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Preface

This volume wouldn't have been made possible without a consortium of over sixty senior and early career fellows who have been diligently submitting blogs as part of a new academic initiative to provide serious analysis on a serious world issue. The Centre for the Analysis of the Radical Right (CARR) was officially launched in April 2018 and is chaired by a group of researchers (Professor Matthew Feldman, Professor Cynthia Miller-Idriss, Dr William Allchorn, Dr Archie Henderson and Ms Eviane Leidig) who grapple with the issue of radical right from many complementary and different geographical angles. The blogs selected to form the essays you see before you come from several hundred available at the CARR website (www.radicalrightanalysis.com) and comprise the most read articles in the year 2018. The level of uptake and readership of these articles are in no small part down to our Centre's media partners where many of these blogs were first published, including Rantt Media, Fair Observer and Open Democracy. Special thanks goes to Ahmed Baba, Anna Pivovarchuk and Rosemary Bechler for their diligent work in posting these.

This Yearbook therefore pulls together the best commentary and analysis from an international consortium of expert scholars examining the ebb and flow of radical right movements from around the world. Starting with a concise analysis of the current ideological currents present within the radical right, the volume then looks at the historical precursors of the present moment—taking in historical events and movements crucial to understanding contemporary manifestations of radical right politics. It then takes the reader on an international journey into the key happenings in the year 2018—both in the Western European context of the UK, Germany, Scandinavia and Austria, but also the Americas and finally through non-Western manifestations of the radical right. This de-centred approach to radical right scholarship is increasingly important as we see the spread of the phenomena outside of the European context and into South Asia and America.

The book ends with a thematic analysis of key tactics and issues related to the radical right that continue to prey on the minds of researchers and academics. What are the challenges of radical right terrorism and counter-terrorism in the present moment, and how are radical right movements using the online space in order mobilize and attract support away from the mainstream? The penultimate two sections therefore contain articles that focus on these key challenges—noting key developments in the fields of radical right terrorism, counter terrorism and the radical right's use of social media. 

Such a survey therefore provides a unique snapshot of global developments in 2018 that shows a serious and sustained engagement with trends shaping and reshaping the politics and societal attitudes of many voters, citizens and private individuals in the contemporary moment. This collection will be useful to scholars and practitioners grappling with the phenomena as well as providing a useful introduction to students and interested members of the public alike. Given the explosion of scholarship on the radical right in recent years, such a collection provides a useful roadmap of trends that should concern us all.

Returning to the start of this preface, a dictum commonly used in military parlance—but also hijacked by the radical right—might be a useful entry point to this volume for the reader. Hailing from the Latin praemonitus praemunitus, the phrase ‘forewarned is forearmed’ seems relevant as ever when engaging with the radical right. Examining the radical right, both exposes the pathologies of this phenomenon but also the pathologies of our politics and society—namely the lack of integration of certain members of society into the political system and the persistence of racial prejudice. This volume therefore should provoke in us a great deal of introspection about the radical right but also how certain legitimate demands can be integrated back into formal politics and how—as a society—we can combat discrimination of all kinds. It is to these challenges that the following contributions speak.

 

Dr William Allchorn

Leeds, United Kingdom

January 2019
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 ‘Pinkwashing’ And Homonationalism 
In The Radical Right

Megan Armstrong

Queer politics and queer interests occupy different, dynamic, and tense spaces in the radical right. LGBTQ+ issues have been consistently part of the conversation, sometimes through blatant homophobia, sometimes through accusations of “their” homophobia. The former speaks to the conservative roots of radical right groups, and reflects what is ultimately nostalgia, and a desire for a mythic past of nuclear and (preferably) nativist families who are headed by heterosexual couples. This nostalgia produces some common ultra-conservative social policies and a virulent form of anti-liberal politics, including anti-feminism, anti-migrant, and ultimately a default anti-LGBTQ+ position with regards to minority rights.

But, and somewhat paradoxically, there has recently been an attempt to bring LGBTQ+ people into the fold of radical right groups. While surprising on the face of it, it reflects in many respects the differences between the old radical right (or classical fascism) and the new. To be sure, there are similarities, including a belief in (or nostalgia for) a mythic and homogenous national character that is extremely exclusionary. But the new radical right appears focused on new targets that reflect the contemporary political landscape—the formation of the EU, the global threat of terrorism, and the digital age.

The UK-based anti-Islam movement, the English Defence League, for example, had its own LGBTQ+ division, and of course Milo Yiannopoulos was once the darling of the American alt-right. A claim to being pro-gay and pro-lesbian is important for groups that want to appear palatable to mainstream society where mainstream society has at least some outward-facing acceptance of equality, or where appearing anti-LGBTQ costs politically. To understand how this (at least) pro-gay and pro-lesbian rhetoric emerges from otherwise virulently exclusionary movements, it's useful to turn to the concepts of homonationalism and pinkwashing.

Homonationalism And Pinkwashing

Jasbir K. Puar (2007) coined the term ‘homonationalism’ to capture how tolerance and acceptance for LGBTQ+ citizens has become a benchmark against which states are measured in positive or negative lights.1 In simple terms, homonationalism can be understood as bringing LGBTQ+ people into liberalism and into the national conversation—the Obama administration in the United States, for instance, made gay rights a central pillar of its foreign policy. Homonationalism brings (at least some) LGBTQ+ people into the fold of citizenry, in a departure from historic exclusionary practices. Puar argues that this stands as evidence of social progression and modernity. “Gay rights”, then, are used as a way of demonstrating Western superiority over the backwards ‘others’ of the world. Homonationalism, according to Puar, makes pinkwashing possible. ‘Pinkwashing’ can refer to specific tactics, policies, or practices by states or groups that use gay-rights or LGBT-friendly policies to mask or to draw attention away from violent, exclusionary, or otherwise negative policies and practices. If homonationalism refers to the large-scale, historical and global processes at play, pinkwashing refers to the specific practices and policies of governments and groups.

In addition to potentially masking the many ways in which LGBTQ+ people (and quite notably transpeople) are still vulnerable in Western European countries, homonationalism and pinkwashing have been carried into the discourses of the radical right in Western Europe. Interestingly the reverse is true in some countries such as Poland, where equality is held up as a dividing line between a stridently socially conservative and Catholic East vs. a socially liberal and Protestant West.

Liberal Illiberalism In The Radical Right 

Writing for the Gay and Lesbian Review Worldwide, Robert Deam Tobin (2017) argues that: “[the] acceptance of sexual minorities [by the radical right can be] seen as a triumph of liberal ideas from the Enlightenment, demonstrating the superiority of Western culture.”2 Tobin refers to this as the “right-wing liberal approach to homosexuality”, which celebrates “the liberty of gays in a pluralistic society”. This is picked up in the work of Benjamin Moffitt (2017) and what he calls a “liberal illiberalism” of, in particular, populist radical right (PRR) groups.3 He uses this term to highlight how these parties selectively reconfigure traditionally liberal defences of discriminated-against groups—such as homosexuals or women—to attack elites and the supposedly illiberal Muslim “Other”. Bringing in more socially liberal ideas is good strategy, particularly for groups that are trying to put distance between themselves and negative associations.

In Western Europe (and for good measure the United States), homonationalism has become a racialised concept. Quoting Vice quoting Owen Jones: “Far-right groups … try to cynically appropriate gay rights for Islamophobia.”4 Here in the United Kingdom, the rights of LGBTQ+ people are something the radical right declares is in need of protection against the backward foreign cultures that have “invaded” Britain. In France, Marine Le Pen made similar claims that the FN would protect the LGBTQ+ community from “Islamist violence” in a reversal of her father's position.5

Why This Matters

To be clear, the problems of homonationalism and pinkwashing are the use of the LGBTQ+ community as a smokescreen to mask the radical right's violent exclusionary rhetoric against other marginalised groups, such as Muslims and migrants. Queer people of colour, queer migrants, and queer Muslims can still be, and often are, targets of the radical right. The pinkwashing of the radical right is, like the homonationalism of the United States post-9/11, complicated and problematic, often occurring at the expense of other marginalised groups even within the LGBTQ+ community. Violence against trans people, including lethal violence,6 is on the rise, with trans women of colour particularly at risk of violence and death.

It should raise questions of how far the support for LGBTQ+ people actually runs in these groups. For example, who are “the people” that need protecting from the “Others”? And, according to different contexts, who is in need of protection in one space may be different from those who needs protection in another. Across Western Europe, gay rights have become a banner of superiority in radical right nationalism, where the inclusion of some minorities has become a justification for the exclusion of others. We also need to be aware of the trend of faux homonationalism outside the radical right, and to not be complacent in the progress that has been made already when equal rights for the LGBTQ+ community is still far off.

Dr Megan A. Armstrong is a Senior Fellow at CARR, and is a Fellow in Gender and Security in the Department of Gender Studies at the London School of Economics.






Islamophobia Is Not Fiction Or A 
Harry Potter Fantasy: It's Racism And 
It's Time We Accepted That

Imran Awan

As I sat down this morning and switched on my computer. I couldn't help but notice the headline in the Spectator, ‘The Islamophobia’ problem. I probably shouldn't have been surprised that the author was Douglas Murray.7 In his latest tirade of anti-Muslim scaremongering, Murray was contemplating the roots of Islamophobia. For Murray, Islamophobia—in his words—was created by fascists. I've been called a lot of things but never a fascist.

It's hard however to be critical of Murray since he only seems to follow the right-wing script. Another Spectator author Rod Liddle, for example, has questioned how moderate Muslims really are?8 And, to reach for a more far-fetched example, Melanie Phillips believes Islamophobia is part of the Harry Potter fantasy franchise,9 i.e. it is all fiction or as Harry Potter would say it's part of a magical spell called Animagus—where academics like myself have the ability to change ourselves from a human being to a rabbit. At Hogwarts, they may be able to cast such spells, but in reality victims of Islamophobia just want to break the spell and be treated equally and fairly.

So as the detractors start to come out and begin whipping up fear, let's remember that this is a momentous occasion in the history of British politics. After giving evidence to the All Party Parliamentary Group on British Muslims about the need to forget semantics and start defining what we mean by Islamophobia, I was thrilled to see their Islamophobia Defined report—published on Monday—stated that:

“Islamophobia is rooted in racism and is a type of racism that targets expressions of Muslimness or perceived Muslimness.”10

On a personal note this definition is significant, because it resonates with research that Dr Irene Zempi and I have published into the effects of Islamophobia on those people with a perceived Muslim identity, i.e. individuals from the Sikh community.11 It also represents another important milestone, in that it interprets Islamophobia as a ‘new’ form of racism, whereby Islam, tradition and culture are seen as a ‘threat’ to the British/Western values.

Islamophobia is the umbrella concept used—in its broadest sense—to describe incidents motivated by hate, hostility or prejudice towards an individual's identity.12 Despite the rise of Islamophobic attacks across Europe, from being verbally and physically attacked, threatened and harassed as well as their property being damaged.13 These incidents usually happen in public spaces, on trains, buses, and shopping centres, our research has shown that the impacts upon victims include physical, emotional, psychological, and economic damage.14

Despite all this, there are still those who wish to crush any mention of the word Islamophobia in the English lexicon. Indeed, Tommy Robinson, the former leader of the English Defence League and someone who openly holds anti-Muslim views, recently told the media he did not care if he incited fear of Muslims.

In light of popular debates about British values and national identity, immigration and community cohesion, biological racism has ceased to be acceptable; nevertheless, a racism which emphasises the ‘Other’, alien values of Muslims has increased. Moreover, this shows us that the notion of racism is largely rooted in frames of inclusion and exclusion, specifying who may legitimately belong to a particular national, or other community whilst, at the same time, determining what that community's norms are; thereby justifying the exclusion of those who's religion or culture assign them elsewhere. From this premise, there is such a strong attachment to ‘our’ way of life that creates boundaries between ‘them’ and ‘us’ founded upon difference rather than inferiority.

As the latest hate crime statistics show us, Islam and Muslims find themselves under siege.15 Muslim men have emerged as the new ‘folk devils’ of popular and media imagination, being portrayed as the embodiment of extremism and terrorism, whilst Muslim women have emerged as a sign of gender subjugation in Islam, being perceived as resisting integration by wearing a headscarf or face veil. Such stereotypes provide fertile ground for expressions of Islamophobia in the public sphere. Following this line of argument, Islamophobia manifests itself as an expression of anti-Muslim hostility towards individuals identified as Muslims on the basis of their ‘visible’ Islamic identity.

Following trigger events such as Brexit, we commonly find Muslim individuals and communities being the victims of racist attacks. In the UK, this was often described by perpetrators as ‘Paki-bashing’ in the 1980s and part of the global war on terror post 9/11. Islamophobic victimisation, however, quickly became understood as a ‘new’ form of cultural racism on the basis that there was a shift from race to religion. While the ‘old’ racism was based on an explicit belief in biological superiority, the ‘new’ racism is based on notions of religious and cultural superiority. ‘Paki-bashing’ has been replaced by ‘Muslim-bashing’ as a new dangerous street phenomenon.16 Whereas ten years ago perpetrators might have focused on black and Asian people as potential targets, now their sole focus for attack are Muslims. In light of the recent racist attacks, experiences of Islamophobic victimisation feels like ‘history repeating itself’.

Vocabulary is important and the consequences of not having a definition can have direct impacts on those who are deemed vulnerable. Using the correct terminology is important and being able to absorb and use this within the framework of racism allows this to be merged alongside freedom of speech. In essence, it requires that language and behaviour that display hatred against Muslims and those that are perceived to be Muslim are now taken much more seriously. The Islamophobia Defined report therefore helps us arrive at a new national understanding of how to identify anti-Muslim hatred in our midst in twenty-first century Britain.

Professor Imran Awan is a Senior Fellow at CARR and Professor in Criminology at the Centre for Applied Criminology in Birmingham City University.




The Radical Right And Its Faith 
In Ethnic Nationalism

Tamir Bar-On

The Radical Right Marches On 

The radical right is on the march throughout Europe. In France, Marine Le Pen's Front National (FN—National Front) gained 33.9 % of the popular vote (10,638,475 votes) in the second round of the French presidential election in 2017. The FN had doubled its vote total compared to Jean-Marie Le Pen's presidential run in 2002. The Freedom Party of Austria (Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs, FPÖ) was invited into the Conservative-led coalition government in 2017 and its presidential candidate gained a stunning 46 % of the popular vote in 2016. Railing against immigrants and refugees, the EU, and the financier George Soros, Victor Orbán was recently re-elected prime minister in Hungary. Two scholars of the radical right, Pytlas and Mudde, insist that Orbán's government is ideologically on the radical right (like Jobbik, the Movement for a Better Hungary,17 the country's second most popular party).18 In 2015, Orbán even called for internment camps for illegal immigrants. After the 2017 federal election in Germany, the anti-immigrant Alternative for Germany (Alternative für Deutschland, AfD) became the third largest party in the country, gaining 94 seats in the Bundestag. This was the first time the party won any seats in the Bundestag.

Yet, it should be pointed out that the early successes of one radical right-wing party, the French FN, could be dated back to the 1980s. Under the charismatic leadership of Jean-Marie Le Pen, the FN gained seats in local, regional, national, and EU elections by ‘focusing on immigration—the bread and butter of the contemporary radical right.’19 The FN thus built the template for the successes of all radical right-wing parties from the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) to the Swiss People's Party20: Play the anti-immigration card. De Lange notes how by the 1990s and the new millennium radical right-wing parties joined coalition governments in Austria, Denmark, Estonia, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Romania, and Slovakia.21 

The Radical Right's Ethnic Nationalism

I recently penned a piece called ‘The Radical Right and Nationalism’ in Jens Rydgren's edited volume called The Oxford Handbook of the Radical Right.22 The book contains a whopping 760 pages. It is an overview of the latest scholarship on the radical right. The early chapters are an intriguing read, including pieces on the radical right and Islamophobia, antisemitism, populism, fascism, and Euroskepticism by leading intellectuals studying the radical right.23 It also includes case studies on Russia, the USA, Australia, Israel, Japan, and various countries in Europe. Chapters on a number of countries in Latin America would have been useful. After all, the eminent historian of fascism, Stanley Payne, suggested that Juan Domingo Perón in Argentina was one of the few fascists outside of Europe after World War Two.24 

Interestingly, it was a year earlier that The Oxford Handbook of Populism (2017) was released. It is edited by Cristóbal Rovira Kaltwasser, Paul A. Taggart, Paulina Ochoa Espejo, and Pierre Ostiguy. This work is divided into themes rather than country-based case studies. Differing from The Oxford Handbook of the Radical Right, this edited volume saw populism as the defining feature of the new radical right-wing parties.

In contrast, I suggest that populists come in many ideological stripes from the radical right to radical left and beyond. Moreover, the defining feature of political parties (such as the FN, FPÖ or Jobbik) is ethnic nationalism rather than populism. That is, these parties privilege ethnic as opposed to more liberal, civic variants of nationalism.25 Ethnic nationalists valorize tribal solidarity, an emotional and mystical connection to an idealized past, and national development. In contrast, civic nationalism focuses on liberal universalism, rationality, individual rights and self-transcendence, and a community of numerous sovereign states living in harmony. Civic nationalists stress the unity of all social and ethnic groups born on the national territory. In theory, they provide members of dominant and non-dominant ethnic groups with access to citizenship, welfare benefits, and government jobs. In contrast, ethnic nationalists promote national preference, which allows the state to privilege nationals or ‘pure nationals’ above non-nationals.

Discourses Of The Radical Right

In my piece, I examined seven of the most common discourses used by the radical right linked to ethnic nationalism—the key animating feature of this radical right family.

1. The first discourse I identified linked to ethnic nationalism were fears of threats to cultural and national identity and even ethnic survival stemming from: capitalist globalization, Americanization, terrorism, and especially pro-immigration ‘demographic swamping’ and cultural ghettos created through the growing presence of non-white and Muslim immigrants, refugees, and asylum seekers.

2. The second discourse I identified at the heart of the radical right's ethno-nationalist conception was a perception that established national political parties and the EU ‘collude’ to create a permissive immigration regime and support multiculturalism, which in turn leads to the ‘destruction’ of the nation and ultimately a ‘one-world civilization’.26 

3. The third discourse was centred around the idea that various EU states spend too much money on a welfare state designed for immigrants, refugees, and asylum seekers to the detriment of ‘original’ European nationals.

4. The fourth discourse was about the notion that government jobs, citizenship laws, state support for corporations, or educational curricula discriminate against nationals and favor ‘foreigners.’

5. In the fifth discourse, I noted that foreigners are equated with rampant criminality, the breakdown of law and order, and unemployment (of European nationals) and an excess of foreigners. During the 1984 European elections, the FN used the slogan ‘Two million immigrants are the cause of two million French people out of work.’27 

6. The sixth ethno-nationalist discourse identified was the idea that the EU causes the loss of national sovereignty because it leads to the ‘impotence’ of national parliaments, and undermines popular, democratic participation. The EU, here, is viewed as anti-democratic and contrary to the will of the dominant ethnic majority, as a threat to the existence of homogeneous nations and sovereign states, and as steps toward a universal, ‘totalitarian’ world order in which equality and cultural sameness reign.28 

7. The final element of radical right ethno-nationalist discourse is the tendency towards conspiracy theories, scapegoats, and ‘the politics of fear’29 directed against ‘enemies’ whether internal (e.g., liberals, socialists, Muslims, Jews, Roma, etc.) or external (e.g., Zionists, the EU, the United States, capitalism, etc.). Ultimately, the radical right wants to make the boundaries of the state equivalent with those of the titular and dominant ethnic group,30 as well as to cleanse the nation of these internal and external ‘enemies’.

Conclusion

For the radical right-wing parties, we can confidently posit that the true faith is not Christianity, but rather the ‘sacred’ nation and ethnic nationalism. This ethnic nationalism favors ‘natives’ above foreigners in society and the state. It complains that the ‘true racism’ is the liberal state's pro-immigration, pro-minority, and pro-multiculturalism regime, which ‘discriminates’ against ‘natives’.

The ethnic nationalist core of the radical right therefore raises three questions: Are they fascists? Are they populists? Or, are they the true democrats? While it is out of the scope of this article to suggest answers to all three, the ethno-nationalist core of radical right parties does pose a challenge to mainstream democrats of all political stripes. The radical right has brought issues to the forefront, particularly in relation to immigration, sovereignty, and national identity. How established parties of the left and the right respond will determine the amount of oxygen such ideas receive. Are we, as mainstream democrats, up to this challenge?

Professor Tamir Bar-On is a Senior Fellow with CARR and Professor-Researcher in the School of Social Sciences and Government at Tecnologico de Monterrey.

 




What's Wrong With Antisemitism?

Roland Clark

Antisemitism is dangerous because of what it reveals about people and systems, not just in and of itself. In 2010, a British journalist born in Poland, Ewa Jasiewicz, spray-painted the words, “Free Gaza and Palestine” on part of the wall of the old Warsaw Ghetto, together with Yonatan Shapira, a former captain in the Israel Defense Forces.31 She has since apologized for her “lack of awareness” and the pain she caused the survivors of the Holocaust and their families—some 300,000 people lost their lives 75 years ago, after an uprising in April 1943.32 However, Jasiewicz insists that this was not a Warsaw Ghetto memorial but a “pre-existing and regularly used site of free expression and artwork in the territory of the old ghetto which covers a substantial area of the city of Warsaw.”33

Nonetheless, it is hard to believe that she did not know that the wall had historical significance. Despite being involved in anti-racist and anti-fascist activism, this is not the only time Jasiewicz has been accused of being “insensitive” in her struggle to stop the suffering and death caused by the Israeli occupation of the Palestinian territories.34

The scandal has re-emerged now, eight years later, because Jasiewicz was invited to speak alongside UK Labour Party leader Jeremy Corbyn and others at a “fringe festival” organized by Momentum, a left-wing organization affiliated with Labour.35 (She has since withdrawn from the event.)36 In an attempt to discredit Corbyn as an antisemite, The Times warned that “Warsaw ghetto vandal to speak at Momentum's Corbyn festival.”37 This was followed by articles in populist tabloids such as The Sun and The Daily Mail, describing Corbyn's support for an activist who “desecrated the last remaining walls of the Warsaw ghetto” accompanied by a photograph of Jasiewicz wearing a Palestinian kaffiyeh.38

None of Jasiewicz's actions have been antisemitic as the term is defined by the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance.39 But the slur is effective. There is a strong and well-merited consensus in our society that you cannot be both a good person and an antisemite. Corbyn's opponents presume that demonstrating his antisemitism is the same as proving him unfit for British politics. Corbyn and Jasiewicz both refuse to admit that they are antisemitic, clarifying that they oppose the Israeli occupation and are not hostile to Jews in general.

According to their argument, criticizing Israeli policy is no more antisemitic than criticizing Theresa May is anti-British. But antisemitism is dangerous because of what it reveals about people and systems, not just in and of itself, and in this instance it is those who have been the quickest to throw stones who are perhaps most guilty.

Antisemitism is a problem because it is a way of perceiving reality that structures the way adherents engage the world. It operates with simplistic, black-and-white categories, sees connections between people and events that are not really there, and encourages knee-jerk reactions that involve scapegoating and unequivocal condemnation. The term “anti-Semitism” was popularized in 1881 by a German politician named Wilhelm Marr, who fought to exclude Jews from German social, economic and political life.40 The implication was that there are such people as “Semites” who pursue particular agendas that are detrimental to the rest of the world.

Today, scholars talk about “antisemitism,” removing the hyphen to minimalize the sinister aspersions embedded within Marr's term. Antisemitism assumes that nations exist and that individuals can represent whole groups of people they have never met and have little in common with—such that all Jewish people can be considered guilty because of the wrong actions of a handful of individual Jews. At the same time, it employs a double standard and refuses to accept responsibility for crimes committed by members of its own group, such as the horrors of British colonialism or the dependence of contemporary capitalism on modern-day slavery.

It assumes the worst of people and stereotypes entire groups as exhibiting negative character traits. It justifies or minimizes the importance of excluding, persecuting and even murdering people just because they are associated with one group or another. It focuses on one group or country (such as Netanyahu's Israel) as being particularly blameworthy to the exclusion of other, equally culpable parties (such as Assad's Syria). And, through its monolithic outlook, it marginalizes the contributions of individuals and groups to collaborative endeavors, such as by ignoring the Jewish elements in Christianity or by focusing exclusively on British activists such as Jasiewicz and ignoring her Jewish accomplice.

Jeremy Corbyn may indeed be an antisemite, but before we start trying to remove the speck from his eye, we need to think about what the term means, and make sure that we do not embody the very problems we are seeking to solve in the world.

Dr Roland Clark is a Senior Fellow at CARR and a Senior Lecturer in History, University of Liverpool. 




Anti-Muslim Hate: The Definition Problem

Sadie Chana

The terms ‘Islamophobia’ and ‘Anti-Muslim hate’ are used regularly in news coverage of certain events. These have most recently involved incidences of a car ram-raiding worshippers outside a mosque in London41, and in the depiction of Muslims42 in the press more generally. However the definition of ‘Islamophobia’ is contested within academic literature. The term entered contemporary public discourse in a 1997 Runnymede Report, titled “Islamophobia: A Challenge for Us All”43. Academic definitions vary from a fear of Muslims and the faith of Islam44, to a more substantial definition that includes “indiscriminate negative attitudes or emotions directed at Islam or Muslims”45. This CARR blog will outline that these terms and their definitions however provide a simplistic account of the incidents that they aim to explain. Of particular concern is that whilst Muslim communities and individuals are victims of Islamophobia and anti-Muslim hate, so too are those who are deemed to be Muslim; these could be non-religious, Hindu or Sikh individuals and communities.

An example of this is that how—in the aftermath of high profile events perpetrated by Islamic extremists—there is a spike in incidences of anti-Muslim hate. Examples of this include 9/11 attacks in America, the 7/7 attacks in London46, the murder of Lee Rigby47, the Charlie Hebdo attacks in France48, and most recently the Manchester Arena49 bomb which saw a significant increase in the crimes committed towards Muslim communities and individuals. In each of these incidences, the Muslim community is considered to be responsible for the extremists who claim to have perpetrated these acts in the name of Islam. Therefore, in the minds of those who perpetrate these acts of physical violence, intimidation, or vandalism against the Muslim community, they feel justified—aiming their anger at a larger community based on the actions of a few.

However, it has to be taken into consideration that many acts of anti-Muslim hate are directed towards those who the perpetrator believes to be Muslim. For instance the first retaliatory death for 9/11 was that of Balbir Singh Sodhi50, a Sikh man who owned a gas station in Arizona. This was followed by the arson of a Sikh temple in New York by teenagers who mistakenly thought that the temple chief, Gobind Sadan, was named after Osama Bin Laden. There is a growing literature on the experience of hate crime by Muslim women51 due to the visibility of their hijabs, niqabs or coverings52. Sikh men can also be understood as being highly visible due to their wearing of the dastar, the turban, which many perceive as being as sign of terrorism due to the head covering worn by Osama bin Laden in many of his videos from the 2000s53. This misguided connection has resulted in a number of Sikh men being targeted54.

Moreover, it is not exclusively Sikh men who are victims of this type of Islamophobia, it is all those who are believed to look Muslim in the minds of the perpetrator as they believe all those who are Asian, are also Muslim55 and therefore a valid target of anti-Muslim hate56. Whilst the perpetrators of these hate crimes believe they are justified in their acts of retribution, they have limited knowledge about the group they believe they are targeting. The result of this lack of knowledge is that instead of the Muslim community being considered responsible for the acts of terror, all those who fit the ‘idea’ of what a Muslim is becomes individually and collectively responsible, and therefore is a legitimate target for these acts of hate.

This victimisation of non-Muslims creates a discrepancy in the initiatives used to tackle hate crime. Within the Sikh and Hindu communities, the comparative lack of resources or initiatives to promote awareness of hate crime, or to cope with victimisation is a key issue—with some feeling that their community is invisible57. Whilst there have been a handful of government and council-lead projects which have aimed to address this imbalance, they have not trickled down to the community level, as many within the communities are unaware of them. Many consider these efforts to be tokenistic, especially when they involve superficial meetings of different congregations, or projects such as Hate Crime Awareness Week as they have no lasting impact and are one off events. This claim is validated in the minds of these communities as even the governments' Hate Crime Action Plan omits any clear focus or recommendations for the Sikh or Hindu communities, as the focus remains on the Abrahamic faiths: Islam, Judaism and Christianity.

The result of this is that the Hindu and Sikh communities, as well as those who are non-religious within the Asian community, are unsupported in their hate crime victimisation, and increases the sense of alienation. Their places of worship are not as connected with local hate crime initiatives, and are not covered by the Muslim organisation TellMAMA, or the Jewish Community Security Trust (CST), both of which deal with hate crime victimisation and awareness within their communities. This disparity between the resources given to these different religious communities creates a level of resentment between them. The Muslim communities are seen in some areas as receiving a far greater level of assistance by the council and government, and expect assistance from the Sikh and Hindu groups when they are targeted by acts of anti-Muslim hate. However the resentment continues when Sikh or Hindu individuals or groups are targeted by the same hate, and receive no assistance by the council, government, or their Muslim counterparts.

The issue of non-Muslim victimisation of anti-Muslim hate has significant repercussions for community cohesion between different ethnic groups, and also between the different religious communities. The belief that all those who fit the idea of what a Muslim looks like is a valid target for acts of Muslim hate creates tensions between the white and ethnic minority communities, and the lack of hate crime awareness resources within the non-Muslim communities creates tension between them and the Muslim communities. Better then to resource and spread awareness of an all-encompassing understanding of anti-Muslim hatred that effectively binds communities together against prejudice, than tear them apart.

Ms Sadie Chana is an Early Career Fellow at CARR and a Doctoral Candidate at Rutherford College, University of Kent.




The Return Of Nationalism And The Rise 
Of The Radical Right

Maureen A. Eger

What animates the politics of the radical right today? My colleague Sarah Valdez and I identify neo-nationalism as the common denominator of contemporary radical right parties.58 Nationalism is a political ideology concerned with congruence between the nation (people) and the state (government).59 Real or perceived threats to this principle may mobilize nationalist sentiments to advance or defend a nation-state. We define neo-nationalism as a form of nationalism occurring within a context where national boundaries are settled and accepted domestically and internationally but are nevertheless perceived to be under threat. Thus, neo-nationalism is a subset of nationalism aimed at boundary-maintenance rather than nation-building.

The issues most important to contemporary radical right parties are consistent with the notion that the sovereignty and autonomy of modern nation-states are under threat from external forces. When framing their opposition to globalization, supranational organizations, and multiculturalism, radical right parties cite negative economic, socio-cultural, and political consequences for the nation-state.

For example, opposition to immigration is consistent with the idea that diversity erodes the traditional national culture of a country or undermines an ethnic conception of nationhood (versus one that is based on citizenship). However, parties also frame opposition to immigration using economic arguments about immigrants either taking jobs from native-born workers or abusing the welfare state due to long-term unemployment. Radical right parties also articulate opposition to the European Union, citing the supranational body as a threat to member states' political sovereignty, ethnic and cultural homogeneity, and national economies. Parties argue that membership weakens the capacity of nation-states to control its own borders and preserve national institutions, such as welfare states.

In a recently published article in European Political Science60, we show that nationalism not only increasingly characterizes these parties but also increasingly distinguishes them from other major party families. We rely on data from the Manifesto Project61, which uses content analysis to code and report political parties' policy positions as a percentage of space in electoral manifestos. This data allows for comparisons of party positions and their salience over time. Our sample includes election manifestos from all party major families between 1970 and 2015 in 18 Western European countries. Most of these countries have had electorally successful radical right parties during this period (exceptions being Iceland, Ireland, Portugal, and Spain). In total, our sample consists of 1497 party manifestos in 225 elections. 134 of these are radical right party manifestos.

From the dataset, we identify issues theoretically indicative of nationalism or globalism:

Table 1:	Statements Representative of Nationalist or Globalist Sentiment


[image: ]



To generate a nationalism score for each party in each election year, we subtract the sum of globalist statements from sum of nationalist statements made in a party's election manifesto. A positive number, therefore, indicates that a larger share of the manifesto is devoted to nationalist statements than those consistent with globalism. A negative number means that a larger share of the manifesto is devoted to positions consistent with globalism.

The figure below, which is adapted from figure 7 in the original article, shows the average score by party family by decade. In every time period, radical right parties have made, on average, more nationalist than globalist claims. However, the size of this difference has grown substantially over time. (The article reports in greater detail changes in the social, economic, and political dimensions of nationalism.) It is clear that nationalist sentiments increasingly characterize radical right platforms and increasingly set them apart from all other major party families. While most other party families make some nationalist claims, on average, globalist positions make up a larger proportion of their manifestos.

Figure 1:	Nationalism in Western European Party Politics by Party Family, 1970–2015

 

We argue that contemporary radical right parties are best conceptualized and described as neo-nationalist. First, this label recognizes these parties as fundamentally nationalist. Contemporary radical right parties cite external threats to the sovereignty and autonomy of nation-states to frame their policy positions and garner electoral support. “Neo” implies a form of nationalism occurring within the context of settled boundaries. Unlike earlier nationalist movements in Europe, these parties operate within the framework of consolidated nation-states. Thus, this term identifies them as different from nationalist parties that promote state-building.

Second, the label helps make clear how these parties are similar and/or different from other party families, including radical right parties from earlier decades. Although the descriptor “right-wing” may be used to refer to authoritarian or conservative social positions, it is more traditionally used to indicate placement on an economic scale, where right-wing means economically liberal or neoliberal. The label neo-nationalist is consistent with the nativist, anti-immigrant policy preferences of both contemporary and early radical right parties, but, since it does not label them “right,” it distinguishes them from the parties of the 1970s, 1980s, and early 1990s that were actually economically right-wing.62

The term neo-nationalist is also consistent with welfare chauvinism, or the notion that welfare benefits should be restricted to native-born, while distinguishing these parties from traditional left-wing parties that favor inclusive or universal social policies. Neo-nationalist parties do not seek to dismantle national welfare states or minimize the role of government in the economy. Instead, they campaign to defend the institution from outsiders. For example, they often seek to increase spending on pensioners while decreasing benefits to asylum seekers.

We find neo-nationalist a more accurate descriptor for the radical right parties of today. Advocating for a change in terminology is not to divorce these parties from their historical context, but understanding the underlying ideology of contemporary parties is important if one wants to understand their recent electoral gains. Because different constellations of policy preferences imply different political ideologies (not to mention the capacity to compete for different types of voters) it is important to clarify the nature of this message and how it has changed over time.

Dr Maureen A. Eger is a Senior Fellow at CARR and an associate professor in the Department of Sociology at Umeå University in Sweden.






Concept Structures And The Far-Right

Andreas Dafnos

The far-right has often been described as a concept that is hard to define. Although there is still controversy around its three basic components, i.e. the intension (number of defining attributes), the extension (number of empirical phenomena), and the term (the label) that best characterises it, we should not neglect the fact that much progress has been made over the last two decades in clearing this conceptual muddle to some extent. This is a welcome development, of course, because concepts play an important role in research and determine the quality of outcomes. However, taking into consideration the current volatile global political environment and the tendency of academics to—rightly—immerse in dialectical battles with the aim to ‘order reality,’ as Max Weber63 would probably reiterate today, it is wishful thinking to expect a unanimous agreement on the meaning of the far-right. What we should expect instead is more transparency with regard to the process of knowledge production and the logic of concept structures, in particular.

The existing literature identifies several approaches to concept formation. In his influential book Social Science Concepts: A User's Guide (2006), Gary Goertz discusses two main diametrically opposed approaches: 1. the necessary and sufficient condition structure, and 2. the family resemblance structure. The former assumes that concepts can be defined by individually necessary and jointly sufficient attributes, while the latter is anchored in the idea that a concept comprises only sufficient attributes; this means, in short, that some of its instances do not share the same sets of elements. Alternatively, if there are valid ontological reasons to believe that the previous two structures cannot reflect the internal composition of the concept accurately, there are more options that can be of use such as the oft-cited radial category.64

In the field of far-right politics, what appears to be the most suitable approach is the classical ‘necessary and sufficient condition’ structure. To quote the words of renowned scholar of the radical right Elisabeth Carter,65 this happens ‘because the properties that make up the concept's intension can be hierarchically ordered, boundaries can be drawn (albeit with care), and all the referents do share the concept's defining features.’ However, from the discussion so far, it is not clear how we can differentiate between varying types of far-right organisations. It is now widely accepted, for example, that we should not subsume the contemporary variants of the far-right under the label of fascism, as it would be misleading and would distort our understanding of the reasons why this phenomenon occurs. Thus, in order to organise our thoughts methodically and at the same time enhance transparency with regard to the logic of concept structures, we should briefly familiarise ourselves with the notion of the ‘ladder of abstraction’ (or ‘ladder of generality’) that has been examined extensively in the pioneering work of Giovanni Sartori.66

The ladder of abstraction can be viewed as a hierarchical, taxonomic system that orders the constitutive elements of concepts into categories that differ in their extent of empirical coverage. More precisely, at the top of the ladder stands the category that has both the lowest intension and highest extension (according to the classical view of concepts, this is an inverse relationship). Since intension determines extension, when adding new attributes we move down the ladder to sub-types of the primary category that have more elements and cover fewer empirical cases. In doing so, we achieve conceptual differentiation. On the other hand, if the aim is to avoid conceptual stretching, we have the option to move up the ladder of abstraction, reaching levels with broader empirical coverage.

Having said this, the ladder of abstraction is a useful conceptual schema that helps us to better comprehend ideological variation within the far-right family. To give an example from my research on reciprocal radicalisation in the UK, I define the far-right as the amalgamation of three ideological characteristics: nationalism, xenophobia, and authoritarianism.67 In this view, informed by Cas Mudde's book Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe (2007), the far-right (see figure 268 below) is the primary, overarching category that stands at the top of the ladder and includes diverse groups that can be inspired by the ideas of ethno-pluralism (i.e. the idea of self-governing regions divided by ethnicity) or Nazism, among others.

Figure 2: 	Conceptualising the Far Right
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Based on this conceptual representation, one may wonder: what is the difference between the radical right and extreme right, and why do they take separate paths? Although both variants share the three ideological elements mentioned above, crudely speaking, the extreme right opposes procedural democracy (extremism), whereas the radical right challenges only some of its key aspects and values (radicalism69). Therefore, by adding extremism to the primary category, the far-right, we create a new sub-type that consists of nationalism, xenophobia, authoritarianism, and extremism; fascist and several white-supremacist groups are typical examples of the extreme right.70 The radical right, on the other hand, follows a different path, since the ideological trait we attach to the primary category is radicalism. The composition of this sub-type is: nationalism, xenophobia, authoritarianism, and radicalism. Along the same line of reasoning, the populist radical right, which is the most successful far-right variant in Western Europe since the 1980's, constitutes a sub-type of the radical right. This observation shows more clearly that populism is a defining characteristic of the populist radical right and not the far-right—with its more esoteric appeals to ethno-nationalist ideologies.

To conclude, the ladder of abstraction allows us to clarify the conceptual boundaries of political actors that explain reality through far-right ideologies. Most importantly, visualising the relationship between primary and secondary categories increases transparency, and helps to avoid unnecessary conceptual confusion. Granted, in this CARR blog I have largely relied on the work of Cas Mudde, but this should not be necessarily the case. There might be academics and practitioners who prefer other terms and assign more weight to sub-dimensions that have not been mentioned explicitly here, such as the role of racism. However, assuming again that the starting point of analysis is the classical view of concept formation, the logic remains the same. Adding racism leads to new sub-categories, either of the far-right or the radical right and/or extreme right, that comprise a unique combination of ideological traits and ‘distinguish A from whatever is not-A.71’

Lastly, in a future blog I will discuss how ‘fuzzy logic’ improves the conceptual schema presented above, which partly explains my decision to use nationalism and xenophobia in my study of the far-right and not the original, composite term nativism.

Mr Andreas Dafnos is an Early Career Fellow at CARR and a doctoral candidate at the University of Sheffield. 

 

 




Islamophobia, Racism And The Far-Right … 
And The Right … And The Left …

Aristotle Kallis

How different was the world in 1997? That was the year when the Runnymede Trust published its landmark report on Islamophobia, drawing attention to the then growing threat of anti-Muslim prejudice, discrimination, and violence in western societies. The late-1990s was the time of peak-liberal illusions about the capacity of the new world system to guarantee peace and stability, prosperity and justice, inclusivity and diversity; and, rather more importantly given that public attitudes are more influenced by perception of reality rather than by any sense of ‘objective’ reality itself, about the commitment of mainstream society to the broad direction of a kind of irreversible, ‘end of history’ liberal direction of travel.

Twenty years is always a long time. But these twenty or so years have felt extraordinarily dense, confusing, disquieting. The Runnymede Trust's new report on Islamophobia,72 published in November 2017 to coincide with the twentieth anniversary of the original report, is yet another sobering milestone along the twisted path of countering anti-Muslim prejudice or indeed prejudice and ‘othering’ as a whole. Calling for Islamophobia to be defined officially as “anti-Muslim racism”, the report notes that increased public awareness and advances in law have not reversed the trend towards intensification, institutionalisation, and normalisation of Islamophobia in contemporary British society. A year later, in November 2018, the All Party Parliamentary Group (APPG) on British Muslim published its own report,73 based on a six-month consultation with communities, NGOs, and academics, coming to the same conclusion and recommendation. 

No summary can do justice to the complexity of the picture captured by these reports. But I wanted to draw attention to one particular aspect of the current discourse on Islamophobia. The radical right may still dominate the terrain on Islamophobic rhetoric; in fact, anti-Islam sentiment and anti-Muslim rhetoric have become the lingua franca of an emerging transnational coalition of radical-right leaders and parties in Europe and elsewhere. However, as Hope Not Hate found in a recent report,74 attitudes on the ‘hostile’ end of the Islamophobic spectrum—the one associated with the far and radical right, that is—have hardened considerably in recent years. Seven out of ten respondents who identify with this group linked Islam to terrorism and human rights abuses. Perhaps more importantly, the size of this ‘hostile’ group has not changed appreciably in the past five years: half of the entire sample of interviewees still consider Islam threatening to the British/western ‘way of life’—a drop only 4 % since 2011.75 Such findings undermine the comforting fiction that Islamophobia is the sole reserve of extremism and extremists.

While writing the chapter on the UK for the 2017 European Islamophobia report,76 I came across instances of normalisation and institutionalisation of Islamophobia that cut not only across spheres of life but also through that all-important and yet so fragile line that allegedly separates the ‘mainstream’ from ‘extremism’. And while constituencies of the far and radical populist right continued to make by far the most noise and use the most divisive language against Muslims, it is clear that Islamophobia is significantly more widespread and ‘rooted’ across the political spectrum and society than could be comfortably accommodated by liberal democracy as a whole.

I wrote the original post in the shadow of Viktor Orbán's stunning electoral landslide in Hungary77—a landslide that was built in no small measure on some of the most unreformed anti-Muslim and anti-Jewish stereotyping78 ever used in the context of public discourse in post-War Europe. Orbán is of course a ‘centre-right’ politician who outdid in Islamophobic spleen the supposedly ‘far-right’ in his country—resorting to the core radical-right playbook of anti-migrant politics.

Meanwhile, in 2018 the UK governing Conservative Party was embroiled in a row about a pervasive culture of Islamophobia79 seeping through its ranks all the way from local councillors to high-profile political stars and aspiring party leaders.80 A similar argument, this time about an alleged persistent culture of antisemitism inside the ranks of the British left,81 has also been raging in the ranks of the Labour Party in the UK. These two conversations have escalated rapidly and raised wider questions about racism in all its forms and targets. Is this contemporary racism exclusive to the margins of the political and societal spectrum? Is it linked to specific ideological or social attributes, such as the far-right or the so-called ‘left behind’ of globalisation? And, by implication, does the absence of these attributes make one—person, party, class, and country—impervious to each and every form of racism?

From the viewpoint of 2019, the answer to all these questions is the same disquieting ‘no’. Islamophobia, as anti-Muslim racism, spans the political spectrum and lurks just beneath the shining surface of normative western mainstream society. What is more, the trend is towards more polarisation of public debate and even more of the creeping normalisation of Islamophobic language, opinions, attitudes, and even laws—as mainstream figures adopt the radical right's questioning of Islam's role in the public sphere in order to cater for broader anti-Muslim social reflexes.

Of course the far and radical populist right will continue to be at the forefront of anti-Muslim scare-mongering and hate incidents. It was self-proclaimed ‘lone’ activists of the far-right, like Darren Osborne, who were behind the most horrific attacks against Muslim communities in Britain. But the Islamophobic spectrum from the extremist fringes to the mainstream remains a disturbing continuum, feeding from the same sources of pervasive cultural and historic suspicion and animosity towards the Muslim ‘other’. “Still a challenge for us all”, runs the subtitle of the 2017 Runnymede Trust report, echoing the original 1997 subtitle. Indeed; and every attempt to displace it to an imagined ‘extreme’ or relativise it vis-à-vis some other ‘phobia’ or ‘ism’ or country becomes part of the problem—failing to identify traces of racism in our midst.

Professor Aristotle Kallis is a Senior Fellow at CARR and is Professor of Modern and Contemporary History at Keele University.






Right? Left? Neither? Why Radical Right Parties Reject The Politics Of Left And Right

Marta Lorimer

The death of the categories of Left and Right is a frequent trope in political analysis. The familiar distinction borne out of the French Revolution has seen its relevance challenged on several occasions throughout the Western world, including in the 2017 French presidential election. In an election fought between the ‘both Left and Right candidate’ Emmanuel Macron and the ‘neither Left nor Right’ Marine Le Pen, Le Pen often claimed that ideological distinctions of Left and Right no longer made sense, and that they should be replaced by a new distinction between ‘globalists’ and ‘patriots.’ But why did Le Pen adopt this view?

In a recently published book chapter, I argue that radical right parties such as the Front National (now Rassemblement National) have at least four good reasons to want to challenge the Left/Right distinction and replace it with one that is more compatible with their worldview.82

Firstly, the categories of Left and Right sit uncomfortably within radical right ideology. Years of research on the radical right have led to at least some limited consensus on the core features of the party family. In particular, several studies focus on the two concepts of nationalism and authoritarianism when defining it.83 Nationalism and authoritarianism, however, are in principle neither Left nor Right and can be present on both sides of the political spectrum. Nationalism, for example, is not infrequent in movements of the Left and is even pervasive in its most ‘banal’ forms,84while the history of dictatorship provides numerous examples of both Left and Right regimes. Second, radical right politics has at its heart a monist understanding of the world which clashes with the view of Left/Right as representing a legitimate and meaningful division. Lipset and Raab85 famously argued that political extremism treats ‘cleavage and ambivalence as illegitimate’. Similarly, radical right parties push forward a view of the world which does not recognise legitimate distinctions as an intrinsic part of politics. Because of their monist worldview, they reject the Left/Right cleavage as the symbolic rendition of these legitimate divisions and seek to replace it with a division that can overcome the idea of pluralistic, constitutive dissent it embodies. It is not all ideological, however. Radical right parties also have some much more strategic concerns guiding their choices. In particular, they may want to reject the vocabulary of Left and Right on the one side, to get rid of the negative associations the term ‘radical right’ carries, and, on the other side, to present themselves as actors of change. On the first point, it is important to note that radical right parties have used a variety of terms to refer to themselves, including ‘front’, ‘bloc’ and ‘movement’.86What they have explicitly rejected, however, is the idea of being ‘radical’ and, in some cases, even the idea of being ‘of the Right’. This can be easily seen as stemming from the negative reputation the word ‘Right’ acquired in Europe in the years following World War Two. The use of a label such as ‘radical right’, then, would not only place the parties in a negative light but it would also create an implicit lineage between them and the interwar extreme right movements of fascism and Nazism. As a result, they have extensively challenged the label, accusing mainstream politicians of using it to demonize them. In this sense, the rejection of Left and Right and their replacement with something new, can be seen as part of a wider strategy of legitimation. Finally, rejecting the categories of Left and Right allows radical right parties to present themselves as outside the vicissitudes of the political ‘status quo’. This enables their strategy of differentiation from mainstream actors and reinforces their position as ‘outsiders’ aiming for political renewal. If, in fact, we accept that ‘regular’ politics is the politics of Left and Right, candidates proposing to overcome this distinction could build on the claim of being different compared to others—a position that is likely to benefit them in times of political distrust and crisis. In addition, the ensuing replacement of Left and Right by another division of their choice has the perk of making it possible to present their opponents as ‘all the same’ and pursuing somewhat illegitimate interests. One final point worth reflecting on is, of course, whether radical right parties would actually benefit from a more general overcoming of the Left/Right distinction and its replacement with a new cleavage more fitting to their worldview, or if it is fruitful for them to have it in place as an ‘Enemy’ that makes their narrative credible. In other words, if we accept that radical right parties in many cases benefit from their outsider status, how well could we expect them to do in a world in which they are no longer the outsiders but the new ‘regular’?

Ms Marta Lorimer is an Early Career Research Fellow at CARR, and is a Doctoral Candidate at the European Institute, London School of Economics and Political Science.

 




Right-Wing Nationalism Has Become A Collaborative International Enterprise

Paul Stocker

*This essay was originally published by Rantt Media on 13th December, 2018.87

When analyzing the global collaboration between radical right groups, one needs to look no further than the Trump phenomenon, Brexit, and 20th-century British history. A core component, if not the core component of radical right ideology is nationalism (often described as nativism). Slogans of the radical right, be it ‘Britain first’ or ‘make America great again’ demonstrate an inward-looking rhetoric which argues that the interests of the nation (constituted either ethnically, culturally or civically depending on the proponents) should be placed above all other concerns. Nationalism goes beyond this by blaming others for national problems, either other states or foreign ‘enemies within’, such as immigrants and ethnic minorities.

This implies isolationism and a hostility to outsiders, yet, it is palpably clear that the modern radical right operates just as internationally (if not more in some cases) than centrist and leftist political movements. This manifests itself in a number of ways. Far-right parties collaborate in the European Parliament on a daily basis under umbrella groups such as Europe of Nations and Freedom which contains the Dutch Freedom Party, National Rally of France (previously National Front), Italy's Northern League and the Austrian Freedom Party among others. Parties offer encouragement and support to nationalist parties in other countries at times of election.

The far-right uses social media for transnational activism on a number of different platforms such as YouTube, Reddit, 4Chan, Twitter and Facebook and has become synonymous with the (debatably) new ‘alt-right’ movement. Far-right movements such as Generation Identity now discuss themselves as Europeans more than British, Swedish etc. Far-right activists such as Tommy Robinson, have cultivated images as global activists whose message is just as relevant in the USA as the UK, demonstrating that the far-right is increasingly broadening their activities to a bigger level than the nation-state.

Some of the most prominent collaborations in Britain recently have included, at a high level, that between former leader of Ukip, Nigel Farage and US President Donald Trump. Farage has advised Trump about Theresa May's recent Brexit withdrawal agreement and has offered support for radical right politicians in the US before, including Trump and Roy Moore.88 Trump's former election strategist, Steve Bannon, has similarly worked with Farage and even met more ‘moderate’ Conservative members such as Boris Johnson and Jacob Rees-Mogg.89 At a lower level, the transnational radical right Identitarian movement set up a UK chapter90—Generation Identity—to add to prominent branches in Germany, Sweden, France and Austria in 2017—demonstrating that the desire to develop overseas networks has become key to the radical right's strategy.

There is a significant literature on the subject of radical right transnationalism and its mechanics which is too large to be dealt with here, but a simple question worth exploring is: do we need to question whether nationalism is indeed the most important factor in radical right ideology? The answer is not yet. But we do need to re-examine its significance and try to explain how growing radical right internationalism co-exists with fundamental ideological concepts such as nationalism. A lesson from British history offers an indication as to why radical right transnationalism has its limitations.

As stated, the radical right has become a collaborative international enterprise. This is not new as such and has existed since the fascist movements of the interwar period. The British Union of Fascists, for example, took their ideas, money, and support from fascist Italy and Nazi Germany. They supported and championed Franco during the Spanish Civil War and other nationalist movements. Post-war radical right and neo-Nazi groups similarly shared resources and ideas with likeminded chapters across the globe, such as European and the United States white supremacist groups. This had a counter-productive effect on their appeal in Britain as they were seen, far from British patriots, but as foreign imports and during increased tensions with Nazi Germany—agents of a hostile enemy state.

A brief look at the history of the far-right in Britain, for example, also demonstrates that there are significant limitations to internationalism outside the realm of basic strategic and moral support. In terms of ideology and policy, nationalism does place significant wedges between radical right groups which render most forms of internationalism superficial.

The British Union of Fascists (1932–40) sought to create an imperial fascist network of likeminded movements within the dominions of the British Empire during the 1930s. Arguing initially that there was no distinction between an Australian, a South African or an Englishman, leader Oswald Mosley sought to create a fascist Empire spanning the globe called the ‘New Empire Union’. Yet, it became obvious very quickly that the competing demands of nationalist groups in Dominions were incompatible. The Australian New Guard were hostile to Japanese expansionism and argued British help was required to stave off the threat. Mosley was committed to British isolationism and no more foreign wars. For both Australian and British movements, imperial unity made a vague appeal to conservative imperialists, yet in practice, meant very little.

South African fascist movements were calling for more independence for the dominion and to shake off British rule which had crushed them following the Boer War. Leader L.T. Weichardt told the British section in no uncertain terms: ‘the vast majority of South Africans now think of the [South African] Union as an entirely independent state, sovereign in all matters both internal and external, whose connexion to the British Crown and Empire is purely voluntary’. Imperial fascism died shortly after when it became obvious that not only did they agree on little, other than ideas of race and anti-Semitism, they had hardly anything in common when agreeing on substantive policy.

These seemingly obscure examples may appear irrelevant to events today. Yet they demonstrate the difficulty of nationalist collaboration outside the realm of uniting against perceived common enemies. We must understand the radical right today as a movement with significant transnational tendencies and capabilities. However, the limitations of radical right internationalism are clear and whilst having some propaganda value, has not fundamentally altered the nationalism which lies at the heart of radical right politics.

Dr Paul Stocker is a Senior Career Fellow at CARR and Teacher of History at Chelsea Independent College.
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Eugenics: White Nationalists Continue To Turn To The False Theory Of Genetic Supremacy

David Barnes

*This essay was originally published by Rantt Media on 23rd June 2018.91

Last May, British journalist and conservative commentator Toby Young attended what he called a “secretive” conference on intelligence and genetics, the London Conference on Intelligence.92 Those associated with the conference include Richard Lynn, a white nationalist who argued for a self-conscious effort to “phase out inferior cultures,” and Helmuth Nyborg, a Danish radical right figure who has lamented the effect of immigration from the Middle East on Denmark's gene pool.

Young was in attendance to gain “some material about the history of controversies provoked by intelligence researchers,” a topic he championed since his 2015 article “The Fall of the Meritocracy”. In it, he argues for a “progressive eugenics” that would screen embryos for intelligence in the womb, engineering intelligent offspring. Young's article praises Herrnstein and Murray's deeply divisive book on the genetics of intelligence, The Bell Curve, and argues that his proposal is ‘a form of redistribution’.

When Young's attendance at the conference came to light—after some excellent investigative reporting by the London Student newspaper—the ensuing outcry forced him to resign from his post on the British government body The Office for Students. Particularly shocking was the revelation of the involvement in the conference of Emil Kirkegaard, a figure on the radical right fringe. As well as his involvement in neo-Nazi politics, Kirkegaard has written posts that justify the rape of children.

The Young scandal exposed not just the continued presence of eugenic ideologies on the radical right—where, with their key role in Nazi and Fascist politics, you might expect them—but the danger of such ideas infiltrating the mainstream. Notwithstanding the importance of eugenics and “race hygiene” for various totalitarian regimes in the early twentieth century, such ideas reached much larger audiences in this period. A case in point is the intriguing history of the British Eugenics Society and their accompanying journal, The Eugenics Review.

Whilst some within the Society displayed an open racism and sympathy towards the eugenic policies of Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy, others were critical of an obsession with “race” in ethnic terms, and championed a “positive eugenics” (compare with Young's “progressive eugenics”) that would essentially encourage “desirable” middle-class families to conceive more children.

As a fluid concept in the work of the Society, “race” was deeply intertwined with issues of class. After the First World War, many eugenicists anxiously worried about the decline of middle-class populations and were haunted by fears of fertile working-class families. Donald Childs has shown how these fears work their way into the modernist writings of authors like Virginia Woolf and T.S. Eliot. Eliot's The Waste Land (1922), is, according to Childs, haunted by anxieties over fertility.93 Passages removed by Eliot as he edited the poem (some on the advice of Ezra Pound) refer to the “swarming”, “breeding” life of London.

Such anxieties were by no means uncommon throughout the 1920s and 1930s. The biologist Julian Huxley, a key figure in the Eugenics Society, wrote in 1936 in The Eugenics Review that: “We must be able … to pick out the genetically inferior stock [in humanity] with progress and we must set in motion counter-forces making for faster reproduction of superior stocks.”94

Huxley's words sound chilling now, but he was the genteel, popular face of Darwinism; he opposed the focus on race and ethnicity within some quarters of the eugenics movement and laid claim to be a ‘progressive’ interested in universal betterment. Huxley and others campaigned regularly for a voluntary sterilization bill to be brought into British law; such a bill would financially encourage those deemed to be mentally or physically “unfit” to undertake a voluntary sterilization procedure.

Other articles in the Eugenics Review in the inter-war period are even more recognizable to those who have studied the history of the radical right in any detail. In 1919, the Review published an article by G.P. Mudge entitled “The Menace to the English Race and to its Traditions of Present-Day Immigration and Emigration.”95 The article was dedicated to “the Memory of the English Boys who have fallen in the War” and urged the importance of preserving the English race “as pure as possible.” The ‘inborn physical and mental attributes’ of the English, writes Mudge, are its “jewels.” To fail to preserve this race, he continues, is to “betray our English heritage and our dead.”

Of course, the folly of this idea isn't simply moral but also scientific.96 The “fitness” of an individual defined by arbitrary standards is the hallmark of the pseudoscience behind eugenics and comes from Francis Galton's inability to understand a statistical phenomenon known as regression toward the mean. As industrialization improved education and life outcomes for millions, he saw less extreme variations in achievements and IQ. But instead of taking this as a sign that the world was doing better in aggregate, Galton decided it was a sign that civilization was devolving.

At this point, Mudge's article descends into crazed anti-semitic rhetoric that warns of the “menace” of a “race of Oriental origin” that have colonized the “East End of London” and parts of Manchester. Here the classic connections made by fascist rhetoric—an appeal to the sacrificial dead of the nation married to an anxious desire to preserve the “purity” of the race—are filtered through the eugenic language of “hereditary traits.”

Marius Turda points out in his book Modernism and Eugenics (2010) that the period in which this article appeared (1919–20) marked the beginning of a “nationalisation of eugenics,” where eugenic concerns began to form an increasingly important component of nationalist ideologies.97 Eugenicists, writes Turda, wanted to “awaken” the nation to the “necessity of a biological rejuvenation built around the laws of heredity.” For Turda, the emphasis on the “national” importance of eugenics fed easily into his role within fascism: “Fascist and eugenic aesthetics were congruent, as both were centered on the ideal of a healthy, beautiful body.”

The refusal of eugenic pseudoscience to disappear should trouble everyone concerned with future directions in policy and culture. Whilst language and emphases change over time, behind much contemporary evocation of eugenics lie older desires to rejuvenate and renew the nation. As scientific research has shown, desires to shape or “purify” the genetic makeup of populations carry an existential risk, ironically, of endangering human survival.98 Beyond this is a moral imperative to challenge narratives that pit the supposedly strong, vigorous, or intelligent against the “weak.” Appealing as such narratives may be in certain quarters, they carry no scientific validity and exacerbate the divisions and anxieties of contemporary life.

Dr David Barnes is a Senior Fellow at CARR, and an expert in the cultural history of nationalism and fascism from the 19th century to the present.






Searchlight On Bulldog: A Historical Case Study In UK Anti-Fascist Practice

Paul Jackson

Britain's anti-fascist movement has a complex and fascinating history. Yet aside from a few scholars, such as Nigel Copsey and David Renton, there has been little exploration of the movement by historians.99 However, appraising the history of anti-fascism helps contextualise not only the nature of the extreme right; but importantly, civil society cultures that oppose it.

What follows, then, engages with some of the currents of British anti-fascism in the late 1970s and early 1980s, and in particular focuses on a conflict between two publications, one ‘anti-fascist’ the other ‘fascist’. The first is Searchlight, which from 1975 became as a regular publication, providing the wider anti-fascist movement a sort of magazine of record, including both exposing the latest developments in extremist groups and analysing their cultures.100

Figure 3: 	Searchlight Magazine, February 1975
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