 Prophecy and the French Extreme Right





If prophecy is a political grammar which is 'peculiarly flexible and can produce discourse suitable to virtually any context or purpose' and into which 'highly subversive ideas can be inserted'(1), we need look no further than the murky fringes of far-right politics in France to locate a tradition awash with prophecies, prophets and prophetic language. By its nature, the extreme-right tradition in French political and intellectual history is arguably not only vivid and dramatic, but also slightly sinister and disquieting. Over two centuries, the extreme 'rights' that France has given birth to have often  been characterised by their recourse to mystical language. Thus, far-right discourse has been dominated by talk of 'Providence', 'Saviours' and also  would-be 'Gods'. The 'apocalyptical crises' of 1789, 1871 and 1940 in particular have given rise to a whole array of prophetic visions and claims.


	Across two centuries of fascinating and highly diverse far-right history, it is possible to identify strong and recurring prophetic 'attitudes'. Thus, in the first half of this study, analysis will centre on two quite consistent and profound far-right positions. First, the idea that 'Regeneration will come', and second, the related belief that 'Our Divine Saviour has arrived'. Each, to a greater or lesser degree, reflects the prophetic impulse at the heart of the extreme-right tradition. Thereafter, in the second main section, the focus will shift to the modern-day embodiment of the extreme right, namely the Front National of Jean-Marie Le Pen. With on average 15 per cent of the French vote, this party is not only a key political actor in contemporary France, but also a movement draped in its own type of prophetic discourse. Thus, whether it is Le Pen's self-identification with Joan of Arc as an heroic 'Saviour' figure or the party's use of prophecy as a rhetorical tool - most notably in connection with Islam and homosexuality - the message is that France is in danger and a God-like figure must 'save' her.





Perhaps the most obvious 'attitude' that links the far-right tradition in France to the idea of 'prophecy' is, put simply, the belief that, ultimately and providentially, 'regeneration will come'. For many reasons this is a recognisable attitude, not least because over two centuries the various different types of movement on the extreme right in France have consistently thrived on 'crisis' conditions or what they perceive as such. It has been natural, therefore, for far-right groupings to regularly assert that 'the future', in a certain indefinable sense, 'will be better' and that in national terms 'regeneration will come'.


	It is clear in fact that this style of discourse has accompanied many extreme-right movements in their search for influence and credibility. Obviously, in different eras and in varying contexts, the idea of 'regeneration' has taken different forms. Poignantly for us, it is clear also that talk of regeneration has at times been couched in what could be called prophetic language. In others, however, it has taken on a less mystical but more practical tone.


	 Take, for example, the case of Jean-Marie Le Pen, the personification of the Front National, the political party which is viewed by most commentators as the modern-day embodiment of the French far-right tradition. In his campaign for the 1995 Presidential elections, Le Pen put forward an array of provocative policy proposals, possibly the most intriguing of which was the idea of a new 'Sixth Republic' to replace the 'weak' and 'corrupt' Fifth Republic(2). Amidst the usual rhetoric and bravado of Lepéniste policy statements, the fundamental message was this: France is in decline and we, the FN, wish to renovate and regenerate her. Needless to say, the idea of a new 'Sixth Republic' was only one of many measures designed and propogated by Le Pen - and which would have been acted upon had the FN leader arrived at the Elysée Palace in May 1995.


	The need for 'regeneration' was also fundamental to the ideology of the Paris Nazis during the Second World War. As these 'heart and soul'(3) collaborators surveyed their native country - a country simultaneously experiencing Nazi Occupation and a return to 'backward' or 'traditionalist' policies under Pétain's Vichy - their demand was for a new 'arrangement' and a new 'future'. As such, 'regeneration' for the misfits and cranks who became known as the Paris Nazis took on a quite definite meaning; in effect it meant regeneration through Nazism, through Hitler and through a 'new' Europe. The hope was that Hitler would win the war, Europe would fall under the spell of the 'strength', 'virility' and 'power' of Nazism, and France would be led to salvation and renaissance as a consequence. Nothing of the sort ever happened of course, but this very real and practical notion of 'regeneration' was pivotal to the French-born Nazis of the Paris salons.


	What is missing, however, from the two aforementioned cases is any overt recourse to prophetic language. In both instances it is possible to identify a clear belief in, and hope for, regeneration, but clearly too the 'modern' political grammar in use is devoid of a real mystical or prophetic ingredient. The same, however, cannot be said for the writings of Joseph de Maistre, in the late eighteenth century, and to a lesser extent, Charles Maurras at the beginning of this century.





In the history of monarchist, counter-revolutionary thought, de Maistre and Maurras are colossal figures. While de Maistre personified the intellectual counter-attack against the French Revolution - and as such has been viewed by historians as the 'founding father' of right-wing ideas in France - Maurras, a hundred years later, attempted to reformulate the 'monarchist' idea. He fused notions of nationalism and monarchism to create what René Rémond has called a "unique synthesis"(4). Curiously, both men wrote their most celebrated works in fin-de-siècle climates. In 1796, seven years on from the Fall of the Bastille, de Maistre had put pen to paper to produce Considerations on France - a highly emotive analysis of, and retort to, the 'wrongs' and 'sins' of the Revolution. One hundred and three years later Maurras was still vociferously discussing and vehemently opposing the values and fundamental rationale of 1789. His Dictator and King was a stinging rebuke to the French Republic, but also a highly articulate blueprint for change and renaissance along monarchist lines.


	What both writers had in common, in their respective eras, was their concern for 'the future'. More specifically, both saw the need for - and at times actually delineated or prophesied - 'regeneration'. In the case of de Maistre this future renaissance took a definite shape: counter-revolution and the return of the Bourbon dynasty. Jacques Godechot argues that de Maistre wanted 'a renovated, rejuvenated form of society, based upon theocracy'; he says that for the author of Considerations, the 'counter-revolution will be accomplished at the hour willed by God; but it cannot fail to come'(5). Moreover, when one examines and analyses the 'visionary thought'(6)  of de Maistre, it becomes obvious that there is no role for mortals in counter-revolutionary change:





	When men form theories about counter-revolution, they too often 


	make the mistake of arguing as if this counter-revolution should and


	could be only the result of some popular deliberation. The people are


	afraid, it is said; the people want, the people will never consent, it is


	not agreeable to the people, and so on. It is a pity, but the people


	count for nothing in revolutions, or at least they play a part only as a


	passive instrument. Perhaps four or five people will give France a king


	...If the monarchy is restored, the people will no more decree its 


	restoration than they decreed its downfall or the establishment of the 


	revolutionary government(7)





Here, there is not only an elitist, dismissive tone to de Maistre's strictures, but also, in an important sense, a prediliction for 'envisaging' or 'foretelling' the future. In particular, there is a strong belief in the power of Providence - what Michel Winock has called de Maistre's 'theological dialectic'(8) and what Paul Beik has termed 'the providential interpretation'(9). De Maistre argues that 'divine justice' rather than the influence of 'distinguished intellectuals'(10) is the key to understanding history. This faith in 'the lessons that Providence was teaching mankind'(11) - the belief that some kind of all-powerful 'invisible hand' was guiding France and Europe towards 'salvation', and away from the 'evils' of Revolution - is a dominant theme in all of de Maistre's writings. France, he argues, has 'pervert(ed) her vocation. . .it is not surprising that terrible means must be used to set her on her true course again.'(12) John Murray sums up de Maistre's views on this subject as follows: 'The counter-revolution would inevitably come about, "the date alone is doubtful". . . .'(13)


	If de Maistre's prophetic overtones are quite obvious - Charlotte Muret claims that de Maistre and his likeminded contemporary Bonald 'have been aptly called the "prophets of the past"'(14) - Maurras' are slightly less so. Both men, in their different ages, were convinced monarchists, but if the 'end' was identical, the 'means' perhaps were different. Maurras, like de Maistre, 'demands' a royalist restoration and quite obviously 'predicts' one too, but in a sense, Maurras 'assumes' rather than 'prophesies'. Looking into the future, Maurras appears to trust in logic rather than Providence. His preamble to Dictator and King reads as follows: 'The undersigned, being royalist writers, expressing their personal views only, but drawing not only upon the traditions and constitutions of the former monarchy of France. . .affirm that the head of the House of France is in their opinion the dictator which the nation needs as well	as being its legitimate king.'(15)


	In effect, therefore, there is an assumption in Maurrasian writings that a 'dictator-king' figure will come and will lead France to safety and glory. In  near-prophetic tones, Maurras argues: 'France needs the monarchy, if. . .it does not satisfy this need . . . this will be the end of France.'(16) In this respect, therefore, Maurras exhibits a real sense of impending doom: only a king can save France from an apocalyptical fate. Maurras states: '(T)he royalist constitution is thus the proper, natural and rational constitution of the country at last restored, and the reign of the king is no more than the return to our true order.'(17) The key word here is 'rational'. As Brogan argues, Maurras maintained that politics was propelled by 'certain laws'(18) - and it is certain that one such Maurrasian 'law' was the need for strong monarchical leadership.


	 If de Maistre and his Ultra friends were 'born' monarchists, whose 'ideas were based on the conviction that a providential order exists'(19), Maurras was of a different breed. He had 'converted' to royalism in the 1890s, and soon after converted the Action Française to royalism too(20). For Maurras though, royalism was a convenient but potentially excellent expedient, the best solution to a given problem - and henceforth his brand of belief was labelled 'neo-royalism' to distinguish it from the more principled de Maistre-style variety. 'To sum up', says Maurras, 'the state, represented by royal power in all remote and lofty questions of general policy which lie beyond the capacity and the knowledge of individual citizens, will be re-established in its natural and rational prerogatives - namely independence and authority.'(21) Maurras' historical investigations convinced him, therefore, to see the future in clear, rational and logical terms.


	Thus, envisaging a post-republican future for France - in de Maistre's case post-First Republic, and in Maurras' situation post-3rd Republic - both right-wing intellectuals foresaw serious counter-revolutionary change, with a king, eventually, emerging as a symbol of this transformation. There is also a more general way in which both Maurras and de Maistre foresaw renaissance. Maurras in fact considers the very basics of society and argues that 'liberties' will be returned to 'families', 'towns and villages' and 'important hinterland regions'.(22) 'This,' Maurras states, 'is what the king will do for liberties. He will restore them to the citizens. He will be their guarantor, their defender, their policeman.'(23)


	In arguing against the need for a 'Westminster-type parliament'(24) but in favour of 'royal authority. . .at the apex of the whole structure of civil liberties'(25), Maurras is certain that change is needed - and will come. Throughout his works a definite confidence, or arrogance, is evident in his views. One section of Dictator and King begins, 'Royalist dictatorship having resolved this crisis. . .'(26) There is no doubt in his mind that the future for France is assured: 'Whatever critics may say, this hope of a French renaissance is no chimera, for the nation's vitality, if menaced, does not seem to us to be fundamentally impaired, morally, physically and economically. . . . We are royalist because we consider that hereditary monarchy alone is capable of administering the necessary treatment.'(27) Ernst Nolte has gone on to argue that Maurras' demand for a 'soldier-king' and his 'call for a leader' give his doctrine a 'fascist quality'.(28) Nolte also cites Maurras: 'We lack the man at the helm; we lack him, the man, and that's all.'(29) Here, for Nolte, there is further evidence of Maurras' fascistic, dictatorial tendencies, and for us, there is a further indication that Maurras was, to a significant extent, 'willing'(30) the emergence of a new leader.


	The language used by de Maistre in his works is much more emotive and vivid than that utilised by Maurras. There is, for example, talk of 'divine justice'(31), 'vengeance'(32) and 'great crimes' which 'unfortunately demand great punishments'.(33) Beik identifies a 'high prophetic note'(34) within the pages of Considerations, and in many ways de Maistre does imply that counter-revolution is inevitable: '(E)verything that is laid down must accomplish its destiny: there will be no disobedience until the judgement is fulfilled.'(35)


	In more specific terms de Maistre discerns two important aspects of the 'regeneration' process as he perceives it. First, although he is sure that the dreamed-of counter-revolution will not come about through force but 'Providence'(36), he also simultaneously maintains that war - and in particular the European war raging at the time of the French Revolution - can act as a stimulant to progress. 'It is well known,' de Maistre argues 'that nations reach the apex of the greatness of which they are capable only after long and bloody wars'. He goes on: 'In a word, it could be said that blood is the manure of that plant we call genius.'(37) Implicit in this argument, therefore, is the fundamental belief that a 'Utopia'(38) is 'waiting'(39) for France: 'humanity can be considered as a tree that an invisible hand is continually pruning, often to its benefit.'(40)


	De Maistre also envisages that the French clergy, exiled across Europe as a result of the Revolution, will actually return having benefited from the experience. He talks about a 'revolting tyranny'(41) having forced the clerics to flee, but in the 'common hopes' and 'rapprochement' that, de Maistre argues, will in future characterise Catholic-Protestant relations, he finds some hope and solace. 'The French clergy was in need of reform,' he proclaims(42). His 'prediction' - if we can use such a crude term - was that the clergy would re-emerge stronger and purer, so aiding the ultimate triumph of the counter-revolution which, for de Maistre at least, was, and would be, divinely inspired. As Murray states: 'According to de Maistre, the Revolution would pass as soon as France was regenerated. . .'(43)





If in far-right circles it is possible to identify an attitude that predicts or pre-empts 'regeneration' or 'salvation', it is also evident that, at given times too, the dominant, prevailing belief is that 'Our Divine Saviour has arrived'. It is clear moreover that the mentality and temperament of leaders and activists on the extreme right - in all its many guises - is particularly prone to the adoration and adulation of 'one-man' panaceas. To a certain extent perhaps, the examples of General Boulanger and Le Pen, two renowned figures on the populist, nationalist right, are cases in point. However, although in both contexts a 'personality cult' is discernible, it is also clear that both situations are devoid of real mystical or divine content.


	Boulanger, for instance, emerged in the 1880s as a popular and charismatic political leader, whose army background gave him substance and credibility with his followers; in time he came to personify the rabid fanaticism of the new radical right that developed in the years after 1880. He was viewed by his varied collection of supporters as the one man who could overturn the impotence and corruption of the Third Republic - and also reconquer Alsace-Lorraine for France. The 'revenge' issue was vital to the Boulangist phenomenon - and Boulanger, the army general, was seen as a potential hero-figure who could 'save' France from further diplomatic and military humiliation. It would be wrong, however, to identify any element of 'prophecy' in the Boulangist episode. For a time, Boulanger was highly fashionable - and adored by many - but there was no real religious or mystical aspect to his emergence or, as it turned out, non-emergence(44).


	The same could also be said, in the contemporary context, of Jean-Marie Le Pen. Over a period of twenty-five years, Le Pen and his Front National movement have risen from obscurity to a position of huge importance in French politics. When the FN broke through the psychologically-important ten per cent barrier in the early 1980s, political commentators were shocked and stunned. Le Pen is, and always has been, a highly inspirational and controversial political leader, and also a superb and evocative orator. At times the FN leader sees himself as the saviour-figure France, in his view, requires - and some onlookers have even discerned a religious-style devotion among his followers. However, in the modern world of politics, the emergence of Le Pen has been one of elections and opinion polls, and devoid, not unnaturally, of overt spiritual or prophetic overtones.


	Thus, if we are looking for 'divine' political 'moments' on the far right of French politics, or just perceived as such by leaders or movements on the extreme right, we must focus elsewhere. In particular, it would be productive to examine two key years: 1815 and 1940. As Nicholas Atkin has argued in a different but related context(45), these watershed dates have much in common. For us, it is suffice to note that both stand as landmarks in the history of counter-revolution in France. Both dates can be viewed - and have been viewed - as 'beginnings'. Each has been interpreted as a 'dawn', and each in a very general sense has come to be represented by a 'heroic', 'saviour' figure. Charles X, although he acceded to the French throne in 1824, is intrinsically connected with the Restoration 'idea' of 1814-5, and the person of Marshal Pétain is innately associated with the Vichy administration established in 1940.


	The significance of these two figures is emphasised by the fact that both, in their different eras, were seen by their supporters and entourage as 'messiah' figures, whose coming, in a very non-specific way, had been much awaited and 'forseen', if not actually predicted. As such, the arrival in power of each man was laced in a language high in prophetic and mystical content. In power, both Charles X and Pétain used religion and their own personal vanity to reinforce their authority. And, although both men were to provoke widespread opposition, they did attempt to launch grandiose and highly personal policy 'revolutions' while in power.


	It would not be too controversial to assert that the Restoration of the Bourbon dynasty - and key moments in its consolidation(the 1814 Charter, the Second Restoration of 1815 and the accession of Charles X in 1824) - was draped in a highly religious discourse. The message implicit in this discourse was that the 'natural' kings of France had returned and all was again well. Although there had been slight hiccups - in a famous remark on the eve of emigration in ----, the Comte d'Artois(the future Charles X) had said that he and his royalist cohorts 'would be back in three months'(46) - the essence of Restoration rhetoric, post-1814, was proud, confident and self-justifying in tone. The keynote Charter of 1814, for example, began with the words: 'Divine Providence, in bringing us back to our realm after a long absence. . . .(47) Inherent in such language was the belief that the counter-revolution - as represented, for right-wing forces, by the return of the Bourbons - was inevitable, pre-ordained and divinely inspired. The providential language used by de Maistre and the theocrats had, it was argued, been vindicated.


	 However, in maintaining that God had eventually 'willed' the counter-revolution envisioned by the 'religious prophet'(48) de Maistre, many on the counter-revolutionary right actually ignored the fact that the diplomatic situation in 1814 and the intervention of the Allies(49) were the real stimuli to the Bourbons' return. Evident still in the early years of the Restoration was thus a naive, blasé belief that Providence had 'won the day' and the counter-revolution, through its own power and prowess, had 'triumphed'.(50) The 1814 Charter was particularly 'guilty' in this respect. Ignoring the reality of the revolutionary tumult that had changed France so profoundly in the years following 1789, the document ended with the sentence: 'Given at Paris, in the year of our Lord one thousand eight hundred and fourteen, and of our reign the nineteenth.'(51) Thus, for the Bourbon establishment, the kings had 'never been away'. It was implied that 'salvation' had at last arrived.


	It could quite easily be argued that a similar 'mood' was prevalent in  1940. Although Pétain was a highly controversial figurehead for the administration of the Southern Unoccupied Zone, he was also a man whose elevation to power was, in the eyes of some, a 'mystical' occurrence. Some historians argue that Pétain had, in a very practical fashion, been preparing for government throughout the unstable and crisis-ridden 1930s.(52) Agreeing fully with such a verdict, however, would be to underestimate and actually denigrate the hugely profound manner in which the Marshal 'assumed' power. As James McMillan has stated: 'Philippe Pétain appeared as the country's saviour in its darkest hour, a supreme patriot summoned to assume the burdens of high office at the age of 84'(53). As this quotation implies, some kind of 'spiritual force' did appear to propel Pétain into power, and thereafter, as Kedward notes, a 'cult' and a 'myth' did surround the aged leader(54).


	For those who located themselves on the extreme right, there was something particularly special and awe-inspiring about Pétain. The case of Charles Maurras is especially poignant. We have already noted how Maurras had spent his whole political career advocating the need for a 'Dictator and King' - a man who would lead republican France to regeneration and renaissance via a monarchical restoration. And for us, it is particularly interesting to note how sharply Maurras' 'prophetic' musings come into focus when Pétain actually 'arrives' in power.  For, in 1940 Maurras was in absolutely no doubt that 'the moment' had come. Alexander Werth quotes the words of the writer René Benjamin, who witnessed a deeply significant encounter between Maurras and Pétain:





	He(Maurras) bowed deeply to the guards(at the Hôtel du Parc), 


	respectful as he is of all authority. . . He was clad in a strange cloak 


	which seemed to have been made of lion skin. . . and on his head he 


	wore a small round hat, of the existence of which he was hardly


	aware. For Maurras attaches little importance to the things he buys. He


	bought this hat because laurel wreaths are no longer sold in 


	shops. . . And then he entered the Marshal's apartments. . .


		The moment the Marshal saw Maurras he rose. Maurras leapt


	forward, put his hand in the Marshal's, bowed with deep reverence,


	then smiled radiantly. Their eyes met. They were like two flashes of


	lightning. . . The light of respect. The flame of admiration. The


	Marshal was saying to himself: 'Here is the mind that for forty years 


	has been guiding and giving courage to the best men in France,' and 


	Maurras wanted to cry out: 'Saviour, oh magnificent saviour!(55)





After recounting the brief conversation that, Benjamin claims, the two men thereafter indulged in, Werth quotes Benjamin again: 'Maurras was in the seventh heaven. For thirty years he had been calling for the Sovereign: now he had seen him for a whole evening!'(56)


	In 1940, therefore, it was as if all Maurras' dreams, and perhaps even prophecies, had come true. For Maurras' Action Française movement, the elevation of the 'Victor of Verdun' to the heights of national leader - or at least leader of the Unoccupied Zone - was of equally profound significance. Richard Griffiths quotes the words of AF member Paul Courcoural:


 


	A great good fortune has come to us in our immense misery. God 	had prepared for us a great leader. Marshal Pétain has gathered up 	France in the very day of her distress. . . What is taking place, as a 


       	result of the decisions taken at Vichy. . . is the Counter-Revolution. 


	With Charles Maurras and all his friends, we salute the first acts of this 	Counter-Revolution with an emotion, a pride, and a hope which are 	explained by our life, which has for fifty years been devoted to these 	same principles. . . (57)





According to Werth, 'he(Maurras) treated Pétain as the ultimate triumph of his own monarchist philosophy.'(58) In a similar vein, Griffiths argues that the Marshal became the 'king' for which the AF had always worked(59).


 	Less genuine perhaps, but equally as flattering in his view of Pétain, was the writer Paul Claudel. Claudel has gained a rather undesirable reputation as a pragmatic sychophant(60), and in 1940 he knew exactly who to praise and exalt. Richard Griffiths cites the words of Claudel on 6 July 1940: 'France has been delivered after sixty years. . . The new Government invokes God. . . '.(61) Thus, Claudel, like Maurras, implied that some kind of deliverance had taken place, and that this deliverance was personified by Pétain. In his 'Words to the Marshal' he proclaims: 'Marshal, here is that France in your arms, who has only you and who is slowly coming back to life, slowly and with a low voice. . . A single blast on the trumpet does not bring the dead back to life! It is present 	exigency and the poignant awareness of a duty to be done.'(62)


	In 1825 and 1940, therefore, a longed-for 'Saviour' figure had been identified. Accompanying this was an obvious and outrageous vanity - in both Charles X and the Marshal. This attitude of self-obsession adds to the impression that the two men were not only perceived as 'divine', 'saviour' figures, but actually perceived themselves as such. Pétain, for example, is notorious for his proud and arrogant personality. Not only did he sign all official decrees in grandiose royalist language - 'Nous, Philippe Pétain, chef de l'Etat'(63) - but as if to acknowledge and actually encourage over-the-top adulation like that of Claudel, and to a lesser extent Maurras, he became the willing focal-point of a new, adapted version of the Lord's Prayer(64) and also a series of  flagrantly vain propaganda posters.(65) As Werth has written: 'In. . . all(the) confusion(of 1940) there was Pétain, nearly ninety, incredibly vain and fancying himself the Man of Providence'.(66)


	'Providence' was of course a word that had been used consistently by Joseph de Maistre in his late-eighteenth century writings, and a word also that indicated the mystical and, at times, prophetic nature of the counter-revolution. When the Bourbons 'returned' in 1814 and when, ten years later, Charles X ascended the French throne, it was a sign to many on the royalist right that Providence had at last actually 'produced'. Roberts quotes the royalist journal Le Drapeau Blanc: 'The throne is occupied by an émigré, one of those princes who from exile addressed to their faithful servants those calls to which they have responded so nobly. . . '(67) Not only was the profound significance of the emigration emphasised by the new authorities, but for Charles X and his closest colleagues in government after 1824, there was also a powerful belief in divinity and in particular the 'divine' nature of their rule.


	Thus, in the same way that de Maistre in his Considerations talked about a 'divine law'(68) propelling history, Villèle, one of Charles' prime ministers, claimed he was 'born to end revolution'.(69) For his part, the new monarch sent out a fundamental message in his 1825 coronation. This ceremony witnessed 'the sight of the king prostrate before the archbishop'(70) and for one historian the whole coronation episode was notable for 'its theatrical and ludicrous echoes of old France, and above all its overwhelmingly religious atmosphere and trappings'.(71) The Reims ceremony implied in essence that the 'Saviour' had indeed arrived - and Charles was not a man to argue with destiny.


	The divine, religious mythology that surrounded both Charles X and Marshal Pétain gave rise - quite predictably - to criticism and opposition. Put another way: for some people in each of the two contexts, the idea that a 'Saviour' figure had arrived was a joke. In the late 1820s, for example, Charles X became the subject of an array of hostile songs, cartoons and poems. The satirist Béranger became notorious for his lampoons. His infamous poem about the coronation includes the lines:





	In belt of Charlemagne arrayed


	As though just such a roystering blade,


	Charles in the dust now prostrate lies;


	'Rise up, Sir King', a soldier cries.


	'No,' quoth the Bishop, 'and by Saint Peter,


	The Church crowns you; with bounty treat her!


	Heaven sends, but 'tis the priests who give;


	Long may legitimacy live!(72)





In a far cruder and much more sinister way, Pétain in the 1940s was also ridiculed and abused on account of his grandiose monarchical pretensions and his demeanour generally. In addition to the predictable taunts of the foreign press and the crude jibes of the hardline Paris fascists, there was also what could be termed 'internal dissent'.(73)


	Notwithstanding this type of domestic opposition, both men on ascending to power used their new-found authority to institute very personally-inspired 'moral' agendas. Pétain's was the much more overt and rounded, and as such took the name 'National Revolution'.(74) The fact that most practical policy measures in the three main spheres of 'Work', 'Family' and 'Country' were outright failures does not hide the fact that on acquiring the reins of power, the Marshal judged the conditions right to launch what, in his terms, was nothing less than a 'crusade'. This 'crusade' was inspired by God - a new emphasis on Catholic teaching and morality exemplified by anti-abortion and pro-family initiatives - and also by the person of Pétain himself. As such, children in schools were taught to recite pro-Marshal verses, Vichy posters made an example of Pétain's 'inspiring' and 'unrivalled' patriotic credentials, while the man himself lambasted the 'corruption' and 'decadence' of the pre-1940 'Old Regime'. Essentially, Pétain's 'prophecy' was that France would be 're-born' under his 'revolution in values' and his paternalistic guidance - a prophecy that remained unfulfilled.


	Perhaps more haphazard and less strategically planned was the political and religious 'revolution' personified by Charles X. Only months after coming to the throne he revealed a reactionary programme, and the new king gave the real impression that Providence had both willed his accession and inspired his governmental programme. Thus, in addition to controversially compensating the émigrés - the 'desire to heal the last wounds of the Revolution'(75) - he also passed the infamous Sacrilege Law of 1825. Although this law was thoroughly impractical and existed in theory only, its main thrust - that 'the profanation of consecrated vessels and of the consecrated wafers constitutes the crime of sacrilege'(76) - illustrated Charles' desire to create a theocratic state, in which there would be no constraints on the power of the Catholic Church. For the royalist right in general, events like the Coronation and the introduction of the Sacrilege Law 'proved' that Charles X was indeed the 'Divine Saviour' that Providence had always 'promised'. Thiers, writing the day before Louis XVIII died and Charles X became king, confirmed that this feeling existed: 'The fact is everyone is expecting the reign of the priests. On all sides one is told, "The clerics are in!" The ultras make no attempt to hide their satisfaction. They evince notorious glee all around, and appear to flatter themselves that their long wait is at last ending, and about to give way to enjoyment of all the good things they have been longing for.'(77)





 It is clear, therefore, that across two centuries there has been significant evidence of prophetic discourse on the extreme right of French politics. Together, de Maistre's writings on the counter-revolution and Maurras' musings on the need for a new authoritarian king are clear illustrations of this phenomenon. Furthermore, when Charles X, in 1825, and Marshal Pétain, in 1940, assume ultimate power, the words, the vanity and the neo-religious mysticism surrounding the two men left contemporaries in no doubt that providence had at last revealed itself.


	In the modern, Fifth Republic era, it could be argued that the new embodiment of far-right politics - the Front National of Jean-Marie Le Pen - has also used 'prophecy' in its discourse and in its day-to-day rhetoric. Indeed, the FN is renowned for its sharp, clever but often highly controversial political propaganda, consistently dramatising political issues. Thus, in this second section we will examine the areas in which Le Pen and his colleagues do emerge as political 'actors' keen to exploit the nature and potential of 'prophetic' discourse.





(insert,merge and amend)


	This perhaps is one way in which Le Pen indulges in rather grandiose, prophetic activity. Another, very different strategy can be identified in his day-to-day political discourse. Here, the FN leader is a widely-acknowledged master of language. Not only does he lace his language with emotive, evocative vocabulary(col,occ,inv), but he also raises the spectre of apocalypse in spectacular and exaggerated terms. These 'scare tactics' are particularly evident when Le Pen's focus shifts to two of his favourite topics: immigration and homosexuality. As we will see, Le Pen lambasts both immigrant and homosexual communities in France and, for differing reasons, he argues that their continued existence is a grave 'threat' or 'danger' to the nation. In this context, Le Pen's argument can be summed up as follows: 'The Apocalypse is close!'


(......)


	In this respect, one key 'issue' is Joan of Arc. Like many previous leaders, writers and movements on the far right(), Le Pen and the FN are eager to 'exploit' the story of Joan of Arc. Although it is not necessary to delve into the minor details of this celebrated historical tale, it is important to establish the fundamental aspects of the episode. Firstly, it is vital to recognise that Joan, a small peasant girl from Lorraine, was thrust into the political and military world of fifteenth-century French via a series of 'voices from God' which, she claimed, drove her to protect the Dauphin and expel the English occupiers from France. In truly heroic fashion, Joan did fulfil this 'mission', but was eventually burnt at the stake on account of her strange, mysterious visions by the prevailing authorities. In time, the death of Joan created a martyr and, ultimately, a saint. It is clearly true that this simplistic depiction of the Joan of Arc story ignores important historical nuances, sidestepping the many complex dimensions to fifteenth-century French and European politics.


	 However, it is still quite possible to delineate how, and in what manner, Le Pen and his colleagues have analysed the Joan of Arc story for their own benefit. Not only have they been able to 'exploit' the visions and prophecies of Joan - intimating that both Joan and Le Pen have supernatural faculties - but they have also been able to laud and glorify, in a highly abstract and spiritual sense, the saviour-like qualities of the 'historical' Joan. In another perhaps more profound manner, there is also a sense in which the men and women of the FN believe, quite genuinely and quite innocently, in the coming 'arrival' of the 'eternal' Joan as France's twentieth-century saviour. Often in fact, within FN discourse, the terms 'Joan' and 'Jean-Marie' are used in a mutually-exchangable fashion(babynamesnh251/11-17/5/89). Hence, it is Le Pen who is viewed as the man who could 'save' France, and as such, for FN supporters, he is looked upon as some kind of 'proxy' for the teenage saint.


	To begin with, however, it is highly illustrative to centre on the small, female figure of Joan of Arc. In May 1987, twelve months prior to presidential elections in which Le Pen would be a candidate, the FN leader addressed supporters at his party's special Fête Jeanne d'Arc(). Addressing the fifteenth century saint directly - and at the same time saluting her - Le Pen proclaimed:


	"I will meet you here for the national festival next year. Elected President 


	of the Republic, it is to you firstly, symbol and image of la patrie, that


	I will render my main homage"(Fig11may87POLSart)


In this passage from Le Pen's keynote speech, there are several clues to the true manner in which Le Pen and the FN regard Joan. Apart from the significance of the word 'homage' - which indicates the party's unadulterated adoration of the girl - and the huge emphasis on Joan as a symbol of patriotism and nationalism, the way in which Le Pen 'talks' to the historical figure is of profound importance. Le Pen, it could be argued, views Joan as a 'living' person, and a figure who is still exerting a powerful influence on contemporary France. He is not only predicting an election victory in 1988(), but also, in a sense, assuming and prophesying that Joan still has a presence in France - five centuries and more after her death.


	The belief that the influence of Joan is still at work, and that the female saint still has a role to play in modern France, is also clearly evident in a poem written by Pierre Dudan and published in the FN newspaper RLP Hebdo. There are several hugely significant lines in the poem:


	"Return for us to marvel...


	Living flame with a name so sweet...


	France needs you...


	Deliver us from disarray...


	Preserve us always from the invader"()


In general terms, therefore, the message implicit in these lines is that Joan still has a mission to fulfil. More specifically, the poem implies that Joan of Arc is the figure that the FN reveres and adores. If this point is clearly obvious from the first two lines quoted above, it can also be discerned - from the three other lines - that Joan is 'needed' to 'solve' a particular contemporary 'problem'. The use of the words 'disarray' and 'invader' suggest that the FN is especially conscious of the immigration issue. Joan is seen as a 'saviour-figure' in this situation, and in blunt terms Dudan almost demands the 'intervention' of the female saint to ease the nation's plight.


	To a significant extent, therefore, Le Pen and the FN uphold Joan as a 'living' figure and, in another related sense, they not only yearn for, but actually foresee, her eventual 'coming'. Although FN leaders do not in any way 'predict' the emergence of Joan, they do envisage - and perhaps even fantasise about - a contemporary 'entrance' for their female "heroine"(Collinotparexcell). It could be argued that this prediliction for prophecy - or for 'seeing the future' in a very general sense - is extremely unusual in a modern-day political party. Because we tend to interpret prophecy as an entirely mystical and non-rational 'idea', and a product of medieval times, we tend also to assume that in the modern world - where superstition and religion are viewed sceptically - serious political formations, committed to the very real business of elections and influence-seeking, have 'grown out' of such things. It is indeed true that Le Pen has been ridiculed for his 'obsession' and 'hero-worship'(IndPMarnham), but it should also be said that the FN - the third political force in France() and a movement that now consistently attracts the votes of 10-15 per cent of the French population() - shows no sign of lessening its attachment, and 'homage'(), to Joan. As such, it is a fascinating area to explore and analyse.


	On the surface, as we have noted, the FN position, if we can call it that, is that Joan will come again to save France. For the party she is a symbol, but also a living reality. Beyond this rhetoric - heartfelt for many FN spokesmen and members - is the belief that Le Pen too has a destiny to fulfil. For party supporters, this destiny is identical to that of Joan's, and Le Pen - a vain man not inclined to refuse the most grandiose of comparisons - has consequently expended much energy trying to liken his modern-day role in France to that of Joan's in the fifteenth century - and also, if FN discourse is to be believed, in the future! In essence, Le Pen argues that he will do for France what Joan did five centuries earlier, that he will fulfil the same mission and that, in profound, fundamental terms, he actually is Joan of Arc! 


	This basic Lepéniste position clearly demands further examination. Although FN leader and his cohorts have been known to 'dress up' as Joan and actually 'play' at being the female icon(IndPatM), the Le Pen-Joan identification does have a more serious 'justification' or 'rationale'. In fundamental terms, the FN argument centres on patriotism and on protecting the nation from the 'invader'. On this theme, party supporters hold that Le Pen and Joan of Arc are united: foreigners must be 'expelled' from France. In September 1995, sitting in the FN's plush Paris headquarters, Serge de Beketch - editor of the FNJ newspaper Agir() - articulated this relationship: 


	"She(Joan) gave her life and she was hostile to foreigners - it is just the 	same today. She wanted to fight against the very physical invader. It is 	the same principle today - foreigners must respect the 'house' they 	visit...Joan of Arc incarnates everything that the FN wants for France. 


	When you like the Joan of Arc idea you are a nationalist."()


Here, de Beketch is equating the English 'invaders' of the fifteenth century to the immigrant 'invaders' of the late twentieth century. Implicit in Le Pen's speech to his party's annual Fête Jeanne d'Arc in May 1986 was the same general message:


	"Joan, your work at the time was political, patriotic and spiritual. You


	forcefully led the redressement of political power; you called the people


	to stand up to the foreign invader...you were at the head of the army,


	incarnating the popular resistance to foreign occupation and your word


	of order...'bouter les anglais hors de France'...is one of the phrases


	which will stay of immense importance in our history 


	books."(LeM13586)


The parallel put forward here by both de Beketch and Le Pen is intriguing and highly significant, but ultimately flawed. FN leaders - and Le Pen in particular - do have a definite penchant for offering historical analogies() that are often simplistic and misleading. In this case, no account is taken for the two contrasting historical contexts - five hundred years and more apart - nor any awareness shown of how today's so-called immigrant 'occupation' is totally different from the 'occupation' of the English in the fifteenth century. There is also the view - put forward by Michel Rocard amongst others - that the concept of 'nation' and 'nationhood' is entirely modern, and that in the fifteenth century Joan of Arc would not have had a national loyalty in the same sense as Le Pen does today.()


	The FN, however, is happy to pedal the view that Joan's story is important and entirely apposite for modern-day nationalists. This belief was embodied in the slogan announced by the FNJ in 1986, "Le Pen - Jeanne d'Arc - Même Combat", and also, more recently, by the FN newspaper, National Hebdo: "Legitimacy...independence of France, the identity and security of all French people, the unity of national forces, vigorous action against the enemy. Faith in the future. Such were her's(Joan's) principles and objectives. They are the same as ours nearly six centuries later."(NH9-15/5/96)


	If FN supporters are prone to compare the 'aims' and 'motivations' of Le Pen, their leader, and Joan, the teenage saint, they also draw parallels between the two figures' personal backgrounds. Thus, while an array of glossy FN publications glorify the humble family origins of Le Pen() - and depict his lowly Breton roots in an idyllic manner(1991card) - the party likewise emphasises Joan's modest upbringing. At the 1990 Fête Jeanne d'Arc, Le Pen exemplified this strategy:


	 "Six centuries ago, Joan lived as a simple shepherdess in her village of 


	Domrémy, motivated by voices ************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************t it is now quite commonplace to see pictures of Le Pen juxtaposed with images of Joan. Whether we locate tactics such as these within the orbit of 'marketing' or 'propaganda', they do take their place as part of a well thought out general strategy. It has been written that:


	"Many commentators have...made great play of the bonds that link Le


	Pen and his fifteenth-century idol: one, for example, compared Joan, the 


	young shepherdess who became commander-in-chief, to Le Pen, the


	son of a  fisherman who became 'the admiral of the extreme right'; the


	somewhat contrived argument goes on to claim that whereas Joan heard 


	'voices', Le Pen has had defined 'visions'!"(myarticleLeMonde12587)


Here again - even as Le Pen is being ridiculed - we see that the FN leader, attempting to claim a mantle that his vain personality naturally covets, has actually become renowned for his 'visions' or 'prophecies'! It is perhaps highly significant, as regards the idea of prophecy generally, that in the 1980s and 1990s any public figure indulging in anything close to prophecy or foretelling the future is regarded as a crank!


	It is equally the case that any contemporary politician attempting to glorify the work and mission of an age-old historical figure - as Le Pen attempts to do with Joan of Arc - is left open to criticism. This is manifestly the case with the FN leader and his imaginative efforts to 'use' Joan. It is true, for example, that Michel Rocard, the ex-Socialist premier, has criticised the way in which Joan "has been recruited too often to the service of causes which could not be hers"(LeMonde10/5/90). Likewise, the author Marina Warner has argued that Le Pen has tried to "pervert" the true meaning and message of Joan's story(Ind2/5/92). As if to synthesise these two important 'attacks' on FN thinking, Le Matin in 1984 poured scorn on the party's 'manipulation' of history. It referred, sarcastically, to the "admirables-persévérants-et-courageux-de-la-cause nationale" that the FN seemed to 'pluck' out of French history in an attempt to illustrate and somehow 'legitimise' its 'patriotic', 'nationalistic' and often 'exclusionist' ideals(14/6/84). It should be noted in passing that 24 years after its formation, in 1996, the FN was still making efforts to co-opt the 'services' of important French historical figures. Indeed, as the French nation celebrated the 800th Anniversary of the death of Clovis, Le Pen's party was making a special effort to 'capture' the old king's memory!(perrycutting/nharticles).


	If the FN if happy to laud the memory and mission of historical figures like Joan of Arc, and also Clovis, it would also be accurate to say that it is highly sensitive to the criticism and ridicule that this 'tactic' provokes. Indeed, as recently as May 1996, the FN newspaper National hebdo confronted the issue head on. Juxtaposed with a 1917 image of Joan, in big bold lettering, was the headline "A QUI APPARTIENT JEANNE D'ARC?"(WHO DOES JOAN OF ARC BELONG TO?) Attached to the image and the headline was a typically combative FN-style tirade


	"A qui appartient Jeanne d'Arc? To France and to history, reply 	people of common sense who wish to avoid all polemics. But numerous 


	voices within the political	establishment periodically accuse Jean-Marie 	Le Pen of wanting to appropriate her. And of deforming her image for 


	partisan ends...


		...far from appropriating her fraudulently, nationaux celebrate all


	important national figures quite naturally..."(nh615/2-8/5/96)


This National hebdo polemic - written by Martin Peltier - was not only provocative, but also highly justificatory in character and tone. In 1995, de Beketch - a key party official - produced a similar-style retort to those who condemn the FN's idolisation of Joan:


	 "The FN does not use Joan of Arc, we have not privatised her - we 	just respect her memory. And memory is a very important word today.


	Look at the Jews: they suffered a lot and say that we must respect this.


	For us(at the FN) it is the same thing - the sacrifice of Joan of Arc must


	be remembered."(int/myitalics)


Thus, whereas Rocard, Warner and Le Matin amongst others have implied that Le Pen and his colleagues have, cynically, 'used', 'exploited', 'manipulated' and, if you like, 'privatised' the girl saint, the defence put forward by the FN revolves around lots of 'good' and 'nice' concepts like 'memory', 'respect' and 'history'. At times too, Le Pen has moved from defence to attack. In his 1990 Fête Jeanne d'Arc speech Le Pen declared: 


	"The imbeciles and the wicked...accuse us of 'monopolising' Joan of 	Arc, and affirm that they too have rights over her. But who forbids them 	from celebrating themselves in May, with a display that her 	sovereignty and memory merits?"(1/5/90LP90/Lp'sitalics)


In essence Le Pen is arguing that his party should not be pilloried. He is basically saying: of course, the FN does not 'own' Joan of Arc, and other parties are quite welcome to honour and uphold Joan. The fact is, however, that no other party wishes to glorify Joan, and it is on this point that Le Pen is blunt. He argues that other parties don't want to glorify Joan, because they don't actually uphold what he sees as her fundamentally 'patriotic' and 'exclusionist' message. In his 1990 speech, the FN leader demanded: "How can one be a partisan of Joan whilst at the same time serving the interest of foreigners in France?"(1990speech) The obvious implication is that Le Pen sees the other political parties - the PS, PCF, RPR and UDF - as fundamentally 'anti-national'(Anti-France/A-F racism) in their doctrinal outlook; hence his view that only the FN can legitimately claim Joan's political inheritance.


	It is not only on the issue of Joan of Arc that the FN talks in what could be called prophetic terms, and also exploits the phenomenon of prophecy(expand and alter this paragraph!). If we focus on Le Pen's rhetoric, for example, we can detect a definite strategy: essentially, the use of 'prophecy' as a 'tool' or 'technique' designed to 'exaggerate' and 'scare'; and ultimately, to bring French people round to his way of thinking. On two important socio-political subjects in particular - immigration and homosexuality - Le Pen is powerful and potent in his use of 'prophecy' as a rhetorical device.


	First, on the issue with which the FN is most commonly associated - immigration - the FN leader is dramatic and apocalyptic in his language and intentions. Much has been written by FN authors on the subject of immigration(list), and much too has been written on the FN-immigration relationship by political scientists(MItra). The fact is, however, that Le Pen's prime perspective on the highly contentious and controversial issue that is immigration remains terribly simple and can be summarised thus: 'France is in perilous danger!' This fundamental judgement lies at the bottom of every Lepéniste utterance on the immigration topic. This in fact is so much the case that, at times, the discourse of Le Pen and his FN colleagues has evolved into what could be termed 'the sacre tactics of prophecy'.


	Let us focus, first, on one extremely important FN 'tactic'. As a party it is particularly sensitive to political developments in the Middle East and the Maghrèb - from where most of France's current immigrant population originates - and in its various newspapers and magazines it has become particularly adept at 'using' provocative 'stories' from the Muslim world to good domestic, political effect. Such was the case with -----------, -------.


When this leading Muslim figure proclaimed in -----, "In 20 years time France will be an Islamic Republic"(p.216thesisvoiletposter/figmagin'80s)), it was just the type of incendiary-like utterance to provoke Le Pen. This statement was not only seized upon by the FN leadership as the starting-point for a special poster campaign(voil), but in broader terms it served to reinforce the party's general anti-immigration position.


	 Eric Iorio, a party official, has also elaborated upon the FN's fundamental fear of 'the foreigner'. In an interview in 1991, he raised the spectre of a nation losing its identity. He said: 'France is a product of its history and its past, but France is changing - there are more immigrants, Muslims and mosques. In short, it is not the same France as before. Of 50 million people half will soon be Catholics and half Muslims, with possibly 50 per cent immigrants. Yes, you can still call it France, but it is another France.'(fn7p.275) In generalising and exaggerating the situation of France in the 1990s, Iorio is not only predicting a traumatic future for his country, but also alarm and intimidate his wider audience. Is this the fundamental intention behind FN-style prophecies?


	These two main illustrations help to emphasise the fact that FN discourse is highly apocalyptical in tone and that the party's distinctive brand of  nationalism is overtly defensive and protective in nature. It could be argued that the FN does not believe in territorial expansion or aggrandizement, but does hold on to a vision of a 'French France'. As such, to allude to nomenklature introduced by Michel Winock, the FN maintains a powerful attachment to 'closed nationalism'() and to the concept of 'exclusion'(). Indeed, within FN literature, much energy has been utilised in trying to defend and justify exclusionist thinking, and 'science', 'sovereignty' and 'le bons sens' have all been aired as watertight rationales for excluding 'foreigners' from France.


	However convincing these arguments may or may not appear, the fundamental position of the party is that the fabric of the nation is in jeopardy, and that the future of France is at risk. The product of this perspective is a platform dominated by immigration-related concerns. Quite predictably, FN spokesmen are especially interested in issues of nationality, naturalisation and asylum(). They also have a particular penchant for emphasising and exaggerating particularly emotive aspects of the immigration 'question'.


	It is clear, for instance, that FN rhetoric on the recent foulard and mosque-building controversies() has been particularly inflammatory. Even as recently as June 1996, the party's deputy leader Bruno Mégret was responding to the 'threat' of more mosque developments by proclaiming: 'France is not a "land of Islam" . . . In only a few years Islam has become the second religion practised on French soil. This is an incredible evolution given the constant determination of our ancestors . . . "(p.4jun96no.238Frd'ab) This open hostility to Islam and this only partially-concealed sense of impending doom is a constant undercurrent to FN discourse. It is also  evident in the party's historical analyses. Here, the prevailing view is that Islam and Christianity are doomed to 'endless conflict'(fn67p.217). As FN writer Jean-Yves Le Gallou has written: 'It is wise to learn the lessons of history . . . no pacific coexistence is possible between Muslim and Christian worlds.'(fn68)


 	If in the FN view conflict between civilisations is inevitable, if not actually predictable, it is clear also that apocalypse awaits in another sphere. On the moral plane, the FN implies that France is 'suffering' from SIDA(AIDS). In a particularly vindictive poster that the party has produced, four main symptoms of SIDA are emphasised. Whereas the 'S' on the poster stands for 'Socialisme', the 'I' naturally indicates 'Immigration'(). Two important points arise out of this propaganda tactic. First, the use of AIDS as a metaphor for French decline is highly significant. In implying that France is suffering from an incurable disease, Le Pen and his colleagues are clearly insinuating that ultimate ruin - for them, the total collapse and disappearance of the nation - is close. Second, it is no coincidence that the issues of AIDS and immigration are broached in the same propaganda piece, for in the FN's view it is immigrants - primarily North African immigrants - who are responsible for bringing the killer virus into the nation. As such, the party would deal severely with all carriers of the virus if it was ever in a position to pass governmental legislation(laws).


	The FN's taste for 'scare-mongering' is also evident in its discourse on homosexuality. As a party that sees itself as highly traditional and extremely moralistic, it has become passionately opinionated on the ethics and controversies surrounding family and population-related issues. On the issue of homosexuality primarily, Le Pen and his colleagues have become infamous for their intolerance and vindictiveness. In 1984, for example, as part of a typically simplistic and provocative tirade, the FN leader argued, and at the same time prophesied, that homosexuality would usher in 'the end of the world'.(fn280ch5)


	It would appear that the aim of this prediction-cum-prophecy was to emphasise the virtues inherent in the FN's pro-family, pro-nataliste stance and also to reinforce the idea of a 'pure' and 'exclusive' France, profoundly sensitive to groups of people who are deemed by the party leadership to be 'impure', 'foreign' elements. In this sense, homosexuality is viewed by Le Pen as 'a biological and social anomaly . . . that . . . should not occupy the higher moral ground, nor seek converts.'(fn279ch5) Because they are not of the 'norm' and because they deviate from the traditional heterosexual 'ideal', the FN castigates all homosexuals as 'mal' in the same sense as non-European immigrants are 'mal'. The fact that homosexuals are more liable than heterosexuals to spread the AIDS virus(FN controversy) is an added reason why the party mistrusts and forcibly demonises the gay community in France.


	This brief inspection of two of the most significant areas of FN discourse reveals that even in its most basic rhetoric, the party led by Le Pen does have recourse to prophesy or prediction as a propaganda 'tool'. Although this modern-day style of star-gazing should not be taken too seriously - it could be argued that late twentieth-century political rhetoric, especially Le Pen's, is notoriously vacuous and empty - it is important to note that the 'scare-mongering' at the heart of Lepéniste predictions is hugely significant. Is it not the case that rhetoric such as this is the habitual resort of authoritarian leader figures? Is it not true that 'scapegoating', of immigrants and homosexuals, is a clear sign of simplistic, racist politics? And, is it not true that random, banal and totally un-testable predictions are an unnecessary irrelevance and a perversion of true politics? Surely, it is beyond doubt that the predictions or prophecies of Le Pen say more about his banal, simple and flawed methods than about the future of France.


