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Foreword

While becoming something of a cliché to remark that we are living in dangerous times, repeated reminders of this fact remain important. Respected and impartial international organisations have independently reported sound evidence that, in the early decades of the 21st century, democracy is in retreat across the globe, most spectacularly in the United States, and to a greater or lesser degree in many other countries with established democratic traditions. Fuelled by increasingly powerful computerised electronic surveillance systems, overwhelming media controls, and endemic corruption, as well as creating dystopian repressive conditions for their own populaces, authoritarian regimes also seek to substantially influence democratic processes outside their borders. At the other end of the political spectrum, democracies—all of which have been severely tested by the coronavirus pandemic, have placed much faith in the goodwill and trust of their citizens to conform to sometimes draconian ‘lockdown’ conditions. Existential risks—including a potential post-pandemic economic meltdown, multi-faceted threats posed by climate change, and an ever-present danger of nuclear war, reinforce the notion that the third decade of the 21st century will almost certainly be the most dangerous since the one that witnessed World War Two.

That war was imposed on an already troubled world by three right-wing authoritarian regimes which have their contemporary equivalents in countries that fervently stoke nationalistic pride, allude to perceived historical injustices, and that have the capacity to inflict massive casualties on those they deem to be their enemies. It is said that democracies rarely go to war with other democracies. While there may be rare exceptions to this dictum, it is probably largely correct. However, what happens when democracies pass the threshold at which their democratic processes—most critically, media freedom, rule of law, free and fair elections—come under serious threat? As they move rightwards along the political spectrum, at what point do they effectively become authoritarian regimes? It is key potential threats from radical-right elements into which this important book, along with its two companion volumes, provides numerous insights.

Despite humans all being one species, our evolutionarily rapid widespread dispersions have rendered us prey to divisions based on superficial physical appearances, powerful belief systems, and nationalistic fervour based on borders that are historically derived and often arbitrarily-defined. Economic inequalities of hitherto unparalleled orders of magnitude have assisted in increasing political polarization and fermenting social discontent. To this social maelstrom has been added fear, often stoked by mass migrations triggered, inter alia, by political and/or ethno-religious persecution, economic repression, hunger, or despair, which has helped to drive an upsurge in radical-right ideological movements.

As with the previous two volumes in the series, editor Alan Waring has assembled an impressive array of highly knowledgeable contributors whose respective expertise addresses growing threats posed by radical-right political groups, corporations, and agencies based in contemporary democratic societies. Driven by conspiratorial agendas that repudiate scientific facts, repeatedly reinforced by silos of social media platform material, like internally generated firestorms driven by climate-fuelled drought and bushfires, radical-right elements create and spread their own passionately crazy versions of reality. The frightening speed at which technology has facilitated the spread of such dystopian ideas and calls to action has barely been tempered by a few countries’ fragile attempts to curb the influence of the poisonous messaging via global media organisations.

This volume delves more deeply into a pivotal component of the phenomenon—the fusion of mutual interests between the corporate world and radical-right politics. Case studies, conspiratorial agendas, promulgation of misinformation, and money flows—including corruption—are among the evidence provided for similarities between corporate and radical-right authoritarianism, and their symbiotic threats to representative democracy. The final chapter reviews how mutual interests of radical-right politics and corporate interests threaten democratic order, processes, and institutions—notably the role of radical-right ‘deep state’ conspiracy theories.

By way of balancing the threats posed by radical-right movements, promising developments for potentially curbing the corporate/radical-right axis are discussed. Like the first two, this volume ends on a call for ‘muscular moderation’ to combat radical-right threats, a difficult albeit compelling challenge. Despite its rather gloomy overall analysis, the book’s more optimistic view in the short-to-medium term emanates from positive leadership, an anti-authoritarian ‘new model corporation’, and instances in which major corporations have overtly rejected radical-right world-views within their own organisations, and when relating to others.

The coming decade presents the world’s agencies and citizens with a stark choice between, on the one hand, an increasingly deliberate global distribution of disinformation designed to spread fear and chaos and, on the other hand, reinforcing those democratic values and institutions that, with proper care and maintenance, have the capacity to steadily erode radical threats to the world’s people, and their socio-cultural environments, as well as to its natural environment and diverse non-human species. Widespread scientific education is critical in all these endeavours. Like the previous volumes, the risk management framework adopted carefully analyses the nature of threats posed by radical-right elements in democratic and quasi-democratic societies. This logical evidence-based approach provides an exemplar of what can bring hope to a troubled world. It is one important element in what must be constant endeavours for truth and natural justice sought by freedom-loving people everywhere.

Dr A. Ian Glendon1

Associate Professor (rtd.)

School of Applied Psychology, Griffith University, Queensland, Australia

 



1  See contributor affiliations and biography, pages 525-526.
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Introduction: Corporate Authoritarianism, the Radical Right, and Risk

By Alan Waring1

Overview

This book is a companion to its earlier volumes from Ibidem:

The New Authoritarianism Vol 1: A Risk Analysis of the US Alt-Right Phenomenon (2018).

The New Authoritarianism Vol 2: A Risk Analysis of the European Alt-Right Phenomenon (2019).

Volume 3 provides a more detailed examination of mutually beneficial interactions and support between, on the one hand, powerful corporate leaders, executives, and wealthy oligarchs and, on the other, radical-right political leaders, parties and intermediary organisations promoting radical-right causes. This volume also examines the character and role of corporate authoritarianism in advancing radical-right ideas and its egregious impact on employees, customers and vulnerable other parties. Risks analysed include exposures of differing parties, and risks to representative democracy. Promising developments to potentially curb the corporate/radical-right axis are discussed.

Target Readership

Readers of Volume 3 may align with a broad spectrum of academic and professional groups that share a common need to unravel and consider impacts of resurgent nationalism and ultra-conservative agendas on risk issues affecting corporations, businesses, governments, institutions, the judiciary, the media, individual citizens and others. That shared need extends to understanding how corporate sympathisers and their agents encourage and boost the radical right politically, whether by financial donations, media manipulation, or undue influence on policy and action. Volume 3’s content recognizes that gaining understanding of such threats is also likely to engender a need to consider protective strategies.

In addition to a wide range of scholars and academics, such readers could include risk analysts and risk managers, corporate governance specialists, politicians and political analysts, intelligence officers, corporate security specialists, corporate ethics and integrity managers, anti-corruption specialists, consumer affairs specialists, economists, investment analysts, criminologists, lawyers, journalists, psychologists and other behavioural scientists.

Students on Master’s and other post-graduate courses, in such subjects as business administration, risk management, security and counter-terrorism, corporate ethics, government administration, political science, and international relations, are also likely to find the book of value.

The Book’s Rationale

Volumes 1 and 2 covered the Alt-Right (Alternative Right) phenomenon respectively in the US and Europe. The term ‘Alt-Right’ is attributed to the radical-right academic Paul Gottfried (2008), later promulgated by the far-right propagandist Richard Spencer. In those volumes, the editor’s definition of Alt-Right was: (1) as an ideology, the spectrum of right-wing world-views outside traditional conservatism, which begins with a dissatisfaction with the mainstream political process and character and frustration by perceived impotence of traditional conservatism, and runs through populist, far-right, and extreme-right ideology, and (2) as an identifiable group, those having such world-views (Waring 2018, 48, 461; 2019, 53-54, 413). In this volume, the label radical-right has been used in preference to Alt-Right, since the former has become the more prevalent usage globally. 

It is important to emphasize that the radical-right phenomenon presents a spectrum or continuum of harmfulness. At one end of the spectrum, there are the least harmful populist entities (e.g. UKIP) that fall just beyond the boundary of the ultra-conservative wings of mainstream conservative parties (e.g. UK Conservative Party). Further to the right are increasingly far-right entities that actively disseminate hate messages and tolerate, and often encourage, violence as a political instrument (e.g. BNP, EDL and Britain First)—see Davidson and Berezin (2018). Further right still are extremist entities that not only actively disseminate hate messages and neo-Nazi propaganda but also openly engage in violence and terrorism as political weapons (e.g. National Action and other proscribed far-right terrorist groups). The editor’s definition for radical right is the same as his definition of Alt-Right, while recognizing that others may have their own definitions. For example, some writers refer to UKIP as a far-right party and to BNP, EDL and Britain First as extreme-right. The CARR Report “’Faces’ of the Radical Right” (Henderson 2020) expressed a preference for the ‘radical right’ term to be used only for officially non-violent elements seeking to secure radical-right ideological advances via the electoral process, while reserving the term ‘extreme right’ for elements seeking political advance by revolutionary overthrow, including violence, followed by a palingenetic rebirth of an ethnically, religiously and ideologically purified population. The radical-right ideology (encompassing both extreme and non-extreme adherents) is characterized by an authoritarian belief in nationalism, nativism, racial (usually white) superiority, religious (usually nominally Christian) superiority and prejudicial emphases on creating and maintaining inequalities between alleged deserving groups (winners/predators) and undeserving groups (losers/victims) classified as such by virtue of ethnicity, religion, employment status, poverty, migrant status, political beliefs, and other potential distinctions.

In addition to Volumes 1 and 2, the evolving scope of the radical right is amply covered by such websites as Hope Not Hate (www.hopenothate.org), and the Centre for Analysis of the Radical Right (CARR) and its Insight Blog (www.radicalrightanalysis.com), as well as reviews of the contemporary UK radical right such as Allchorn (2017), Carvalho (2015), Copsey (2010), Davison and Berezin (2018), Feldman (2019a,b), Feldman and Pollard (2016), Goodwin (2011), Henderson (2020), Jackson (2016), Lee (2019), Macklin (2019), Mondon and Winter (2020), and Pilkington (2016). The US far right is covered by e.g. Lyons (2017a, b) and Michael (2003; 2006; 2008; 2014; 2016; 2017), as well as by the Southern Poverty Law Center (www.splccenter.org), the Anti-Defamation League (www.adl.org), and such observers as Neiwert (2017), Posner (2019) and Smith (2019). European populist and far-right coverage is exemplified by authors in Bevelander and Wodak (2019), Wodak (2015; 2018), Wodak and Rheindorf (2019), and other authors in Waring (2019a). 

Proceeding from the detailed but broad-spectrum baseline analysis presented in the first two volumes, Volume 3 delves more deeply into an aspect of the radical-right phenomenon they touched on, namely the fusion of mutual interests between the radical-right political world and the corporate world. Mayer (2016; 2017) refers to it as, in part, the application of “dark money”. The mutual interests and synergies between these two entities reveal how the vast wealth of particular oligarchs, the corporations they own or control, and the charitable status of the right-wing foundations they establish, continue to support and encourage the political and societal objectives of radical-right ideology and its leaders. These two worlds feed off, enable and strengthen each other, as Bloom and Rhodes (2016; 2018) observe in their analysis of corporate authoritarianism and the threat to US democracy. The authoritarian style and excesses of some corporate chiefs are often remarkably similar to those of certain radical-right political leaders, President Trump (2016-2021) being a notable example. See e.g. Bakan (2004), Brulle (2014), Michaels (2020), and Oklobdzija (2019).

In addition to radical-right political authoritarianism, some corporate organisations also demonstrate analogous traits in their abuses of consumers, employees, and others. Chapters in this volume provide graphic examples. For example, the recent Covid-19 pandemic has revealed very publicly those organisations that responded to multi-dimensional threats (e.g. to public and employee health, continuing employment, and customer contracts), in a high integrity, public spirited demonstration of corporate social responsibility, and those organisations that did the opposite and adopted an authoritarian ‘winners/predators’ stance akin to the Trumpian radical-right model of governance. In some cases, corporate leaders are also unequivocally radical-right supporters. Of course, not all examples of bad corporate attitudes and conduct reflect a conscious and wilful political commitment and support for radical-right ideology. Nevertheless, there is abundant evidence that the general tone and character of corporate authoritarianism is often remarkably similar to that of radical-right authoritarianism. 

Risk and the Corporate/Radical-Right Context

In contrast to other books on the radical right and authoritarianism, this book is not just a philosophical, sociological, political, or economic examination of the phenomenon but is also explicitly a risk analysis. The risk concept itself is, of course, not without controversy and the risk analysis and assessment discipline encompasses the spectrum of both pure and opportunity/speculative risks (ISO 2018; Waring 2013; Waring & Glendon 1998). Assessment techniques appropriate to pure risk areas such as engineering, fire, safety, white collar crime and credit control may not be appropriate to speculative risk areas such as political risk, investment, HR strategy, IT strategy, foreign policy, and international relations, where more qualitative and heuristic assessment methods come to the fore (Glendon & Clarke 2016; Shrader-Frechette 1991). As has been noted elsewhere (Waring & Glendon 1998), corporate executives frequently confuse and conflate these two different risk types, for example typically in applying speculative/opportunity risk trade-offs to risks that actually demand a pure risk approach (e.g. Covid-19, climate change): see Sales (2019). For example, in March-June 2020, Trump and his radical-right supporters at all levels clamoured for removal of Covid-19 lockdown restrictions in the US on the basis that it was more important to save the economy than people’s lives. Such trade-off criteria, i.e. that an increase in deaths would be ‘acceptable’ (but to whom?), demonstrate the lack of moral imperative redolent of speculative/opportunity risk evaluation misapplied to such pure risk matters. This book adopts a primarily qualitative and heuristic approach to the corporate/radical-right risk narrative, using a risk assessment technique applied systematically in chapter 10. 

In pursuing a risk analysis, this book recognizes that there should be no a priori assumptions about what risk exposures exist within particular contexts or who is ‘at risk’ from them. Certainly, it may be convenient to assume that the radical right, on the one hand, and corporate interests, on the other, each represents a source of threat(s) to various parties who thereby may be subject to a variety of risk exposures. However, such a uni-directional model is unrealistic and, indeed, a cogent analysis must also consider what risk exposures affect imputed risk sources. For example, although many may regard the radical right as a threat to democracy, and be alarmed at the perceived threat posed by electoral successes by populist and hard right-wing parties in recent years (e.g. in Germany, Hungary, Italy, Poland, US), the speed with which their voting successes may go into sharp reverse reveals a major risk exposure for such parties. For example, by May 2017 the number of UK Independence Party elected officials at both national and local levels had all but disappeared in less than a year, and in local government elections a year later only three UKIP candidates were elected. Political oblivion beckoned (Waring 2019, 112), as indeed followed for both UKIP and its derivative Brexit Party in the 2019 General Election. Similarly, both the far-right Party for Freedom of Geert Wilders in Holland (van der Valk 2019) and the Front National (now Rassemblement National) of Marine Le Pen in France (Goodliffe 2019) following years of growing success, fared badly in the 2017 general elections. In Austria, the far-right FPÖ managed to persuade the ruling centre-right ÖVP to enter into coalition, thereby enabling the introduction of far-right policies wrapped in the ÖVP mantle (Wodak & Rheindorf 2019). However, the coalition collapsed in 2019 over the scandal of the FPÖ leader Heinz-Christian Strache (the Austrian Vice-Chancellor) caught on video seemingly inducing Russian business interests to pay bribes for contracts. Dubious credibility, relentless unpleasant rhetoric from such parties, propaganda based on fear and faked facts, as well as unpopular policy failures and personal scandals, are all likely to eventually combine to motivate rejection at the ballot box. The risk of hubris and no longer being acceptable or taken seriously by an electorate is a political risk faced by any radical-right (or indeed any) party but, of course, electoral demise eliminates neither its ideology nor its core supporters, including powerful corporate interests and donors.

As for corporations, there exists in the ‘new model corporation’ model (British Academy 2018) a potential for organisations to steer away from an egregious authoritarian character that Bakan’s polemic (2004) and others so graphically allege and chapters here further exemplify. Somewhat surprisingly, there is recent evidence (chapter 12) that at least some major and global corporations are publicly rejecting toxic quasi-radical-right beliefs and assertions in favour of an ethos founded on ‘the new model’ and positive leadership (chapter 4).

The Book’s Style, Content, Authors and Structure

This book follows academic discipline and seeks to provide evidence and references to support statements made or at least clarify any necessary distinctions between facts, assertions, arguments and opinions. However, with such a controversial subject, and potential evocation of strong emotions (whether for or against particular ideologies or exponents of them), there is a temptation for authors to slip into polemical expression in their narratives. Indeed, there is currently an unresolved debate among academics about whether traditional scholarly neutrality must be maintained or whether authors could legitimately take a strong for/against position and use polemic in support of it. The editor takes the view that the traditional approach should prevail as far as possible, but recognizes that sometimes polemic can be very effective in communicating key issues. Should any instances of polemic occur, he takes full responsibility for any criticism that may arise. 

The potential scope for the content of a book such as this is huge and, if fully comprehensive, its size would be prohibitive. Moreover, with the inherently fast-moving nature of current affairs and developments, it is not possible to capture all relevant events and to be up-to-date, which in any event is more the task of journalists and news media. From systems science, a holistic approach only requires inclusion of the perseverant essence of the whole and not every ephemeral component of the whole (Checkland 1999; von Bertalanffy 1972). Therefore, in deciding on content, the editor has taken a selective approach to a number of areas in an attempt to provide a reasonably representative coverage of key issues. 

The book is fortunate to benefit from contributions from an eclectic group of six authors with backgrounds variously in psychology, sociology, history, political science, international relations, organisational analysis and risk analysis, who have specialised in studies of the populist and far right in the United States, UK, mainland Europe and elsewhere. Details of the authors’ affiliations are presented in the section About the Editor and Authors. 

The book is in three parts. Part 1 on the Nature of the Corporate/Radical-Right Axis comprises four chapters. Chapter 1 considers the fusion of mutual interests that characterize corporate and radical-right authoritarianism. Chapters 2 and 3 on ‘Zombieland Revisited’ are a two-part examination of the psychopathology of authoritarianism in the politico-corporate domain, as an aid to understanding the thinking and behaviour of respective protagonists and potentially predicting future actions. Chapter 4 reviews the phenomenon of toxic leadership in organisations, whether corporate entities, political parties, political groups, or governing administrations, and what positive leadership alternatives may be available.

Part 2 comprises five chapters that examine aspects of the corporate/radical-right axis, either in relation to particular authoritarian beliefs and perceptions about real-world risk exposures (e.g. climate change, Covid-19, globalization, ‘dark money’, conspiracy theories), and/or in relation to authoritarian power dynamics, toxic leadership, populism, and abuses and victims of political ideology and in relation to particular economic sectors (e.g. airlines, energy, health care, telephony/internet/social media).

Part 3 Conclusion comprises three chapters that synthesise the various analyses from Parts 1 and 2. Chapter 10 provides systematically a common risk analysis and assessment framework to all the risk exposures identified in Part 2. The penultimate chapter provides an evaluation of the risk analysis and makes a prognosis for how the corporate/radical-right axis might develop and how far it is likely to increase its influence. The final chapter reviews how the fusion of mutual interests between radical-right politics and corporate interests threatens democratic order, processes and institutions. Potential strategies to limit the threat, in so far as it may exist, are identified.
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Part 1:

The Authoritarian Nature of the Corporate/Radical-Right Axis


Chapter 1: 
Corporate and Radical-Right Authoritarianism: A Fusion of Mutual Interests and Dark Money

By Alan Waring1

Abstract

This chapter first summarises the evolution of radical-right authoritarianism in the 21st century and its dissimulating character, seeking to align with larger established mainstream/centrist political parties and even to attempts to persuade them to enter into formal coalition. Such backdoor empowerment tactics have achieved modest success in Austria and Italy and are likely to be a continuing feature of radical-right politics generally. These tactics and overall ideological thrust are then examined in the light of growing synergies between the corporate and radical-right political worlds. Profiles are presented of wealthy corporate leaders, foundations and other committed intermediaries who have donated vast sums of money to radical-right causes, and many of whom have also been more actively involved in advancing radical-right ideology. The potential for harm to democracy and to society by the application of such ‘dark money’ is addressed. The impact of authoritarian reductionism on a number of risks and related matters is analysed.

Key words: authoritarianism, radical-right, corporate, leaders, reductionism, abuses, risks.

Authoritarianism

Is bossiness in an individual necessarily a mark of authoritarianism? Directing others to get something done in a particular way or at a particular speed may suggest simply a tendency to dominate and control to ensure good functionality and efficiency, and may not be harmful. On a virtual continuum linked to personality, beliefs, needs and motives, authoritarianism is deeper and more perseverant than mere bossiness and, depending on the individual, ranges from relatively harmless manifestation through an increasingly pathological character to an extreme expression typical of neo-Nazis. Waring and Paxton (2018, 55-58; 2019, 63-66) review salient psychological factors and links to political preferences, highlighting the ‘Big 5’ model (McCrae & Costa 2003) on personality, right-wing authoritarianism (Altemeyer 1996;1998; Duckitt & Sibley 2010), social dominance orientation (Caprara & Vecchione 2013; Duckitt & Sibley 2010; Sibley & Duckitt 2008; Sidanius & Pratto 1999), narcissism (Post 2015), and the ‘dark triad’ (Furnham et al 2013; Jones & Paulhus 2011). Brooks et al (2020) and Fritzon et al (2016) provide in-depth analysis and results of recent studies on corporate psychopathy, and also highlight differences between anti-social personality disorder and psychopathy as well as the paradox of some psychopaths exhibiting both negative and positive characteristics. See also Simon (2018) on elite deviance. 

In this volume, authoritarianism is defined as: (1) A belief in or support for strict obedience to the authority of a particular orthodoxy, dogma, individual, or group, at the expense of personal freedom, (2) The overbearing and intimidating tactics frequently displayed by authoritarians, (see Waring 2018a, 461; 2019, 413). 

The Neo-Radical Right

The old fascist authoritarianism of Western far-right regimes over the first half of the 20th century was replaced in the second half by a gradual evolution of different forms of authoritarianism among the far right, a process that quickened in the first two decades of the 21st century. Since 2000, the remnants and late 20th century descendants of earlier neo-Nazi and similar extreme-right political parties and groups have largely declined in membership numbers and popular support, for example in the UK, the National Front (Jackson 2016; Macklin 2019) and British National Party (Carvalho 2015; Goodwin 2011). They have been eclipsed by newer groups and parties of a less totalitarian bent (some more extreme than others), but nonetheless sharing with their predecessors similar nationalist and nativist beliefs, ethno-religious and other discriminatory agendas, and an authoritarian style (Allchorn 2017; Copsey 2010; Davidson & Berezin 2018; Feldman 2019a, b; Feldman & Pollard 2016; Lee 2019; Pilkington 2016; Turner-Graham 2019; Waring 2019a). 

The evolution of the far right in the US is documented by e.g. Michael (2003; 2006; 2008; 2014; 2016; 2017) and Lyons (2017a, b), while Paxton (2018a) analyses the contemporary radical-right example of the former Trump administration and a pliant Republican Party which enthusiastically supports many traits of far-right ideology. On the extreme fringes of the radical-right spectrum, neo-Nazi and similar groups such as Atomwaffen and The Base still flourish in the US, some of which have been classified as domestic terrorist groups (e.g. National Alliance, Aryan Nations) (see also Intelligence Report online magazine and Hate Watch Blog from the Southern Poverty Law Center), and, in the UK, National Action, Scottish Dawn, NS131, Atomwaffen and System Resistance Network (Allen 2017; Turner-Graham 2019). For further discussion of the contemporary radical right in the US and Europe, readers should refer to chapter 8 by Professor George Michael in this volume, and to volumes 1 and 2 of this series, and also to Allchorn (2017), Feldman (2019a, b), Lee (2019), and Nagle (2017).

The lesson from earlier far-right failures to achieve political breakthroughs learned by the newer radical-right entities of the 21st century in different countries is that, for them to be taken seriously and to survive, they needed to be perceived differently in society compared to their predecessors. In particular, they needed to be adaptive and constantly to reformulate their messages and delivery (Richardson 2017). This would enable them to engage with a worried populace in a rapidly changing world, with their contemporary fears and anxieties, their thirst for easy ‘quick-fix salvation’ solutions, their short attention span, and their love affair with the Internet and social media. 

The chameleon-like surface presentation and dissimulation by the newer far right, rather than by changes to their core platforms (see Adams et al 2006; Adams & Somer-Topcu 2009), reveal themselves in three distinct but related ways. First, by offering narratives that are variously and/or in any combination subtle, brutal, emollient, frightening, seductive, ambiguous, indirect and direct, they often make it difficult for observers to be sure exactly what their true positions and messages are, and their narratives may have to be deconstructed in order to reveal the hidden far-right authoritarian intent. In their analysis of the far-right FPÖ in Austria, Wodak and Rheindorf (2019) provide graphic examples of the FPÖ double-face (i.e. frontstage to the public; backstage to far-right sympathisers) and its wide-ranging spectrum of discursive artfulness seeking to beguile a weary and fearful population into believing its assertion that Austria was on the edge of disaster that only FPÖ policies and strategies could effectively prevent. FPÖ propaganda has included, on the one hand, unsubstantiated blunt allegations that Austria was being overrun by Muslim hordes intent on destroying its national identity, culture and Christian heritage and, on the other, coded anti-Semitic language and allusions about alleged Jewish conspiracies. Similar propaganda and rhetoric about alleged immigrant and ethno-religious threats to their own country have been issued by the ruling far-right Fidesz Party of Viktor Orbán in Hungary, the far-right AfD in Germany (Özvatan & Forchtner 2019), the far-right Lega Party in Italy, some Polish far-right parties, a number of British radical-right parties and groups (e.g. UKIP, English Defence League, Britain First) (Davidson & Berezin 2018; Masters 2018; Turner-Graham 2019; Waring 2019b), and far-right activists and sympathisers in the US including President Trump and the Alt-Right caucus among Congress members within the Republican Party (e.g. Neiwert 2017; Posner 2019; Weigel 2016).

The second dissimulation appears when smaller far-right political parties repackage their ideas so as to appear aligned with larger ‘normal’ mainstream/centrist parties (Mondon & Winter 2018; 2020), thereby encouraging centrist political parties to adopt/absorb their ideas into their policies i.e. so-called “poldering” (Bruning 2016; van der Valk 2019, 263-264) and, simultaneously, making their own image more appealing to a wider public. For example, the FPÖ did this successfully by influencing the policies of the ruling ÖVP (Austrian People’s Party) so as to shift the latter’s centre of political gravity further to the right (Wodak & Rheindorf 2019, 176-178). Similarly, it has been argued (Waring 2019b; c) that since 2016 the ruling British Conservative Party has become much more authoritarian owing to the influence of the populist far-right Brexit Party and UKIP, as well as from far-right ‘fellow travellers’ who form the European Research Group of Conservative MPs. Posner (2019) argued similarly about the growing influence of the Alt-Right caucus within the US Republican Party and the Trump administration. This radical-right caucus includes Senators Ted Cruz, Ron Johnson, Mike Lee and Rand Paul, and Representatives Michelle Bachmann, Andy Biggs, Louie Gohmert, Paul Gosar, Marjorie Taylor Greene, Steve King, Ron Paul, Scott Perry, Robert Pittenger, and Corey Stewart. Records also show that many among this caucus have close engagement with the far right in Europe.

Third, radical-right political parties seek to gain actual political power via a backdoor route by persuading mainstream/centrist parties to enter into formal coalition with them. The most prominent example thus far has been how readily in Austria the populist conservative ÖVP under Sebastian Kurz seized the opportunity to strengthen its ruling administration by power sharing with the FPÖ. In return for their voting bloc in favour of ÖVP, Kurz gave cabinet and ministerial posts to FPÖ far-right stalwarts and accepted an influx of distinctly far-right authoritarian policies that FPÖ insisted on, especially immigration curbs, ethno-religious discrimination, and curbs on press freedom. See Wodak and Rheindorf (2019, 176-178). In Italy, the coalition between the far-right Lega and the radical populist 5 Star (MSP) party enabled them to form a ruling bloc which had nationalist/nativist policies and a far-right agenda.

Synergies Between the Corporate World and Radical-Right Political World

A crucial feature of the penetration, success, and normalization of radical-right ideology in the political arena is that of the synergies between political and corporate worlds. The two worlds feed off, enable and strengthen each other (e.g. Birch 2007; Bloom & Rhodes 2016; 2018; Crouch 2014). This is not to suggest that all corporate chiefs and business owners are enamoured by or enthusiastic about radical-right ideology and agendas. Many senior executives, especially those of publicly listed companies, distance themselves from radical or extreme politics, either out of conviction and/or in order to maintain corporate governance standards and to avoid unnecessary legal liabilities and damage to corporate reputation. Indeed, in principle, it may be acceptable and non-controversial for corporate interests to lobby politicians and for politicians to seek financial support from big business for their political campaigns. Nevertheless, there is an obvious risk of undue influence or, worse, bribery and/or corruption, all of which runs counter to the public interest. A glaring example of how such relationships can go badly wrong is provided by the so-called ‘Ibiza video scandal’ in 2019 in which the Austrian far-right FPÖ leader Heinz-Christian Strache, who in the coalition with Sebastian Kurz’s ÖVP was Austria’s Vice-Chancellor, was caught on video at a dinner party in Ibiza offering to fix government contracts to a woman posing as the niece of a Russian oligarch. Strache was forced to resign (Groendahl 2020) and came under police investigation for fraud. The FPÖ-ÖVP coalition collapsed and the ÖVP formed a new coalition with the Green Party.

Apart from the potential for fraud and corruption relating to greed and personal financial enlargement, there is also the potential for unhealthy promulgation of political agendas that suit both political and corporate interests. On the one hand, far-right politicians and parties may obtain financing from corporate donors for their media and advertising campaigns and for targeted social media promotions. In extreme cases, such financing may facilitate unlawful abuses on behalf of political clients as happened, for example, with the Cambridge Analytica abuses of millions of Facebook users leading up to national elections in 2016 leading up to the presidential election in the US and the Brexit referendum in the UK (see below and Paxton 2018b, 353-354). On the other hand, corporate donors with radical-right sympathies may feel encouraged and emboldened by the strengthening of their political protégés to conduct their own businesses in an authoritarian and regressive manner, and possibly to the harm and detriment of employees, other categories and society at large.

An example of how corporate leaders have allied themselves to radical-right causes is provided by the arrest and charge of the CEO of Cogensia, a Chicago-based marketing technology company, for his participation in the far-right mob attack on the Capitol building on January 6, 2021 (Charter 2021; Egan 2021; Zeffman 2021).

The relationship between radical-right political policies and programmes that benefit corporate interests and vice-versa has been the subject of analysis by Bloom and Rhodes (2016; 2018) on corporate authoritarianism and the threat to US democracy. The authoritarian style and excesses of some corporate chiefs and CEOs is often strikingly similar to that of radical-right political leaders. As they note in relation to President Trump as a high-profile example, and also unusually as both a radical-right political leader and a corporation owner: 

“The appeal of the populist demagogue is the same as that of the all-powerful CEO. Both celebrate authoritarian and anti-democratic notion of leadership. This is a culture where winning at all costs and vanquishing opponents is prized while deliberation and shared power is scoffed at as weak and girlish. The goal is the domination of others for one’s own pleasure and profit.” (Bloom & Rhodes 2016)

Wealthy Donors

Wealthy US individuals, mainly owners or CEOs of large corporations or business empires, who are known radical-right supporters, include Robert Mercer, William Regnery II, the two Koch brothers [one, David Koch, died in August 2019], members of the DeVos family, the Lynne and Harry Bradley Foundation, and the Coors brewing family. The right-wing American Enterprise Institute, for example, reportedly receives most of its funding from the Donors Capital Fund to which the Koch, De Vos and Bradley families are major contributors, as well as directly from them (Kotch 2017). According to Neiwert (2017, 114), the right-wing think tank Americans for Prosperity is funded by David Koch, while the Independence Institute is funded by the Castle Rock Foundation set up by the Coors family. Hackett (2016) lists nine billionaires, some of whom are right-wing activists, who, in addition to Mercer, contributed to Donald Trump’s political campaign e.g. T. Boone Pickens, Stanley Hubbard. Steve Mnuchin, the billionaire former hedge fund manager, is cited in Hackett’s list as Trump’s chief fundraiser and became Treasury Secretary in President Trump’s cabinet. See also Coles (2019; 2020) and Halliday et al (2018) on billionaire backers of the radical right.

Although the Koch brothers had a long history of giving financial support to radical-right political causes, including the Tea Party faction of the Republican Party, and had built up connections with Trump over some years, they declined to contribute to his 2016 presidential election campaign. They appear to have been more focussed on neo-liberal economics and a libertarian reduction of government ‘interference’ in citizens’ lives, and not on the more draconian and ugly manifestations of radical-right authoritarianism that Trump represents. Other financial supporters, such as Mercer and Regnery, were less squeamish and more enthusiastic about the far right. 




	Profile 1.1: Robert Mercer

According to Mayer (2016; 2017), Robert Mercer is the co-CEO of Renaissance Technologies, a highly profitable US-based hedge fund, and the head of the Mercer Family Foundation, which finances primarily right-wing causes and the campaigns of right-wing politicians. David Magerman, a former long-term close associate of Mercer in his hedge fund company, described him as “an extreme example of modern entrepreneurial philanthropy” (Di Stefano 2017). Mercer’s ideological and strategic adviser was Steve Bannon (profiled in Waring 2018a, 146-151), who had been Trump’s presidential campaign director in the latter stages of his 2016 election campaign and his first Chief Strategist on entering the White House up to Bannon’s dismissal in August 2017. While not in the same wealth bracket as Mercer, Bannon too had previously made a respectable fortune in the banking sector.

Over several years up to the 2016 election success, Bannon had been a key protagonist in several radical-right promoting organisations and projects, many of them inter-related and funded by Robert Mercer. As noted above, for years Mercer invested heavily in Bannon as a radical-right political activist and in Breitbart News, into which he invested US$10 million. Bannon became Breitbart’s controlling editor in 2012 and then its executive chairman. As the de facto political adviser to the Mercers (Robert and daughter Rebekah), Bannon was also the common link between them and many of their beneficiaries, whether Trump or useful facilitators and instruments such as Breitbart News and Cambridge Analytica. 

Bannon persuaded Mercer to invest US$5 million in Cambridge Analytica, which Bannon set up and in which he was also a board director and vice-president, even after entering The White House as Trump’s Chief Strategist. In 2018, a huge international scandal erupted surrounding Cambridge Analytica’s misuse of personal data ‘harvested’ from millions of Facebook account holders in the US and UK, without their knowledge or agreement, during national elections in the US and UK and the 2016 Brexit Referendum in the UK, as well as allegations of electoral interference and misuse of donated finance (Cadwalladr 2018; Cadwalladr & Graham-Harrison 2018a, b; Paxton 2018b, 353-354). As a result, Cambridge Analytica ceased operations and went into receivership in 2018. However, reverberations from the scandal continued. For example, the UK parliamentary committee interim report on disinformation and fake news (HoC 2018) calling for greater regulatory control of the internet, social media and artificial intelligence (AI) abuses (such as perpetrated by Cambridge Analytica using Facebook personal data), was followed in April 2019 by the Online Harms White Paper (DCMS 2019) (revised July 2019). The government is considering the recommendations favourably and intends to appoint the existing Communications Regulator (Ofcom) as the new Online Harms Regulator (DCMS 2020). Heavy fines and penalties for transgressors, both companies and individuals, are mooted but whether these will be at the levels suggested by Waring and Paxton (2019, 387-389) i.e. commensurate with annual corporate revenues, typically in the US$70bn to US$135bn range for Facebook and Google, and jail sentences for the most serious offenders, remains to be seen.






 




	Profile 1.2: William Regnery II

According to the Southern Poverty Law Center:

“William H. Regnery II is the most reclusive member of the Regnery family, a right-wing publishing dynasty that wields tremendous influence among mainstream conservatives and far-right extremists……Regnery has become a major figure in the white nationalist movement, having founded the National Policy Institute, a white supremacist ‘think tank’, and the Charles Martel Society, which publishes The Occidental Quarterly, a racist, anti-Semitic and pseudo-scholarly ‘journal’.” (SPLC website 2020).

Well-known far-right activists who have been associated with Regnery e.g. as editorial board members of the Charles Martel Society’s The Occidental Quarterly, include Kevin MacDonald, a director of the far-right white supremacist American Freedom Party (see e.g. MacDonald 2002; 2004), Virginia Abernethy, a former vice-presidential candidate for the American Third Position (later renamed the American Freedom Party), and Jared Taylor, founder of the white nationalist New Century Foundation (see e.g. Taylor 1993).

To broaden his range of influence and create a more substantial campaigning image, in 2005 Regnery, along with Charles Martel Society colleagues Samuel T. Francis and Louis R. Andrews, established the National Policy Institute (NPI) as a research and advocacy organisation for promoting “the American majority’s unique historical, cultural and biological inheritance.” Some initial funding came from the Pioneer Fund, a long-established major fund for racist studies and propaganda, especially in the area of scientific racism and eugenics. In 2011, Richard Spencer joined the NPI as President and Creative Director, where he runs the NPI publishing house Washington Summit Publishers, which publishes journals under the Radix imprint. Initially, NPI staff comprised individuals from the Charles Martel Society, such as MacDonald, Francis and Taylor, who became authors in Radix publications with Spencer as editor (e.g. Spencer 2012).

Regnery is reportedly still active behind the scenes in NPI, but since 2012 has kept a low profile, although SPLC (2020) reported an incident in 2014 when he was arrested in Hungary trying to evade an immigration ban relating to his intention to attend a far-right conference in Budapest. For all practical purposes, Richard Spencer is now the public face and leader of NPI.






 




	Profile 1.3: Richard Spencer

Spencer, an unapologetic far-right champion, came to the NPI with a background in the early days of the Alternative Right (Alt-Right) movement when he wrote supportive articles about it in The American Conservative and Taki’s Magazine. He founded and edited an on-line blog Alternative Right (now AltRight.com) and implies on the NPI website (NPI 2020) that he invented the term Alternative Right in 2010, a view widely accepted. Certainly, Spencer did much to publicize and promulgate the term ‘Alt-Right’. However, according to Michael (2017), the term was first used in 2008 when Paul Gottfried, a conservative academic, while addressing the H.L. Mencken Club on “The Decline and Rise of the Alternative Right”, implied that the ‘alternative right’ was a dissident far-right ideology that rejected mainstream conservatism. As the author wrote in regard to Gottfried (2008):

“The so-called intellectual basis for the Alt-Right appears to be little more than an attempt to gain falsely some measure of credibility, respectability and social acceptability for what was, and is, a set of prejudiced beliefs in the primacy of inequality and the fostering of racial discrimination and white supremacy.” Waring (2018a, 42)

In 2017, Spencer attracted much criticism and opprobrium to himself and the NPI for his videoed rants and defiant support for a provocative far-right march through Charlottesville, Virginia, on October 5, 2017, less than two months after the notorious ‘Charlottesville massacre’ (Eggert 2017). On August 8, 2017, during a ‘Unite the Right’ far-right march through the centre of Charlottesville by white supremacists, some armed with clubs and firearms, a young white supremacist drove his car at speed into peaceful counter-protesters, killing one person and injuring 19 others. Despite the almost universal and rapid condemnation of the August incident (Trump being an exception in taking several days before reluctantly acknowledging the crime), Spencer not only supported it but also decided to hold yet another similar march in Charlottesville on October 5 (Svrluga 2017).






Swinn (2019) provides a relationship diagram2 purporting to depict connections and relationships between various radical-right donors, intermediaries and radical-right activists, in the US and beyond. The diagram links wealthy oligarch donors Robert Shillman (CEO of Cognex), Robert Mercer, and Nina Rosenwald (the Sears, Roebuck & Co heiress), with funding and facilitation of radical-right foundations, intermediaries and activists. The cited foundations include several of those listed in Table 1.1 (Appendix 1.1) plus some others. Cited radical-right intermediaries include the David Horowitz Freedom Center, Breitbart News, Stop Islamization of America (SIOA) e.g. activists Pamella Geller and Robert Spencer, and the far-right Infowars website. The British far-right activist Tommy Robinson holds the distinction of a Shillman Fellowship and is also linked to Infowars. See Coles (2019; 2020), Halliday et al (2018) and Keatinge et al (2019) on far-right funding links.




	Profile 1.4: Arron Banks

Arron Fraser Andrew Banks was a controversial right-wing protagonist throughout the second decade of the 21st century, both as a corporate leader and as an active participant in populist radical-right politics in Britain. A colourful, flamboyant character, Banks demonstrated his ideological credentials in various ways. For example, April 23, 2017, during an interview by Andrew Neil on BBC 1 Sunday Politics, he stated clearly that he strongly advocated a 10-year ban on immigrants, with a primary focus on Muslims (YouTube 2017). On July 16, 2017, he issued a Twitter diatribe reiterating his call for a ban on Muslim immigration into the UK and added a demand for “levelling all Saudi/Qatari funded mosques” (Cork 2017).

Moreover, Banks has been a heavy donor of financial support to radical-right causes, notably the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) while it was led by Nigel Farage, and the Leave.EU campaign for Britain to quit the European Union (so-called Brexit). Over several years, he pledged a series of donations to UKIP, notably £1 million in 2014 alone. In late October 2017, he was estimated to have made political contributions totalling to that date nearly £10 million (Sloan & Campbell 2017). In addition to donations to UKIP, he injected large sums into organisations dedicated to securing Brexit, which was a cause célèbre for the radical right. These donations included large sums to the Leave.EU campaign, an organisation he co-founded with Richard Tice in July 2015. Despite his rhetoric against ‘big city elites’, like Banks and many other wealthy individuals of the radical right, Tice is a prime example of the genre they all apparently despise. He is a multi-millionaire Chief Executive of Quidnet Capital Partners, an asset management company based in London’s exclusive Mayfair district, as well as being a major shareholder of Sunley Family Limited (Hope Not Hate 2019). Banks revelled in being labelled as one of the “bad boys of Brexit”, a group that included Tice. 

Over the period 2014 to 2017, Banks, Tice, and Farage were embroiled individually or severally in a series of controversies and scandals that epitomised the ‘bad boy’ image they sought to project. At one level, all three at various times made public statements or comments judged by many to be inflammatory opinion and incitement to hatred based on ethno-religious prejudice (Hope Not Hate 2019). At another level, the organisations they ran (UKIP and Leave.EU) engaged in disseminating inflammatory and fear-inducing propaganda, for example anti-immigrant and anti-Muslim advertisements designed to panic scared voters into backing Brexit in the 2016 Referendum. These advertisements bore a striking resemblance in content and tone to some of those used by the far-right FPÖ in Austria in the 2008-2018 period (depicted in Wodak & Rheindorf 2019) and the far-right AfD in Germany in its 2016 and 2017 election campaigns (depicted in Özvatan & Forchtner 2019). 

Two separate Channel 4 News investigations also cited evidence that Leave.EU had engaged in scandalous conduct during its Brexit campaigning. First, it alleged (C4 2019a) that Leave.EU had sponsored the creation of a propaganda video based on faked footage of supposed ‘migrants’ entering Britain illegally in a small boat across the Channel, which it published on Facebook just before the 2016 Referendum. The programme further alleged that a series of fake photos were shot for the Leave.EU campaign, purporting to show two British women being assaulted by migrants, although a planned press release centred on these photos by Leave.EU never went ahead. In its second investigation, C4 (2019b) alleged that Leave.EU had targeted advertisements to appeal not only to the general public and its own UKIP supporters (i.e. the populist far-right) but also to those of more extreme far-right parties and groups. While such adverts would no doubt have been in keeping with the far-right message and tone of those of its general adverts cited above (eight examples of which are depicted in Hope Not Hate 2019), no hard evidence of a deliberate targeting of the more extreme-right within the radical-right spectrum has been forthcoming. 

Banks’ financial donations and his business and personal finances are as controversial as his political beliefs and commitments. While Sloan and Campbell (2017) had estimated his total political contributions to be some £10 million, other investigators (Pegg & Campbell 2018) were quoting a figure of £12.4 million being paid by Banks’ company Better for the Country Limited to Leave.EU Group Limited (also controlled by Banks) for “administrative services”, details of which remain opaque other than being described by Leave.EU’s chief executive as “campaign management services”. This figure is on top of his contributions to UKIP totalling several million pounds. See also Cadwalladr et al (2018).

Controversies about Banks’ political donations centre not on the amounts per se, or his right to make such donations, but rather on the source of his funds and their legitimacy, on whether Leave.EU kept within statutory limits on its campaign spending, and on whether he had fully paid any taxes due. Ultimately, the Electoral Commission (2018) found that Leave.EU had under-reported loans from Banks in relation to the Referendum and that Leave.EU’s duty holder under electoral law (‘the responsible person’) had committed an offence under pre-poll transaction reporting requirements, which contributed to a further offence in respect of its referendum campaign spending return. Further, although Banks was reported by Leave.EU to be the sole provider of its loan funds, in fact the two companies that he controlled and which acted as conduits for the transfers, Rock Services Limited and Better for the Country Limited (BFTCL), should also have been reported as part of the providing arrangements. Leave.EU was found to have failed to include £77,380 in its referendum spending return, which related to fees paid to BFTCL as its campaign organiser. Leave.EU should also have reported non-staff spending of £644,672 and staff spending of £125,802. Invoices for 97 payments totalling £80,224 were also not provided. 

Other controversial donations allegedly made by Banks included ‘grace and favour’ funding of Nigel Farage’s living costs and overseas political engagements over the year after the Brexit referendum in 2016, which totalled some £450,000 as detailed in Walker (2019) and BBC (2019). Investigations by the BBC (Rana & Clegg 2018) resulted in more damaging allegations that Banks had made corrupt payments to a Lesotho government minister in return for facilitating his application for a prospecting licence for his Senqu River mining operations in Lesotho. The sum of £65,000 was cited as being transferred by Banks in 2013 into the personal account of Mr Thesele Maseribane, government minister and leader of the Basotho National Party. Further, Banks was alleged to have covered the costs of the leader’s campaign rallies to the tune of £350,000, and paid for his living expenses while in exile following a coup in 2014. 

Further allegations arose that Banks had sought suspect Russian money to bail out his three South African diamond mines owned by his company Diamond Rocks, which had been performing poorly and required either capital injection or outright sale (Cadwalladr & Jukes 2018; C4 2018). The close and favourable contacts between Banks, Farage, the Leave.EU team and Donald Trump and his campaign team heightened concern in view of known Russian interference in the US Presidential election (NIC 2017; USDoJ 2018a, b). 

Both Sloan and Campbell (2017) and C4 (2018) suggested that Banks’ own stated finances did not tally remotely with his known level of spending. The C4 report quoted Damian Collins MP, chair of the UK parliamentary DCMS Select Committee investigating foreign interference in the 2016 referendum and UK national elections in general, directly questioning three times why Banks would need to hunt for Russian investment if he were so rich and when he had spent so lavishly on Brexit.






 

Committed Intermediaries and Enablers

In addition to the individual radical-right politicians and corporate leaders themselves, numerous intermediaries have radical-right commitments, such as ideological ‘think tanks’, right-wing research groups, right-wing philanthropic foundations, public and media relations consultants, lobbying groups, and other influencers promoting the supposed common cause of big business and radical-right politicians. While the Regnery organisations (the Charles Martel Society and the National Policy Institute) are prime examples, there are many more. Posner (2019) cites in the US the radical-right Freedom Caucus, Paul Manafort, the Heritage Foundation, and Breitbart, to which may be added many others as in Table 1.1. (see Appendix 1.1) and in Swinn (2019)—e.g. John M. Olin Foundation, Allegheny Foundation, Fairbrook Foundation, The Carthage Foundation, The Randolph Foundation, and wealthy corporate heirs such as Julie Jenkins Fancelli, an heir to the Publix founder (Ramachandran et al 2021), and Nina Rosenwald, heir to the Sears, Roebuck & Co fortune.

While all of those in Table 1.1 are representative of radical-right thinking, not all are linked to extremists. Some clearly are, such as advocating or participating in violence (e.g. Richard Spencer/NPI and the Charlottesville incidents). Others limit themselves to disseminating ethno-religious prejudice and hatred and white nationalist/nativist ideology, either directly, or via invited speakers, protégés, sponsored individuals, or sponsored ‘research’. For example, the white nationalist and eugenics promoter Charles Murray has been frequently sponsored since the 1990s as a speaker by the AEI. Similarly, the Young America’s Foundation (YAF) has on its speaker list such far-right protagonists as Ann Coulter, Ted Nugent, David Horowitz, Robert Spencer, and Matt Walsh. Senior members of the YAF organisation itself are also cited by Kotch (2017) as being directly linked to far-right causes by donations to the Charles Martel Society and to the political campaign funds of Republican Representative Steve King, a well-known white nationalist. Further, YAF board member James B. Taylor is also a former president of the National Policy Institute (NPI), the far-right ‘think tank’ founded in 2005 and run by Richard Spencer since 2011. As noted above, Spencer’s far-right ideology promulgates white supremacist philosophy and agendas via publications under the NPI’s Radix imprint. See also Coles (2019; 2020) and Halliday et al (2018).

The David Horowitz Freedom Center has been cited as a speaking sponsor of the British-born Milo Yiannopoulos, the former Breibart News staffer notorious as a radical-right self-publicist for his controversial views on such topics as homosexuality and under-age sex (see ADL 2018; Neiwert 2017; Yiannopoulos 2017). New Century Foundation, National Policy Institute, VDare, and the Charles Martel Society are cited by Kunzelman (2016) as examples of white nationalist groups who raise millions of dollars by claiming tax-exempt charitable status. Many of those listed in Table 1.1 are closely linked and frequently collaborate. For example, the anti-Muslim SIOA protagonists Pamella Geller and Robert Spencer are associated with the Mercer and Shillman Foundations. Geller was employed at Breitbart News and works closely with Rebel Media funded by Mercer. Spencer collaborates with the David Horowitz Foundation, which is funded by the Rosenwald Foundation and others and backed by Shillman. Project Veritas, also funded by Shillman, runs the far-right Infowars. 




	Profile 1.5: Paul Manafort

Of all the examples in Table 1.1, Paul Manafort stands out as different in that he is neither a significant donor nor a committed radical-right ideologue. Instead, although associated with several radical-right protagonists, he has been a very well-connected lobbyist, especially in Washington, for foreign authoritarian leaders, regimes and business interests. Clients variously cited are Viktor Yanukovych, the former Ukrainian President, some wealthy Ukrainian and Russian oligarchs, as well as Ferdinand Marcos, a former Philippines President. In addition, he was a campaign manager for a succession of US Republican presidential candidates, the most recent being Donald Trump for the period before Steve Bannon assumed that role. His connections with high-level individuals in the US administration, such as Trump, strengthened his attractiveness to foreign clients. However, in 2017 and 2018, he came under two US criminal investigations which resulted in his being charged and tried on serious offences. First, in Virginia, he was convicted on six out of eight counts of tax evasion totalling some US$6 million, knowingly filing false tax returns, bank fraud totalling some US$6 million, and failing to report foreign bank accounts. For these convictions, he was sentenced in March 2019 to 47 months in prison (Sullum 2019). A week later in a Washington court, having pleaded guilty to witness tampering, a tax fraud conspiracy against the US government, money laundering, failure to report foreign bank accounts, failure to register as a foreign agent, and lying to the Department of Justice, he was sentenced to a further three-and-a-half-years in prison to run consecutively with the earlier penalty (Smith 2019; Sullum 2019).

As to motives, while Manafort clearly had a strongly conservative world-view and was in broad agreement with the various authoritarian causes he facilitated, as Judge Jackson in the Washington court observed, it would appear that personal greed was the prime motivator for his criminal conduct. At his peak, Manafort’s net personal worth had been put at US$70 million (CNW 2019), falling to US$50 million in 2018 (NWP 2019), and then to some US$1 to 2 million in 2019 (CNW 2019; WP 2020) as hubris took its toll. On December 27, 2020, he was pardoned by President Trump.






In many ways, Manafort came to epitomise the egregious character of the axis formed by radical-right political and business interests and the latter’s arrogant expectation that vast wealth entitled them, with impunity, to corruptly buy political influence and personal advantage. Manafort’s connection with Trump added to the latter’s image as someone who pledged to clean up the sleazy corruption of the ‘Washington swamp’ but who did little or nothing in that regard.

As Lawrence et al (2019) noted, many US-based radical-right policy and opinion-forming institutions and their financial backers also support similar bodies in other countries, particularly Britain, through the Atlas Network, which is a US-headquartered global coalition of more than 450 right-wing promoting bodies. For example, in Britain, the European Research Group, the Centre for Policy Studies, the Institute for Economic Affairs, the Economists for Free Trade, the Legatum Institute, and others, enjoy a close relationship with Atlas associates in the US. In Canada, similar right-wing bodies include the Justice Centre for Constitutional Freedoms, the Aurea Foundation, the Lotte and John Hecht Foundation, the Donner Canadian Foundation, the Fraser Institute, and the Montreal Economic Institute, of which a number are part of the Atlas Network.




	Profile 1.6: Dominic Cummings

Among ultra-conservative policy and opinion-formers in the UK, since the 1990s Dominic Cummings has been especially prominent and arguably the most controversial. The profile by Parker (2020) plots his career path from the 1990s up to his role as strategy adviser/director to Prime Minister Boris Johnson. He was highly thought of by many on the right wing of the Conservative Party and he injected an intellectual rigour that many thought lacking in neo-conservatism. Despite his undoubted intellectual skills, however, his inter-personal skills were less well received. He presented as a hyper-authoritarian, driven, fixated, intellectual narcissist, and visually he typically dressed casually and appeared unkempt. He is reportedly a great believer in himself, his ideas and his self-certified superior intelligence and is very disparaging of those he considers intellectual weaklings or who might attenuate or interfere with his mission. 

There has been speculation in political and media circles that he may be a high functioning sociopath. Indeed, the former Conservative Prime Minister David Cameron was reported to have described him as “a career psychopath” (Mason 2014). However, Klitzman (2016), Post (2015), Singer (2017) and Waring and Paxton (2018, 74; 2019, 82) invoke the ‘Goldwater Rule’ and specifically caution against ‘armchair diagnoses’ of this kind, in relation to Donald Trump, Cummings or, indeed, any other person. Nevertheless, for the sake of this discussion, it is defensible to summarize the defining characteristics of sociopathic and psychopathic personalities. See also more detailed analysis by Antony Vass in chapter 3.

According to APA (2013), Hirstein (2013) and Kiehl and Buckholtz (2010), such personalities are characterized by a combination of (a) perpetration of harm to others with either no self-recognition of their own harmfulness or not caring about it, (b) no empathy for those harmed (although empathy may be feigned), (c) no conscience, remorse or guilt, (d) a ruthless end-justifies-the-means and ‘what-can-I get-away-with?’ attitude and behaviour, (e) (for psychopaths) inability to form normal emotional or social bonds (although these may be feigned), (f) (for sociopaths) limited ability to form normal emotional or social bonds e.g. family and close friends but not more widely (although these may be feigned). Whereas psychopathy has a combined genetic and learned/acquired origin, sociopathy is regarded as an acquired disorder.

Hare (2003; 2016) produced a 20-item list of such characteristics. Prominent among these are: (a) showing a glib and superficial charm, (b) shallow and insincere emotions, (c) confidence trickery and manipulation, (d) propensity for pathological lying, (e) grandiose self-worth and narcissism, (f) scapegoating and blaming others for own failings, (g) reacting badly to rejection. More general discussion on so-called “snakes in suits” is provided by Babiak and Hare (2007) and Hare (1999). More recent in-depth studies are provided by Brooks (2020), Brooks et al (2020) and Fritzon et al (2016). With growing awareness of the negative and potentially damaging effects of disordered personalities, the question arises as to whether any government or organisation dare take a risk that a forthright, assertive and determined ‘wunderkind’ in their midst is not, in fact, masking an underlying pathological personality (Brooks et al 2020, 333). See also Walton (2007a; b; 2010; 2020a; b; c), and Vass in chapter 3 and Smallman in chapter 4 of this volume.

Cummings reportedly has a pugnacious, irritable, and angry personality, with a bullying tendency. In 2020, allegations were made by a former senior official of the Confederation of British Industry that Cummings tried to push him down stairs, and then grabbed him by the tie and threatened him with a clenched fist, after they had clashed during a joint radio interview in 1999 (BBC 2020; Moore 2020). Before this allegation surfaced, he had already gained notoriety for the summary sacking of a civil servant adviser to the Chancellor of the Exchequer and eviction from her office under armed police escort, as well as threats to other civil servants to do as he demanded ‘or else’. Cummings himself was a high-level contract consultant and not a government employee, and therefore his peremptory sacking of a proper civil servant not even reporting to him but to Chancellor Sajid Javid caused much consternation and anger, both in the Civil Service and political and media circles. When Cummings went further and got the Prime Minister to authorize and sanction his selective sackings more generally of ministerial advisers and civil servants without consultation and replace them with his radical-right placemen, Javid reportedly resigned in disgust. Other centrist ministers were then sacked in short order and replaced by others loyal to the radical-right cause. It appeared that Cummings had carried out political subversion of cabinet government and the civil service and, by any other name, a bloodless putsch by radical-right interests. This coup had a striking similarity to that orchestrated by Steve Bannon in getting the Alt-Right Republican renegade Donald Trump elected as President in 2016 (see Waring (2018a, 147). To many observers, Cummings too acted like the political officer of a radical-right politburo, constantly badgering Prime Minister Johnson to stick to his (i.e. Cummings’) radical-right plan, while bullying recalcitrant ministers and key civil servants into doing the same or else face his wrath.

However, perhaps the most striking example of Cummings’ personality and modus operandi came in May 2020 when a major scandal erupted over his reported violations of the national Covid-19 public health rules. On March 23, the Prime Minister announced the health protection lockdown rules, which included every person being expected to self-isolate as much as possible by staying at home, and especially if a household member showed signs and symptoms of Covid-19 infection. Dominic Cummings, as the Prime Minister’s Personal Adviser, was a party to the Cabinet’s lockdown rules formulation. It emerged that in late March 2020, after both he and his wife developed covid-19 symptoms, they drove their two children from the family home in London some 250 miles north to his parents’ home in County Durham (see e.g. Ford & Hamilton 2020; Swinford 2020). This action alone was widely interpreted as a flagrant breach of the rules that Cummings himself had helped draw up. Cummings was in fact diagnosed as having the Covid-19 infection. It further emerged that, while staying at his parents’ home, he took his wife and one child for a trip out by car to the tourist attraction of Barnard Castle, according to eyewitnesses, and thereby constituting another Covid-19 rule violation.

These are the bare undisputed facts. However, a huge political furore erupted, which was inflamed by Cummings not only refusing to publicly apologize but, on the contrary, also to brazenly deny that he had broken the rules. This denial sought to show that, in fact, he had been fully compliant and indeed had only done what any parent would do to ensure that the grandparents could provide childcare while Cummings and his wife were still affected by the Covid-19 virus (Ford & Hamilton 2020; Swinford 2020). He had, he asserted, conducted himself correctly and reasonably. His trip to Barnard Castle had been, he asserted, to test that his vision would be alright for his forthcoming drive back to London. The Prime Minister publicly backed Cummings and stated on 24 May that he should neither resign nor be sacked since he had done nothing wrong.

Rather than killing the scandal, the Prime Minister’s intervention worsened the public outcry (Elliott et al 2020a; Kenber 2020). Allegations of hypocrisy, arrogance, mendacity, and abuse of position flowed thick and fast, not only from the media e.g. Foges (2020) and opposition political parties but also surprisingly from right-wing Conservative politicians, who ordinarily would have supported Cummings. MPs across the political spectrum were reporting heavy postbags and e-mails with angry complaints from constituents about Cummings’ conduct and attitude and the Prime Minister’s support. One junior minister resigned in protest, while other ministers and MPs issued highly critical public statements and social media comments. At least 60 Conservative MPs, including a then current minister, eleven former ministers, and a former Prime Minister, demanded Cummings’ resignation or sacking, while polls indicated that both Johnson and the Conservative Party had suffered a huge slump in popularity (Elliott et al 2020b; Fisher & Grylls, 2020). As Rifkind (2020) and many other commentators observed, by “treating the rest of us like idiots” Cummings had eroded public support for the Covid-19 lockdown at a particularly critical juncture when such continuing support was vital so as to prevent a resurgence of infection across the country. Moreover, in appearing to defend the indefensible, the Prime Minister projected himself as weak, psychologically dependent, and compromised by his aide Cummings, as if their roles were reversed and in reality Cummings was in charge of policy while Johnson was his compliant servant (Martin 2020). The moral authority of the government and the Prime Minister had been badly damaged (Kelly 2020) and accountability had been casually discarded (Rachman 2020). 

Cummings’ explanations for his conduct, culminating in an unprecedented public statement and press conference by him on May 25, appeared to many observers to be artful sophistry. Uncharacteristically, at this press event he presented a calm, almost humble, demeanour, while steadfastly denying that he had done anything wrong or even questionable. Cummings’ sophistry and defiant performance in this scandal was encapsulated in his comment when confronted by journalists demanding answers to how he felt about allegedly violating the Covid-19 rules that everyone else had to follow. His reply, captured on video, was simply “I don’t care”. Whatever the strengths of his intellect and potential contribution to administrative reforms, such as his radical restructuring plans for the Cabinet Office and the Civil Service, these became overshadowed, if not eclipsed, by his unappealing, antagonistic personality.

As noted above, Cummings is in a very similar mould to his US counterpart Steve Bannon. Like Bannon, Cummings is a radical-right ‘revolutionary’, a disrupter who thirsts for a palingenetic rebirth of society, governance and institutions in which the old alleged liberal decay is swept aside and replaced by a radical-right ‘New Order’. Bannon, Cummings and their acolytes share two salient characteristics: (1) a ruthless determination to secure a permanent radical-right stamp on the governance of their respective country (and other countries), and (2) a ‘by any and all means necessary’ methodology to achieve this objective, including manipulation, distortion, disruption and subversion of democratic institutions, processes and standards (see Cadwalladr 2019). Cummings was forced to resign his position, along with other hard-line Brexiteer advisers to the Johnson government, in November 2020, following a reported revolt by moderates, many Conservative MPs, and the Prime Minister’s own dissatisfaction with Cabinet Office disharmony blamed on Cummings (Swinford & Wright 2020).






Potential for Harm to Democracy and Society

While there is no suggestion that relationships per se between corporations, oligarchs, influencers, and politicians are necessarily unlawful, the question arises as to whether such relationships are liable to corrupt temptations that are likely to lead to promulgation of political interests and agendas that may harm a democratic society or vulnerable sections of it. Michaels (2020) and Oklobdzija (2019) are critical of ‘dark money’ manipulation of political emphases and outcomes in democratic societies. Bloom and Rhodes (2018) note that overall the mutual influences hold troubling implications for the future of democracy, a point also made by Mondon and Winter (2020) especially in relation to malign influence by such agents as radical-right leaning journalists and media organs. For example, does such manipulation risk the distortion and undermining of democracy and the hijacking of governance to unduly favour the wealthy and the powerful at the expense of the rest of society? Does it become a self-affirming process that encourages some of those with wealth to believe that they can, and are entitled to, buy political outcomes? It is a question of whether amoral calculation and unsavoury, if not harmful, methods will come to be normalized in the pursuit of egregious radical-right political motives and/or personal greed. The money (whether clean and transparent or ‘dark’ and surreptitious) is, perhaps, less of a threat in itself [after all, parties of all ideologies are funded by wealthy donors and interest groups] than the weak relationship these particular corporations and radical-right organisations have with liberal democracy. Authoritarianism and illiberal democracy, if not elective radical-right dictatorship, are far more likely where power and advantages to both corporate and radical-right mutual interests over disfavoured others are conferred as a result of ‘dark money’ funding motivated by ideology and greed.
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