagoule,” active in France in the late 1930s. In 1941 its founder, 
Eugène Deloncle, argued that “secret socie ties, suitably fragmented, 
separated from one another: [such is] the main point.” And the Mouve-
ment Social Républicain from the end of the Vichy regime held that 
Fascism was “a ‘new knighthood,’ but without a leader, which  ought 
to  favor the regrouping of the collaborationist forces.”48

Both the split in the French far right and the network structure of 
its radical wing persisted in the postwar period. Other Eu ro pean 
countries  were experiencing the same phenomenon.  After the war, 
the Danish and French intelligence ser vices noted in similar terms 
the existence of a vast network of groups: in several cases, one asso-
ciation was merely a front for another; and militants  were connected 
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to one another in movements that, though diverse, constituted a 
common space whose fragmentation was partially desired and con-
structed. According to the French intelligence ser vices, in 1946 former 
members of the French Wa$en- SS formed a network that sought to 
plant cadres in anti- Communist movements, in order to introduce a 
subversive dynamic into countersubversive activities. Among them 
was a veteran of the Charlemagne Division, Pierre Bousquet, who 
would become part of Jeune Nation (JN), Europe- Action, and Mili-
tant, and would be the "rst trea surer of the National Front founded 
in 1972.49 In 1947 the underground Comité National de Coordina-
tion indicated in a memorandum that cadres needed to in"ltrate the 
anti- Communist movements, in order to shape po liti cal life through 
that secret network, and concluded: “We are the new re sis tance.” In 
1951 the opposition between Pétainists and collaborationists crystal-
lized anew, with the collaborationists assembling around the weekly 
Rivarol (which is still being published).50  After the dissolution of 
Pierre Sidos’s Jeune Nation in 1958, the Parti Nationaliste was 
launched, in the hope (o%cial, not real) of gathering together all the 
movements into a Comité d’Entente (Entente Committee), but it too 
was dissolved.51 Attempts by the former JN and the former PPF to 
maneuver the Poujadist tax protest movement produced no results, 
though the militants had hoped to provoke a crisis like the antipar-
liamentarian street demonstration in Paris of February#6, 1934, one 
that, this time, would be successful. A short time  later, the hope that 
the Organisation de l’Armée Secrète (OAS; Secret Army Organ-
ization), a paramilitary organ ization that opposed Algerian in de-
pen dence, might be a winning nationalist compromise also proved 
vain. It was with that in mind that Dominique Venner wrote Pour 
une critique positive, in which he said he would reject the Maurras-
sian nationalist compromise,  unless it was supported by a Leninist 
praxis on the part of nationalists: “Zero plus zero is still zero. . . .  !e 
tactic of the front cannot be envisioned without a power ful nation-
alist organ ization capable of giving it momentum and imposing a 
po liti cal line on it.”52 For Venner, it was not illogical to conceive of 
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 union in terms more similar to Doriot than to Maurras. !e dis-
tinction between “nationals” and “nationalists” took root, parallel 
to attempts at a horizontal organ ization of the two camps. In that 
re spect, the review L’Esprit public, a screen for the OAS, served as a 
trial run, albeit a failed one: its coeditor, Raoul Girardet, saw nothing 
but confusion and ethnic hysteria in the thinking of one of its con-
tributors, Jean Mabire, who extolled the virtues of revolution and of 
the white man’s world.53

!e !ird Reich’s New Eu ro pean Order

In Germany, the establishment of the totalitarian state and its pro-
paganda forged the image of a perfectly monolithic party. But be-
fore the Nazis took power, the party cadre Otto Strasser (1897–1974) 
dreamed of rivaling Adolf Hitler. He broke away from the Nazi Party 
in 1930 to found the Kampfgemeinschaft Revolutionärer National-
sozialisten (Fighting Community of Revolutionary National Social-
ists). In 1931 it became the Schwarze Front (Black Front)  after, among 
other  things, a hemorrhaging of its militants, who went over to the 
German Communist Party. Once he had established himself, Strasser 
made a large number of contacts: in France, with Alexandre Marc 
and the nonconformist review L’Ordre nouveau; in Spain, with 
Ramiro Ledesma Ramos’s and Onésimo Redondo’s Juntas de Ofen-
siva Nacional Sindicalista; in Germany, with Niekisch’s Widerstand 
circle. !e doctrine he disseminated during the interwar period 
played an extremely impor tant role in  later radical thought. He ad-
vocated the dismantlement of industrial and urban society, support 
for separatist movements in nation- states that opposed Germany 
(in order to provoke their dismantlement), and the creation of an eco-
nomic cooperation zone to exploit the resources of eastern Eu rope, 
Africa, and Asia.54 Beyond that, the Eu rope he championed was closely 
akin to medieval Christendom, the ideal of that revolutionary conser-
vatism.55  After the war, Strasser participated in the e$ort to launch 
an international organ ization— the Eu ro pean Popu lar Movement, 
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proponent of Eu rope’s neutrality—of which he was the honorary 
president. In the name of German reuni"cation, Strasser cooperated 
with Stalinist Communists in the German Congress of Neutralists 
in 1958. In addition, he advocated the creation of a Eurafrican eco-
nomic zone and, in the name of Arab- European unity, opposed the 
Suez and Algerian con&icts and supported the Palestinian cause.56

Nazism was elaborated via a con&uence of vari ous ele ments from 
the far- right "eld, combining radical Fascism, völkisch ideology, and 
conservative- revolutionary concepts to forge its repre sen ta tion of the 
world. !e Italian and German models  were widely imitated, often 
through the grafting of some of their ele ments onto homegrown na-
tionalist movements. !e di$usion of Nazism was facilitated in  every 
country by the fear of Communist subversion, which resulted in the 
push for a counterrevolution, even if it had to be preventive. !e Hun-
garian Republic of Councils was crushed by Romanian troops, who 
in 1920 brought to power Admiral Miklós Horthy de Nagybánya, 
former commander in chief of the Austro- Hungarian navy. !e con-
servative authoritarian regime he installed did not prevent radical 
groups, often inspired by Nazism, from thriving (the regime itself 
became more hard- line between 1932 and 1936). Of  these groups, 
the Arrow Cross Party, founded by Ferenc Szálazi, stands out. When 
Hitler could no longer count on Horthy, he turned to the Arrow 
Cross radicals, whom he had saved for that occasion. !ey  were 
able to reconcile collaborationism and national imperialism through 
the theme of the Eu ro pean brotherhood of revolutionaries. In France, 
Marcel Bucard, leader of the Parti Franciste, declared virtually the 
same  thing: “!e Union of Fascist movements  will bring peace to 
the world.”57 Beginning in 1941, Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, Slo-
vakia, and Croatia all joined the Tripartite Pact that united Berlin, 
Rome, and Tokyo. At the same time, the main French collaborationist 
groups together launched the Légion des Volontaires Français contre 
le Bolchevisme (LVF; Legion of French Volunteers against Bolshe-
vism), which formed the 638th regiment of the 7th Division of the 
Wehrmacht (6,000 men).
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!e Iberian authoritarian regimes, at a remove from the question 
of the eastern front58 and the desire for racial supremacy, worked to 
rid themselves of their radicals. !e Francoist state constituted itself 
and consolidated itself by opposing the “leftist” Falangism of Onésimo 
Redondo and Ramiro Ledesma Ramos and also the appreciably more 
“rightist” form of Falangism embraced by its founder, José Antonio 
Primo de Rivera. Likewise, António Salazar’s Estado Novo in Portugal 
rapidly brought to heel Francisco Rol'o Preto’s national syndi-
calism. In that regime, the party had less weight than the adminis-
trations. !e corporatist system was inspired by the Italian Fascist 
model, but it added a strong dose of Catholic Socialism, the church 
being an essential ele ment in Iberian authoritarian regimes. Salaz-
arism and Francoism  were certainly far- right dictatorships— like all 
far- right movements, they sought to regenerate society through a 
nonegalitarian organicism— but within that perspective they op-
posed the radical far right.
!at type of authoritarian regime, distrustful of radicalism, arose 

in other countries as well: Dollfuss’s Austria, Päts’s Estonia, Ulmanis’s 
Latvia, Smetona’s Lithuania, Pétain’s France, Horthy’s Hungary, 
Pi(sudski’s Poland, and King Carol II’s Romania. !e authoritarian 
Latvian regime of K'lis Ulmanis, leader of the Peasant Union, held 
power from 1934 to 1940. !e regime was a reaction to the rise of a 
strong local far right, embodied by Gustavs Celmi)*’s P+rkonkrusts 
(!under Cross) and Col o nel Voldem'rs Ozols’s Freedom Fighters 
Legion. !under Cross, composed of corporatists who sometimes made 
use of the swastika, a%rmed their neopaganism through the resur-
gence of a reconstructed version of the ancient pagan Dievtur,ba, the 
majority religion  until the thirteenth  century. In Estonia, Konstantin 
Päts headed the Farmers and Small Landowners Union and in 1934 
established an authoritarian regime that defused the rising power of 
the Vaps, the local Fascist movement run by Andres Larka and Artur 
Sirk. But Romania would have a greater in&uence on the radical far 
right in Western Eu rope, when, in the 1960s–1970s, Italy and France 
became familiar with the Fascist movement in that country.
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In 1927 Corneliu Zelea Codreanu (1899–1938) had founded 
Romania’s Legion of the Archangel Michael, to which a mass organ-
ization, the Iron Guard, was added in 1930. In 1933 the Iron Guard 
took the name “Every thing for the Fatherland.” Leaders in the move-
ment volunteered to "ght in the nationalist ranks during the Spanish 
Civil War. !e Iron Guard, wishing to reestablish Romania on the 
foundations of the peasantry, combined Christian mysticism and 
ethnonationalism. Its legionnaires considered themselves akin to Cru-
saders: Chris tian ity served as an ideological axis, and it was the rural 
and nonindustrial world that constructed the ideological framework. 
!at did not prevent the group from recruiting a number of students, 
which explains the presence of such intellectuals as Mircea Eliade and 
Emil Cioran. With the founding of the Iron Guard, the movement 
also took an anticapitalist turn, the "nal mark of that speci"cally Ro-
manian Fascism. !e unrest led King Carol II to stage a preventive 
coup d’état in 1938. Codreanu was arrested and killed, and an au-
thoritarian Christian dictatorship, which banned all the po liti cal par-
ties, was set in place. !e Iron Guard, headed by Horia Sima, took 
its revenge in 1940, with the establishment of a nationalist state 
headed by General Ion Antonescu and dominated by the Iron Guard 
legionnaires. It set out to rule Romanian society by means of terror, 
which prompted Antonescu to ask Hitler to bring the Romanian Fas-
cists to heel. In that case, the collaborators (who sought to work 
within the framework of bipartite relations between their national 
state and Germany) relied on the Reich to remove from power the 
collaborationists (who wanted to bring their country into the !ird 
Reich’s  battle to build a New Eu ro pean Order), using the argument 
that the Reich would more easily wage its war if its “allied” countries 
 were enjoying civil peace. Sima was exiled to Germany. Antonescu 
was therefore  free to collaborate, but the Reich held over him the 
threat of the collaborationists, who could be called in to replace him 
as head of the regime. When the show of strength did not materi-
alize, the radicals  were able lead the country  toward Fascism and col-
laborationism. !e same  thing occurred in France in 1943, with the 
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advent of the Milice, the paramilitary organ ization formed by the 
Vichy government to "ght the Re sis tance.

In countries in the !ird Reich’s orbit, Hitler was able to take ad-
vantage of the split within the far right: he installed “nationals” to 
head the regimes, incarnations of a traditional authority in the pop-
ulation’s eyes, while keeping the radicals at hand as an alternative 
elite. !e nationals  were collaborators, generally from the traditional 
elites, and  were motivated by anti- Communism. !e collaboration-
ists, conversely, generally emerged from the Fascist minorities. Hitler 
did not play the collaborationist card  until he no longer had any 
 others—in 1942, for example, when he returned Vidkun Quisling 
to power in Norway. Maurice Bardèche, the key theorist of Eu ro pean 
neo- Fascism, summed up the dream entertained by the collaboration-
ists at the time: “ !ose who have not experienced this Eu ro pean spring 
do not know what we mean when we speak of Eu rope.”59 !at ideo-
logical feature cannot fail to raise questions about the continued 
unity of the far- right "eld, as collaborationism became more radical-
ized. In 1943 the !ird Reich granted French volunteers the right to 
join the Wa$en- SS within the Frankreich Division (2,500 men). Of 
 those in that division, the LVF and some members of the Milice  were 
ultimately incorporated into the Charlemagne Division of the 
Wa$en- SS, in November#1944 (fewer than 8,000 men). According 
to the historian James Gregor,  there was a  great deal of antagonism 
between former LVF members, marked by a metropolitan French 
and Catholic nationalism, and the Eu ro pe anist, Nazi, and neopagan 
French SS.60 !at hardly mattered for the New Eu ro pean Order that 
the !ird Reich said it was now building, so  great was its need for 
combatants. Of the 900,000 members listed as being in the Wa$en-
 SS in 1944, more than half  were non- Germans.61

!e Charlemagne Division was not supposed to include ideolog-
ical training in National Socialism as part of its instruction.62 !e 
legitimate ideological o$ering was thus provided by the SS media. 
!e interpenetration that resulted from the Military Administration 
in Belgium and northern France allowed vocabulary and themes to 
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circulate between the two countries. For example, Léon Degrelle, a 
Rexist leader who became a member of the Wa$en- SS, came to Paris 
to praise the “Eu ro pean revolution” as being “Socialist,”  because it 
had no intellectuals or Jews. Pierre Quesnoy de Douai, associated 
with the Flemish nationalists and the Sicherheitsdienst (SD, the SS 
“security service”)— and soon to be the founder of the Ligue des 
Droits du Nord (League of Northern Rights)— gave a class in Ant-
werp on the subject of the races (citing Günther and Rosenberg in 
par tic u lar). His students  were recruits from the “Allgemein- SS du 
Nord de la France,” to use the expression of the domestic intelligence 
ser vices, which may have been referring to the former Algemeene- SS 
Vlaanderen.63 A number of postwar passeurs wrote for Devenir, whose 
subtitle was already a red &ag (“Combat Journal of the Eu ro pean 
Community”); this newspaper of the French- speaking SS is particu-
larly worthy of note  because of the authors it attracted. !e themes 
it puts forward are very remote from French nationalism but also 
from the “Crusade against Bolshevism” in 1941. One article focuses 
on the linguistic and mythological unity of the Indo- Europeans. An-
other declares the death of the Eu ro pean nations, with the advent of 
“Nordic man, now being reborn,” both “deeply rooted” and  free of 
Christian “Orientalism.” A third waxes enthusiastic about the god 
!or and compares the SS to the Vikings. In the same newspaper, 
Jean- Marie Balestre &atters “the Aryan men of Normandy, Brittany, 
and Burgundy [who] join their racial  brothers.” Lucien Rebatet hails 
the Nazi Germans, the Romanians of the Iron Guard, the anti- Semites 
in the United States, the Argentine nationalists, and all who had 
“the Eu ro pean spirit, the Aryan spirit, the revolutionary spirit.” And 
he concludes that  those "ghting on the eastern front are “the elite of 
the Aryan International, which tomorrow  will remake the world, 
without Jews, without demo crats, without trusts. SS comrades of 18 
nations, I hail you, arm raised, with our salute, the Aryan salute. 
Death to the Jews!”64

With its paganism and its rejection of a narrow nationalism in 
 favor of a Eu ro pean  union of “carnal fatherlands,” Devenir captures 
the image of an esotericist SS. Revisited, that image became the key 
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to the success of the novels of Saint- Loup (pen name of Marc Au-
gier, 1908–1990). Beyond that, it entered pop culture in the 1960s 
to 1970s in, for example, cheap paperbacks that portray alternate 
realities or a ufology that sees the SS as a keeper of mysteries. In 
emphasizing his past as a volunteer on the eastern front, the racialist 
writer Saint- Loup intentionally maintained the confusion between 
the propagandist imaginary and the real ity of the New Eu ro pean 
Order. !e trajectory he followed has its logic. In 1936 Augier was 
assigned to a mission beside Léo Lagrange, minister of youth in the 
Blum government. In 1941 he participated in the creation of “Collabo-
ration, a group harnessing French energy for the sake of continental 
unity,” which fought for the construction of a “Eurafrican economic 
bloc, in view of the establishment of a uni"ed global economy.”65 
Saint- Loup promoted a geopo liti cal reinterpretation of the con&ict: 
“How can you not yet have understood that  little national concepts 
 were now outdated? How can you not yet have understood that it 
was no longer a  matter of waging war for territories or dynasties but 
of Eu ro pean civil war? . . .  What is truly at stake in the pres ent con&ict 
[is] the construction of Socialism in a uni"ed Eu rope.”66 He concerned 
himself more particularly with Jeunes de l’Eu rope Nouvelle (JEN; 
Young  People of the New Eu rope), then joined the Légion des Volon-
taires Français contre le Bolchevisme.

For the most part, JEN devoted itself to promoting the LVF and 
became part of Marcel Déat’s Front Révolutionnaire National. Most 
of its militants then joined the Milice or the SS Frankreich Division.67 
!ey  were in charge of distributing in France La Jeune Eu rope, a re-
view intended to attract young intellectuals to collaborationism. It 
was launched in twelve languages in 1942, to represent the conti-
nental concord coming into existence through the Eu ro pean SS. 
!is geopo liti cal publication developed an ideology and propaganda 
advocating the Eu ro pe anization of the eastern front. In it Déat said 
that the French presence in Africa was that of Eu rope as a  whole. !e 
German Matthias Schmitt insisted that Germany was unifying Eu-
rope and that Italy was unifying Africa, in order, ultimately, to create 
a community “from Hammerfest to Cape Town.”68 Bruno Francolini 
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explained in the same newspaper that,  after the war, the coloniza-
tion of Africa would have to be grounded in an absolute prohibition 
on miscegenation and on intellectual  labor by blacks,  because 
“trying to impose on the natives an entirely Eu ro pean lifestyle 
and forcibly inculcating our culture could only do them harm.” His 
Italian compatriot Julius Evola argued that “the Reich space” to come 
would be greater than small, narrow- minded nationalisms and would 
allow communities to embrace a transcendental idea, though one 
devoid of universalism.69 !is is far from the classic image of Fascism. 
We therefore run the risk of contributing to the historical reconstruc-
tions undertaken by radical circles, which portray a Fascism much 
more Eu ro pe anist than it actually was, disengaging it from its  actual 
brutality and drawing it into the ether of its fringe ele ments. Let us be 
empirical, therefore: What do we see?
!e Fascists of the interwar period legitimized themselves by 

producing a set of signs in which imported extranational ele ments 
mingled with the a%rmation of a speci"c national tradition. !at 
pro cess of cobbling together models, propaganda, and ideas on the 
international market has been a permanent feature of the Fascist 
“phenomenon,” what ever the time and space chosen to de"ne it. 
But from the moment in 1942 that the !ird Reich deci ded to re-
orient its propaganda along a Eu ro pe anist axis, Eu rope became both 
the myth and the utopia of the Fascists.  After World War II, all the 
groups established international connections and shared that ideo-
logical Eu ro pe anist goal (the neo- Nazis even abandoned  every form 
of racism internal to the white world). A Fascist spectrum can there-
fore be delineated, based on international chronology: an ideological 
gestation before 1919; the Fascism of 1919 to 1942, which, to be sure, 
unfolded in several phases; and then a neo- Fascism from 1942 on.

New Waves

Neo- Fascism, which came into existence in 1942, did not make a 
complete break from Fascism. In contrast to its precursor, however, 
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it privileged society over the state, Eu rope over the existing nations. 
!at aspect cannot be separated from the evolution of the social, 
po liti cal, and economic context, in short, from globalization and 
postmodernity. Nor can it be dissociated from the supernationalist 
fringe ele ments involved in the internal dialectic of Fascism during 
its "rst historical period (1919–1941)— including, among  others, 
Ernst Niekisch and Otto Strasser.  After World War II, however, 
Fascism con"ned itself to transmitting its “worldview”— a modern 
revolt “against the modern world,” a “conservative revolution,” whose 
ideal / type was a communitarian palingenesis. Fascism survived as 
an ideological substratum, but it lost all its overt signs, which in the 
end  were only adjacent concepts, a form speci"c to the industrial era. 
It has maintained its decorum only within micro- sects that embrace 
folklore and which, precisely, belong no longer to the po liti cal order 
but to the cultural order.

French Fascism represents an extreme case of that form. It corre-
sponds neither to the classic morphology of Fascism (a party that 
mobilizes the masses) nor to the totality of its signs (it entails no 
aggressive imperialism), but has a general form peculiar to itself. On 
the foundations of the “nationalism of nationalists” forged during 
the 1870–1914 phase, French Fascism came into being in the after-
math of World War I through a hybridization of (generally extrana-
tional) signs. It spread like a cultural rhizome, which corresponded 
to the rhizome structure of its organ izations: located within the 
far- right "eld, it had few members and no real leader. !at type of 
organ ization became more common in France during the postwar 
period,  because of the repercussions of the purge, the grassroots 
strug gle of the Organisation de l’Armée Secrète, followed by its defeat, 
and the revolution of globalization. Fascism, a reaction to the end of 
“the  century of nations” in 1919, thus continued on its path, inquiring 
into the organ ization of organicist socie ties.

It is clear why all the far- right movements rejected the existing 
geopo liti cal order. Innovations on the far right are closely correlated 
to changes in that order. Consider the fact that the years 1870, 1918, 
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1941, 1962, 1973, and 2001 all marked a shift both in geopolitics 
and in the far right. !e far right, then, is a hostile reaction to the 
transformation of state- society relations within the context of global-
ization, in both its "rst and second incarnations.

In present- day Eu rope, the radical far right as a  whole is less a po-
liti cal  family than a marginal counterculture or “subculture”—in the 
nonpejorative sense sociologists give that term, which is to say, a 
minority cultural expression. !is is a signi"cant phenomenon in 
France. As the voter base sympathetic to Le Pen’s National Front has 
grown, the po liti cal space of radical groups has contracted accord-
ingly. !e FN, in fact, has become what Swiss po liti cal scientists 
designate by the lovely term organisation faîtière,70 an umbrella 
organ ization that absorbs all existing groups,  either through dual 
membership or through the migration of militants from the smaller 
groups to the larger one. French “radicals” distinguish themselves by 
their strategic choice of the nonelectoral path, often to the point of 
explic itly rejecting democracy. !ey also di$erentiate themselves from 
the parties seeking election by their noneuphemistic discussion of the 
ethnic question, their Eu ro pe anism (they oppose the “narrow,” strictly 
French, nationalism of the FN), and their recruitment, primarily 
among the young. !at movement, scattered among local groups 
and limited- circulation national reviews (with print runs of a few 
dozen to a few thousand) is as much a so cio log i cal phenomenon, a 
marginal counterculture— even an “urban tribe”—as it is a strictly 
po liti cal object. Nevertheless, the FN’s normalization strategy, its 
e$ort to move from a fringe party into the po liti cal mainstream, has 
also served to strengthen the most consolidated groups.

Although not Fascist, some movements now active can be traced 
back to the radical far right of the twentieth  century. !e Flemish 
nationalism of Belgium’s Vlaams Belang Party is heir to Joris Van 
Severen’s Verdinaso Party of the 1930s. !e Românaia Mare Party 
in Romania— expansionist, "ercely anti- Magyar, anti- Semitic, and 
anti- Roma— owes a  great deal to the Iron Guard. !e Iron Guard 
itself, however, was indebted to Professor#A. C. Cuza and his Demo-
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cratic National Party, which made anti- Semitism its credo from 1919 
onward. Con temporary Hungarian nationalism is almost incompre-
hensible without reference to the reactionary regime of Regent Horthy 
and Ferenc Szálasi’s Arrow Cross, just as Croatian nationalism must 
be understood in terms of its relation to Ante Paveli-’s Usta*e state 
and the ideology of the Party of Rights, as it was formulated by its 
theorist Milan .u/ay during the interwar period.

Con temporary po liti cal groups often appeal to a “leftist” or “au-
then tic” tradition of Fascism or National Socialism, in opposition to 
their reactionary degeneration. !e Nationaldemokratische Partei 
Deutschlands (NPD; German National Demo cratic Party), for ex-
ample, invokes the Strasser  brothers and the revolutionary nationalists 
of the Conservative Revolution. In Italy, Luca Romagnoli, leader of the 
Movimento Sociale– Fiamma Tricolore (Social Movement– Tricolor 
Flame), and Alessandra Mussolini  were elected to the Eu ro pean 
Parliament on a platform that referenced the Republic of Salò, the 
Wa$en- SS’s puppet state in Italy, in opposition to Gianfranco Fino’s 
“betrayal” of Fascism. Spain has vari ous “Falanges,” each claiming 
to be more au then tic and subversive than the  others, and each also 
disparages the con temporary phenomenon of Francoist power. !e 
detour by way of the left often begins with a confusion between 
propaganda and ideology. But it also attests to the  will to restore a 
certain nonconformism, to overcome inertia, to recover the subver-
sive and social spirit of the "rst Fascist manifesto of 1919.
!e radical far right has been unable to recover from the shock of 

1945. !e far right of the “nationals” was in recovery for a long time. 
Both camps have continually sought to clear themselves of the 
other’s crimes and betrayals. Nevertheless, ordinary language refuses 
to distinguish among  those who bear the burden of such a past. It 
was  after 1945 that the term “far right” became fully a part of ev-
eryday language, designating nationalist, authoritarian, and xeno-
phobic po liti cal organ izations: in France, Jeune Nation (1949–1958), 
then the Poujade movement (1953–1958), and, by extension, the 
partisans of French Algeria who, within the OAS, opted for vio lence. 
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But in spatial terms, the militancy of the phenomenon has puzzled 
commentators: How could anyone dare situate “far” to the “right” 
 people who  were sometimes battling “right- wing” governments by 
means of terrorism? In fact, it is impor tant to situate the object of 
study— the far right—as a "eld of its own and not as an endpoint on 
the left- right axis. !e same imperative applies when responding to 
critics of the concept. Some claim, in fact, that the term is not ap-
propriate for groups as diverse as demo crats and Nazis, or is valid 
only if the far right lies to the right of the right (though many na-
tionalist economic programs would belie that claim).  Others argue 
that the category neutralizes the very challenge being made to the 
left- right axis—by the “new right,” for example, whose most promi-
nent intellectual "gure in France is Alain de Benoist.  !ese are all 
mere quibbles, however.

On the far right, the economic system is never anything but a 
means placed in the ser vice of a worldview and pres ent needs. !at 
is why Mussolini was able to move from the “laissez- faire laissez- aller” 
system advocated in 1921 to the totalitarian state. In the French far 
right of recent years, neoliberal conceptions have been incorporated 
into the social Darwinism of ethnic nationalism within the Club 
de l’Horloge (Clock Club, part of the new right) and also,  later on, 
within the National Front, before that party came to defend an 
“intelligent protectionism” overseen by a “strategist state.” Vichy was 
more eco nom ically interventionist than the Front Populaire, and it 
was Richard Nixon who said, “We are all Keynesians now.” It is an 
oversimpli"cation to evaluate po liti cal positions by the criterion of 
state intervention. Beyond the diversity of the far- right movements, 
 there is a per sis tent desire on their part to build an “organic,” holistic 
society, where inequalities are a function of a hierarchy considered 
to be legitimate.

Hence, even if one considers the left- right axis relevant, one must 
not think that the far right lies to the right of the conservative and 
liberal parties. !e po liti cal is multidimensional, and  every po liti cal 
"eld intersects somewhat  those adjoining it— but less along a single 
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line than in interconnected spheres, each of them autonomous. Even 
so,  there is still a rationale for classifying the “far right” on the “right.” 
For the rec ord, let us cite the de"nition of the “right” given by a con-
temporary academic close to the traditionalist and royalist wing of 
legitimist Catholicism. According to Alain Néry, the term droite 
(right), from the Latin directus, indicates “the direction one must 
go”  toward a goal, in view of “superior, disinterested values.” Con-
versely, the term gauche (left), derived from “a Frankish verb meaning 
to yield, to bend,” is linked to the French sinistre, from the Latin 
sinister, which translates as both “left” and “disastrous.”71 On one 
side lies the natu ral order, on the other, the disorder of revolution, 
to which any kind of constructivism supposedly leads. Most compo-
nents of the far right come close to concurring with that character-
ization. !e radicalized right movements that converged at La Manif 
pour Tous (!e Protest for Every one) in 2013 would more or less 
agree.72 Even the left, in presenting itself as “pro gress” and “move-
ment,” in opposition to “conservatism” and “the neoreactionaries,” 
a%rms that dichotomy more or less, while at the same time inverting 
the moral judgment. !e same idea can be read between the lines 
in the “new right,” which made its appearance in the French media 
in the mid-1970s, though the association responsible for dissemi-
nating its views, GRECE (Groupement de Recherche et d’Études 
pour la Civilisation Européenne; Research and Study Group for 
Eu ro pean Civilization), had been founded in 1968. GRECE pre-
ferred to situate itself beyond the right- left cleavage, which it declared 
obsolete and reductive. In the new edition of his Vu de droite (Seen 
from the right), Alain de Benoist summed up its positions: “What I 
 here call the ‘right,’ purely by convention, is the attitude that con-
siders the diversity of the world and, as a consequence, the related in-
equalities necessarily produced by it, to be a good, and the gradual 
homogenization of the world, advocated and realized by the two- 
thousand- year- old discourse of egalitarian ideology, to be an evil.”73 
!e “new right” is in fact plural, varying from country to country, 
part of the speci"c landscape of homegrown right- wing movements. 
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It is somewhat “deutschnational” in the German weekly Junge Frei-
heit and its Viennese equivalent, Zur Zeit. In Italy, according to the 
po liti cal scientist Marco Tarchi, it is very critical of the Berlusconian 
right and the Americanism of the Alleanza Nationale. In the far 
right of the Spanish review Hesperides, Catholicism plays a greater 
role and seeks to attach itself to the Partido Popu lar. And " nally, 
for Synergies Européennes in Belgium,  under the leadership of 
Robert Steuckers, it disseminates the “neo- Eurasianist” views of the 
Rus sian Aleksandr Dugin and expresses strong opposition to Islam.
!e Eu ro pean far right, in fact, has experienced four di$ er ent 

waves of extremist parties since 1945. !e "rst, between 1945 and 
1955, was characterized by its proximity to the totalitarian ideolo-
gies of the 1930s; it is often called “neo- Fascist.” !e second wave, 
which arose in the mid-1950s, corresponded to a movement of the 
radicalized  middle classes. !e “third wave,” which a number of au-
thors have called “national populist,” arrived between the 1980s and 
2001. And since September#11, 2001, the fourth wave has unfurled, 
a populist expression of the “clash of civilizations.” Several attempts 
have been made to isolate transnational subgroups within that 
far- right  family. Piero Ignzai, for example, distinguishes between 
“old” parties, clearly descended from Fascism, and “postindustrial” 
parties.74 Hans- Georg Betz prefers to contrast the radical pop u lism 
of the neoliberal or even libertarian type to authoritarian national 
pop u lism.75

!e Pres ent Time

With re spect to all the existing models of classi"cation, founded on 
what the po liti cal scientist Cas Mudde calls, ironically but accurately, 
veritable “shopping lists” of criteria, the National Front appears to 
be a limit case. According to Mudde, organ izations belonging to the 
far right combine the following traits: nationalism (state or ethnic); 
exclusivism (for example, racism, anti- Semitism, ethnocentrism, or 
ethnopluralism); xenophobia; antidemo cratic traits (cult of person-
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ality, elitism, monism, an organicist view of the state); pop u lism; an 
antiparty spirit; the defense of “law and order”; environmentalism; a 
value system that regrets the loss of traditional frames of reference 
( family, community, religion); and a socioeconomic plan that com-
bines corporatism, state control of certain sectors, and a strong be-
lief in the  free play of market forces. !e list of parties corresponding 
to that description includes all the groups in western Eu rope that, 
having had major electoral success from the 1980s to the 2000s,  were 
spontaneously classi"ed by observers as being on the far right (e.g., 
the National Front, FPÖ, Vlaams Blok, Ligue du Nord, Alleanza 
Nationale, the Danish  People’s Party, and the Pro gress Party in 
Norway). Mudde then proposes to subdivide the far- right  family into 
moderate and radical parties. According to him, radical parties 
profess a xenophobic nationalism that denies certain government 
bene"ts to all  those who, by virtue of their nationality or place of 
origin, do not belong to the dominant ethnic group, which, ideally, 
is the only one to possess the right of abode on national soil.76

!e power ful National Front in France raises a methodological 
prob lem. In the 1990s, the FN clearly put forward an ethnic con-
ception of the nation,  under the in&uence of its neorightist framework, 
but it also had success in the 2010s with a normalization strategy. By 
that very fact, the FN raises anew the question of the validity of 
the thesis of the “revolutionary right”—to which, without  great di%-
culty, some observers sought to link it, thereby connecting it to 
Fascism. Clearly, Jean- Marie Le Pen’s National Front combined an-
tiparliamentarianism and the populist vein, favored an upheaval and 
regeneration of society and of social hierarchies, and came close to a 
“palinge ne tic form of populist ultranationalism,” which for Roger 
Gri%n is the de"nition of Fascism,77 the same Fascism that Roger Eat-
well describes as “an ideology that strives to forge social rebirth based 
on a holistic- national radical !ird Way.”78 Nevertheless, arguments 
based on ideological models cause unnecessary confusion. !e FN is 
a national populist party. It is also a party of the “postindustrial” 
type, which acts within the framework of representative democracy, 
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seeking to come to power through elections. It has no direct rela-
tionship to the Fascist- leaning parties of the prewar period or to the 
collaborationist organ izations of 1939–1945.79 Granted, it exhibits 
certain characteristics of Fascism, as the Italian historian Emilio 
Gentile describes it with reference to Mussolini’s regime (Gentile, pre-
cisely, advocates considering Fascism a series of actions rather than a 
set of ideas).80

If we con"ne ourselves to Gentile’s de"nition, however, the FN has 
only a few Fascist characteristics: it is not a “mass movement,” its 
organ ization is not that of a “militia- party,” it does not use “terror” 
as a means to take power, and it explic itly rejects the idea of con-
structing the “new man”  because it is anticonstructivist, both in the 
ultraliberal manner of Friedrich Hayek and in the traditional way of 
counterrevolutionaries. Also, it does not advocate “the absolute sub-
ordination of the citizen to the state.” At "rst, in the era of Jean- Marie 
Le Pen, the FN placed at the center of its program the reduction of 
the state’s role to its regalian powers and the development of entre-
preneurship and the  free play of market forces.  Later, in the era of 
Marine Le Pen, it has augmented the role to be granted to the execu-
tive branch and its intervention in the economy, but with no signi"cant 
control of production units. Nevertheless, the FN does display cer-
tain aesthetic traits of Fascism: it believes it has “a mission of social 
regeneration”; it “considers itself in a state of war against po liti cal 
adversaries,” even while sometimes seeking tactical compromises with 
them; its leader and cadres often have “a culture founded on mythic 
thought and on a tragic and activist sense of life.” Other particularities 
of Fascism as de"ned by Gentile can also be found in the FN’s 
ideology: “an ideology that is anti- ideological and pragmatic in 
character”; antimaterialism and anti- individualism (in the sense of 
a permanent call to mobilize “national energies”); anti- Marxism; 
opposition to po liti cal liberalism, which is seen as an equivalent of 
Socialism; pop u lism and certain anticapitalist claims. Once that com-
parison has been made, however, what then? !e FN is not a Fascist- 
leaning movement; rather, the traits it shares with Fascism are common 
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to the far right. What a comparison between the FN and Fascism 
can reasonably validate is that Fascism, what ever the temptations of 
ideological oscillation on its fringes, is a phenomenon that partici-
pates in the far- right "eld— not that the FN belongs to the radical 
far right.

One of the most original traits of the National Front is that, over 
a long period of time (1972–1999), it succeeded in federating— albeit 
with tensions and schisms— the di$ er ent components of the French 
far right, which sometimes have diametrically opposed frames of ref-
erence. All the while, it was able to safeguard its own existence. It 
thus assem bles authoritarian republicans and monarchists, tradition-
alist Catholics and neopagans, former collaborators and former re sis-
tance "ghters, militants belonging to all the nationalist groups from the 
time of Charles de Gaulle’s “wandering in the desert” (1946–1958), 
and radicalized defectors from the neo- Gaullist and liberal parties, 
gathered together in the spirit of “nationalist compromise.” !at 
tactic, already practiced by Maurras, attests to the FN’s antisystem 
dimension. In fact, that constant (unity beyond divisions) demon-
strates that all the subfamilies of the French far right have a sense 
that they belong to the same camp, that of the losing side in all the 
major breaks that have marked the history of France: the Revolution 
of 1789, the Dreyfus A$air, the Liberation, the loss of the colonial 
empire. What unites  these vari ous components is greater than 
what separates them from their adversary, designated by the ex-
pression “the parties of the System,” or quite simply reduced to “them” 
versus “us.”

At pres ent, the question of Islamism’s partisan identity regularly 
arises within that po liti cal landscape. A portion of the Islamist move-
ment,  whether seeking to acquire po liti cal visibility by participating 
in the electoral pro cess (the Parti des Musulmans de France) or, 
out of pietism or quietism, restricting its expression to the religious 
sphere— all the while totally rejecting the institutions of the “in"del” 
countries— defends a worldview that is in many ways close to that 
of the far right. For example, it has a dualist vision of society, based 
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on the distinction between friend and  enemy. Above all, it places the 
emphasis on the individual’s place within the community, at the ex-
pense of the concepts of citizenship, individual rights, and univer-
salism, all of which it rejects. It is theocratic and, as such, defends a 
model of society and of the state directly derived from religious texts, 
which certain of its decision makers believe can be read as a formal 
condemnation of democracy. It wishes to exclude and punish  those 
who oppose religious morality, and it proposes an authoritarian and 
hierarchized model of social organ ization. Some radical Islamists 
incorporate into their discourse two structural components of far- 
right thought, especially that of integral Catholicism: millenarianism 
(which gives an eschatological dimension to Jihadist- Sala"sm) and 
conspiracy theories. For some Sala"sts in par tic u lar, such theories, 
constructed in the "rst place on the model of the “Jewish conspiracy” 
(renamed the “Zionist conspiracy” to avoid the stigma surrounding 
anti- Semitism), include a denunciation of Freemasonry, globalization, 
Communism, and the United States, whose collusion would explain 
the West’s domination of the Muslim world.  !ese ideas are ac-
companied by occasional convergences— either interindividual or 
orga nizational— between Islamism and the far right, which "nd expres-
sion in anti- Zionism / anti- Semitism in par tic u lar. !at does not 
mean, of course, that radical Islamism can be called a “Green [i.e., 
Islamic] Fascism”: the analogous features generally have less to 
do with Fascism than with the conservative revolution. But it shows 
that Islamism, in becoming integrated into Eu ro pean real ity and 
implanted  there, tends to assimilate some of the patterns of thought 
of the radicalism already pres ent, in this case a far right that is now 
overwhelmingly Islamophobic.

It is fair to say that a hard line  toward Islam is at the heart of the 
fourth wave of far- right parties, but that does not mean that  every 
wave cancels out the previous one. !e Eu ro pean elections of 2014 
revealed three standard models that are being presented to the masses 
in their respective countries. In the Netherlands, Geert Wilders and 
his Party for Freedom (PVV) are indicators of the neopopulist dy-
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namic. !e PVV, Islamophobic "rst and foremost, denounces the 
elites and lauds the virtues of the  people, aspiring to be the cham-
pion of freedoms for minorities (gays, Jews,  women) against the Arab- 
Muslim masses. Geert Wilders, in the face of an erosion of success at 
the polls, wagered on a harder line against immigration and also in 
relation to the Eu ro pean Union. !at ideological rapprochement with 
the FN was solidi"ed by a partisan alliance, even though,  until that 
time, Geert Wilders had accused the FN of being an extremist and 
anti- Semitic party, to emphasize that he himself was neither. His 
campaign did not bear the desired fruit, and the PVV, which was 
expecting a victory, received a disappointing 13.3# percent of the vote. 
At the other end of the far- right "eld, the results of the Greek move-
ment Golden Dawn (Chrissi Avgi), resolutely part of the radical far 
right,  were as expected. Golden Dawn borrows from Fascism the 
form of a militia-party, navigating between urban vio lence and elec-
toral activity. Like Fascism, it has sought to construct a counterstate, 
positioning itself as a popu lar agent of law enforcement involved in 
social action and, at the same time, possessing a mandate for the le-
gitimate use of physical vio lence. It took from Nazism the connec-
tion between Greek antiquity and Aryanism (it claims that Nazism 
may have drawn more inspiration from Hellenism than vice versa).81 
It borrows from neo- Nazism the transcendence of divisions internal 
to the white race, to the advantage of an esotericist and paganistic 
white a%rmationism. At a time when, on average, wages have dropped 
by a third, and a quarter of all Greeks have slipped below the pov-
erty line, racism serves as an instrument for the reallocation of social 
resources. Golden Dawn further increased its standing, winning 
9.3# percent of the vote.

In  these elections, the greatest success was registered in France, 
based on a third model: that of Marine Le Pen’s National Front. Her 
party came in "rst, with 24.3# percent of the vote. Her electorate is 
more interclassist than the examples just considered. !e line pro-
moted by Jean- Marie Le Pen, perfect national populist that he is, 
called for a savior to rise up from the common  people to put an end 
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to the nation’s destruction, which was caused by the endogenous elites 
and the exogenous masses. At "rst, Marine Le Pen incorporated the 
neopopulist shift into that program. Since 2012, however, the party 
has evolved  toward the line it promoted in the Eu ro pean election and 
which can be called “full sovereignism.”  Until then, the FN had al-
ways been a “party of demand”: so cio log i cal  factors, rather than what 
the party had to o$er, governed who voted for the FN. !e party now 
seems capable of proposing complete protection. Its discourse is that 
of a po liti cal, economic, and cultural sovereignism that promises 
voters of  every social class that they  will be shielded from economic, 
demographic, and cultural globalization and  will enjoy both the 
bene"ts of entrepreneurial capitalism (the theme of “intelligent pro-
tectionism”) and the protections of the welfare state (the theme of 
“national preference”).

When we examine  these three cases, it becomes obvious that  there 
is no ideological uniformity. Election results remain a function of 
national problematics and cultures. !e common ele ment is not a 
Europhobia without substance, but a critique of the institutions of 
the Eu ro pean Union. !eir lack of demo cratic legitimacy is said to be 
a trap, intentionally set up as a way of installing liberalism, both eco-
nomic and cultural.  !ese institutions supposedly produce the "ssures 
in postindustrial society (social atomization, mass unemployment), 
which on the far right are portrayed as the "ssures in multicultural 
society.  !ese elections also give us a glimpse of the simultaneous 
reactions of territories that are divided between di$ er ent nations. 
Such is the case for Catalonia, which was split up by the Treaty of 
the Pyrenees (1659). A deep- seated in de pen dence movement exists in 
Spanish Catalonia, whereas the Catalanism of the zone that remained 
in France is super"cial, stemming in  great part from a revival dating 
to the last few de cades. !e major nationalist movement south of 
the Pyrenees is not propelled by the far right. It is not fueled by re-
sentment of globalization, but rather by the desire to participate 
optimally in it. Even though many völkisch- leaning groups have 
been created in Catalonia since the 1960s, the Movimiento Social 
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Republicano (MSR), nationalist- revolutionary in its orientation (it 
received only 0.05#  percent of the vote in the Eu ro pean election), 
considers separatism a bourgeois demand and advocates the forma-
tion of a federation of Spains within a Eu ro pean federation that 
would include Rus sia.

Since the brief quasi- success of Fuerza Nueva,82 the Spanish far 
right has been marked by a compulsive factionalism and an inca-
pacity for reform except by imitation of Eu ro pean experiments, 
primarily French and Italian. Yet the election results in Spain are 
entirely di$ er ent from  those in France. !e "ve far- right slates in 
Spain divided up 0.38# percent of the vote. In Barcelona, their suc-
cess was negligible: 0.05# percent for the Falange Española Auténtica 
de la Juntas de Ofensiva Nacional Sindicalista, 0.03# percent for the 
MSR and for the Islamophobic Democracia Nacional, and so on. 
Although the plurality of candidacies might make it pos si ble to at 
least detect what line has the most weight, all forms of the far right 
are at an impasse  there. Across the border in Perpignan, the po liti cal 
o$erings of the far right  were also multiple, given the interest in pro-
portional repre sen ta tion. Whereas the small far- right organ izations 
had results equivalent to  those in Barcelona, in France, the National 
Front slate came in "rst, with 35.89# percent of the vote.

 !ese results underscore the fact that “the crisis of 2008” is not the 
cause of a “rise of extremes in Eu rope.” !e severity of the crisis in 
Spain is beyond doubt, and in Catalonia, the number of unemployed 
receiving no bene"ts has tripled since 2010. Roussillon, moreover, is 
one of the most fragile French territories: 32# percent of the population 
of Perpignan lives  under the poverty line. In view of the disparity in 
the far- right election results in adjoining territories that face similar 
"nancial di%culties, the economic explanation is not su%cient. !e 
far- right vote depends on an intersection between a coherent po liti cal 
o$ering and a social demand for authoritarianism, reinforced by a 
sense that a community of common destiny is falling apart. In the face 
of the acceleration of the welfare state’s decline as a result of Euro-
liberalism, a new portion of the Eu ro pean electorate is ready to listen.
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!is is not, however, a return to the 1930s or a reaction to an eco-
nomic situation supposedly set in motion in 2008. For the last forty 
years and on both sides of the Atlantic, a pro cess has been  under way 
that can be called, in the French context, droitisation, a swing to the 
right. In conjunction with an ethnicization of social questions and 
repre sen ta tions, the welfare state and egalitarian humanism are being 
dismantled, to the advantage of the penal state. !at pro cess entails 
a social demand for authoritarianism, a reaction to the transforma-
tion and atomization of modes of life and repre sen ta tions, within a 
globalized, "nancialized economic universe where the West no longer 
occupies the center. !at is why socioeconomic indicators alone 
are not su%cient. France is certainly having di%culties, but it is more 
than that: its culture was for "ve centuries built on unitary values. 
For France, therefore, the crisis is both po liti cal and cultural, and full 
sovereignism comes as a response to the "ssures. !e swing to the 
right is an ongoing pro cess, and it o$ers the far right in  every country 
the possibility of adapting its po liti cal o$erings to "t its own national 
society.
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