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Abstract

When one lives in today’s political world and views events that many considered impossible; the election of Trump, the popularity of far-right groups, such as the National Front in France, the AFD in Germany, and even UKIP in Britain, one begins to question why and how, despite multiple political commentators stating that this resurgence was nigh on impossible, this has happened. 

With the Charlottesville riots and seeming tolerance of far-right groups in America, one begins to question whether there were trends and similarities to other time periods. In order to question and thus understand why these huge political shifts have developed, and why radicalism is seemingly becoming common once again, will be the aim of this dissertation.  

It is easy to observe huge parallels between the political happenings of the 1920s and 30s and the events of today, therefore this gives a strong focus on which this research can be based, as many commentators are comparing political figures, like Trump, to Hitler.  Whilst this research will attempt to allay these fears, there is still a strong argument to support the idea that the trends, which got Trump and similar political figures into the position they are now, are certainly very similar.
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Introduction

When one looks at current political trends of today, with the rise of right-wing conservative populism, one begins to wonder why this is the case and therefore begin to draw similarities between the polarisation of today in the West and of the political conflicts of the 1920s and 30s. This era saw the rise of far-right populism, most likely as a reaction against the rise of Socialism and Communism which was occurring during that time. Indeed, much like the 1920s and 30s there are today, newly formed militant groups of both radical left-wing and right-wing ideologues. Therefore, taking this into account, it is important to note that this is the main reason why many commentators in contemporary politics view the rise of right-wing nationalism, arising from personalities such as Donald Trump, as being similar to the rise of Hitler.
 These similarities include the most apparent one, being the fact that both right-wing movements, past and present, were based on a reactionary movement to a perceived threat to the state of the nation.
 That threat being the fear of left-wing movements and religious fear. In the America of today it is Islam, and in 1920 and 30s Germany, it was Judaism. Therefore, one of the main points that this dissertation argues, is that the rise of fervent nationalism is almost always as a result of a perceived threat to the nation and the state, and of the fear that one’s way of life will be overtaken and overridden by said threat. 

The perfect conditions for a right-wing uprising

According to Hans Mommsen, ‘in 1928 no-one could have predicted that the NSDAP could have ever gained power’.
 This statement is essentially fact, as during the 1920s, Germany’s economy was recovering from the war, after heavy investment from American banks. Their industry was finally beginning to recover after initially crashing, after the Treaty of Versailles, where it dropped by about 42%.
 During this time period the NSDAP was rather unpopular, as they were seen as troublemakers,
 when by 1928 most Germans just wanted to get on with their lives and recover. Therefore, the NSDAP’s message of purifying the German nation did not work, since during that time, the German economy was actually recovering and those they sought to remove from office, actually held more power than the NSDAP. The main point that can be garnered from this, is that in order for a far-right nationalist movement to succeed, the conditions for it must be perfect. Therefore, one must understand what those conditions were, in order to analyse if the rise of Nazism bears similarities to contemporary events. 

For the purposes of this dissertation, it is important to state that the two periods are not exactly the same, as both have different circumstances and factors involved in their rise, which are too significant to ignore. For example, Donald Trump does not have executive power like Hitler achieved, and cannot pass laws without being challenged. However, the main underlying reason for the existence of far-right leaders will always remain essentially the same; that they were caused by fear of another culture that could overtake one’s own.

This dissertation will firstly consider how a certain set of “perfect conditions” have impacted upon the rise of Fascism in historic cases; it will look at different countries and consider the validity of this theory.  Secondly, the common themes will be explored, these being how the right and left can rise together, in opposition to one another, and how a threat to the culture can impact upon radical political views developing. Again, these sections will be considering individual countries and the circumstances encountered throughout the period of history from the 1920s to today. The countries to be considered in this exploration of Western examples, of occasions when there was a rise in Fascism, are predominantly: Britain, Germany, Russia, America, Spain, Italy, plus some smaller reference to other countries. Finally, an analysis of the previous theories will be explored whilst looking at the key examples of the rise of Fascism since the 1920s. This exploration will include some specific historians’ perspectives on these events, so that the conclusion can make clear assertions as to whether a rise in Fascism is in fact dependent upon “perfect conditions” or not.

Chapter One: The tenets of fascism, the crux of most right-wing uprisings

The key tenets of Fascism are that the state is united under a single ideologue and controlled by an overarching, autocratic ruler, who normally forms a kind of personality cult, as in the case of Hitler; a messianic figure who was supposedly benevolent to the will of his followers and crushes his enemies, so that eventually no enemies will exist and only the one ideologue endures.
 Clearly then, as an extremist ideology, fascism needs near perfect conditions for it to succeed. These conditions are visible from many examples of history; the lack of a stable centrist government, economic hardship, counter ideologues such as Socialism or communism and a fear of a specific race of people, such as Jews in Hitler’s case. Without these conditions, Fascism and right-wing populism struggle to exist, for if people have a decent livelihood, within a stable economy, then the underlying emotion of hatred of some particular groups alleged wrongdoing cannot easily exist, and therefore, neither can Fascism.

Therefore, one can reasonably argue, that because Fascism needs some specific conditions to exist and we ought to be able to see this ideology emerging in the political rhetoric of contemporary world leaders, such as Trump and Putin. That this is justification for a comparison between the time periods of today and the 1920s and 30s, is quite well supported, and is clear from examining the 2016 US presidential campaign of Donald Trump, who deliberately and knowingly preyed on the fears of radical Islamic extremism, with many of those of a liberal and left persuasion believing that Trump ran a campaign of fear. His slogan of ‘Make America Great Again’ is typical of Trump’s ideology, that the liberal elite ruined America and its status as a world power; this also exemplifies the fact that Trump appealed to the nationalism of the working class, whom likely felt betrayed by previous Democrat politicians promising to make their lives better. This is clearly similar to the rise of Hitler in 1920s and 30s Germany. 

Rise of radicalism in contemporary politics

Another interesting theory that could suggest a similarity between contemporary politics in the West and the rise of Socialism and Fascism in the 20s and 30s, is the use of the terms ‘Socialism’ and ‘Fascism’ as essentially insults and scare words to frighten those of a more centrist persuasion into supporting their cause. A modern-day example of this would be the right-wing media’s constant proclamation that Labour leader Jeremy Corbyn is a Communist who threatens the British way of life, and because he is a self-declared republican, the media also claims that he would attempt to scrap the constitutional monarchy, despite this being pretty much impossible. Therefore, the point that can be garnered from that knowledge, is that facts and truth are not at all prevalent in politics (something most would already know). Therefore, this is key to explaining why extremist and radical ideologues come to fruition, since they are almost always based on fear, misinformation and lies.
 With Sykes referring to this as a ‘crisis of conservativism’ that allows radicalism to go unchecked.

Scapegoating of the Jews in Nazi Germany

A key example of the use of lies would be the persecution of the Jewish communities during the 1920s and 30s Germany, when Nazism was on the rise since during this time there were a number of Jewish communities and many had profited from the economic stability that Germany saw prior to the Wall Street Crash of 1929.
 This therefore caused many Germans, particularly the soldiers returning from the first World War, who pretty much had nothing upon their arrival back in Germany, to become incredibly envious of the Jewish communities who seemed to be maintaining themselves fairly well financially. Therefore, this fell into the radical ideology of pursuing racial purity that Hitler perpetrated, since it was fortunate for the NSDAP that there already was essentially an anti-Jewish attitude proliferating within large sections of the general public, as Smith supports.
 This provides some background to the notion that extremist ideologues are almost always the result of misinformation and vitriol spread against a certain demography of people. 

The whitewashing and negative stereotyping of Islam

A contemporary example of this phenomenon would be the rise of anti-Islamic rhetoric in countries all over the Western world such as in the US, Austria, Germany and the United Kingdom. This rhetoric, at a quick glance, bears similarities to the anti-Semitic rhetoric of Nazi Germany. However, it is very important to note that the circumstances in which both rhetoric’s exist are completely different. As the anti-Islamic rhetoric, emanating from places such as the US, comes from a fear of radical Islamic terror, with the Islamic state carrying out multiple terrorist attacks aiming at causing as much loss to life as possible.
 This is unlike the Jews during WW1, whose only fault or crime was being used as a scapegoat. Which according to Dworkin was spread entirely on fear and hatred, to the point it spread like a virus.
 Although some of the Spartacist Socialist were indeed Jews
 it is highly likely that they were more hated for their political views rather than their religious ones.

In contemporary politics, a central theme of Donald Trump’s US election campaign was about curbing immigration from Muslim majority countries such as Yemen, Saudi Arabia and Iran.
 This foreign policy was no doubt a response to the rise of radical terrorist group Islamic state and its subsequent high-level acts of terrorism such as mass shootings and bombings. Therefore, because of Islamic States’ constant drive for an us-vs-them mentality in its recruitment drive, many in the West have gone on to assume that all Muslims sympathise with the radical Islamic State and its desire to crush and subvert all other cultures. Of course, this is simply not the case as the vast majority of Muslims, much like the Jews in Nazi Germany, simply want to live their lives and care not for the acts of Jihad that one group attempts to carry out in their name. Many Imams and ordinary Muslims have gone to great lengths to ensure that they are completely separate and distinguished from Islamic State and other Islamic terrorist groups such as Al-Qaeda and Boko Haram. 

Yet despite these efforts, the right-wing still persecute them with the utmost ferocity; a simple look at the existence of groups such as Britain First and the anti-Islam rhetoric from the mostly conservative voices in the South of America. Even mainstream right-wing newspapers in Britain such as the Daily Express, the Daily Mail and the Sun
 all repeatedly publish anti-Islamic articles, even to this day. Therefore, this has left historians and journalists of the left, to open up a dialogue on whether the racism towards Muslims today, bear similarities with the treatment of the Jews, and on inspection, there are most certainly parallels. For example, they are both are fuelled by the fact that those that are anti-Islamic fear that their very way of life is threatened and that their nation’s sovereignty is under threat. This is the exact same reasoning that led to the persecution of the Jews. However, it is extremely important to note that an attempted genocide on the Islamic religion is in today’s society is unlikely because as humans we have learnt from the horrors of Nazi Germany and it can easily be argued that most agree that the anti-Muslim rhetoric spouted by the right is largely ignored as most people care little for hatred of Muslims. 

1920s Germany 

Another point as to the nature of how the Nazi party was able to rise so effectively in the 1920s and 30s, is that it was partly human nature and the desire for survival above all else, that allowed the Nazis to enforce their race politics and laws onto the German people. These individuals were either too afraid to resist and did not want to suffer the extreme punishments the Nazis enforced onto dissidents.
 Or they actually bought into the Nazi ideologue of racial purity and of protecting the German culture and simply did not care that such horrific acts of brutality were occurring on a regular basis.
 This therefore highlights the factor of fear in allowing the rise of the extreme right-wing in Germany and in general, as the Nazi’s managed to establish an ‘us versus them’ mentality that resulted because of the successful scapegoating of the Jews and of the liberal elite who had led Germany into an economic crisis in 1929. Essentially, this was because of the successful campaign by Hitler to legitimise the NSDAP in government by seeming to produce a solution to the turmoil that Germany faced.
 There is also evidence pointing towards the fact that it was because of events like the Reichstag fire, which was supposedly started by a Communist (in Marinus Van Der Lubbe)
, which allowed Hitler to instil fear of destruction, anarchism and a potential Communist uprising in Germany. 

For example, a police report in the Mosel Valley of April 1930, states that the ‘National Socialist idea has taken root in the minds of many who are convinced that only the NSDAP has a way out of their present plight’.
 This therefore links the factors of economy and fear together, as the police report also suggests that many Germans were opposed to taxes and higher pay for government officials,
 as well as opposing the Young Plan which many blamed for crashing the German economy. Interestingly, the entire reason why the Jews were so heavily targeted in the first place, was the fact that they were perceived to be doing well economically when others were suffering immensely, thus making it incredibly easy for the Nazis to target and scapegoat the Jews.
 Other factors of fear emanated from the rise of Socialist uprisings in the German state, with figures such as Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknicht capitalising on the weakness and ineffectiveness of the Weimar Government during the early and mid-1920s and who had run militant operations with the objective of turning Germany into a Communist or Bolshevik state.
 This subsequently triggered opposition and militant resistance from groups such as the Freikorps, who, like the Nazis, feared the destruction of the German state and thus the German way of life.
 

This all links back to economic reasoning, as if the heavy war reparations imposed by the Treaty of Versailles and enforced by the Young and Dawes Plans, were not as devastating to the German economy,
 then the conditions for radical ideology would simply not be present, as the German populace would have been much more content with their situation.
 This clearly shows that the factors of a weak economy and fear are intrinsically linked, because if the German economy had not been incredibly weak, then a radical ideology would not have persisted and thus the fearmongering that was used so successfully by the Nazis would have had no moral ground in which to stand. As such, it would have been far harder for the Nazis to scapegoat groups such as the Jews, since the German people would have been content with their position and thus may have been more resilient to Nazi fear tactics.

Modern Day Russia

A contemporary point of comparison for this idea would be modern-day Russia under Vladmir Putin, who has repeatedly been criticised by the West for human rights violations. Whilst it is true that Putin does maintain some genuine popularity, however he maintains it as a result of fearmongering, political repression and ardent nationalism, as exemplified by his annexation of the Crimea and ongoing support of the ethnic Russian rebellion in Eastern Ukraine.
 Whilst Putin is not on the same level as Hitler, it is most certainly fair to reflect on the key similarity between the two, that being ardent nationalism and the preservation of their respective culture and state. In Putin’s case, it is quite clear that he gains support from his anti-Western economic policy, e.g. imposing heavy tariffs on oil (Russia’s main export)
 and in return, having heavy economic sanctions placed on Russia.
 However, Putin is strangely and seemingly unthreatened by this, and his political dominance is most certainly assured. This is as a result of alleged cases of ballot tampering
 and of election rigging, for example, the convenient arrest of Alexei Navalny, his main political rival, for alleged embezzlement just prior to the election of 2018, clearly reflects the fact that a key component in Putin’s success is fear, which is linked to the extreme nationalism that Putin perpetrates; that being of a strong Russia with its culture also being strong. As a result, those seen as going against this are deemed an enemy of the state. Although not officially, as occurred in Nazi Germany, the forces do little to prevent the persecution of groups such as Homosexuals and Muslims, such as those in the Chechnya region. Therefore, one could argue for there being a similarity between the two, as both are as a result of ardent right-wing nationalism and both are founded as a result of economic instability and fear of repression.

Chapter 2: The link between the rise of right and left

Further analysis of right-wing ideologies, present in 1920s and 30s, clearly show a pattern of conflict with radical leftist ideologies; for example, the rise of the NSDAP was as a result of reactionary movements against communist uprisings such as the Spartacists and the KPD.
 The Spanish uprising of 1936 was caused by fear of Spanish sovereignty being threatened by the Republican government, as the Republicans attempted to arrest the leaders of the Fascists and this action backfired significantly.
 The rise of Mussolini in Italy was as a result of a revolt against an aging monarchy that was deemed too weak to sustain itself. All these right-wing movements are a ‘push back’ against something which the population believed to be threatening their country and thus by extension, their very way of life. This therefore presents the theory that all right-wing uprisings are a pushback to something; often the result of fear of a radical left-wing movement, it is also fair to suggest that as Marxist theory entails class warfare and a new society,
 those satisfied with their position would thus want to fight against the propagators of this ideology, since it would theoretically take everything from them.
 The clearest example of this happening would be 1920s Germany, whereby after the economic crash that Germany suffered after the First World War, various socialist and communist groups took advantage of the meagre Weimar Republic and used this to advance their own political position, sometimes with the use of violence.
 

One socialist poet and playwright, Ernst Toller, recorded that after the Peace Treaty, it blinded the German population to the impending war, ‘This unexpected bid for peace opened the eyes of the German people at last; they had no idea of the impending catastrophe’. 
 What is significant about Toller’s eyewitness account, is that he seems to accurately predict that Karl Liebknecht’s proclamation of a German Socialist Republic in 1918 would prove a failure, since Kaiser Wilhelm II and his autocratic supporters fled the country at the first sign of trouble. This means that they had no real control, as they had not really beaten the autocratic groups such as the Freikorps, because they had not been defeated. Later on, they were even drawn in to support the desperate Weimar Republic, so it was essentially a supposedly centrist government being propped up by what was a right-wing militia. This therefore leads to some debate amongst historians as to whether the theory that left-wing and right-wing can only exist when the other one is present, as interestingly there are very few, if any, examples of this not being the case.
 Even the Russian Revolution of 1917 was as a result of a reaction against the autocratic Tsarist regime,
 this therefore gives credence to the notion of the two ideologues of left-wing and right-wing always being a reaction to the other, although rather interestingly there are very few differences, with the only major one being that ideologues on the right promote the idea of the state, whilst the left does not. For example, in his early years, Benito Mussolini was actually a writer for a fairly prominent socialist newspaper.
 This evidence gives credence to the notion that left and right are very similar, in that they are both radical in nature and thus will always appear when centrist or non-radical approaches seem to be failing and are almost always in opposition to one another.

Modern America

A contemporary example to support the above thesis would be the sudden ascendancy of populist figures in politics such as Donald Trump, whose own rise to the presidency of the United States was in many ways as a result of what many of his core voter base believed to be an attack on American values.
 For example, Hilary Clinton’s pledge to introduce restrictions on the sale of guns, and the fact that Trump capitalised on American’s doubts over radical Islamic State, clearly proves the idea of similarity; in that in both time periods, those that are seen as radical and that are willing to protect the State’s values will prove popular, especially if there is a perceived threat to the State, and by extension, peoples’ livelihoods.
 There are many debates amongst journalists and historians as to whether the circumstances for Trump’s rise are the same as other right-wing leaders such as Hitler and Mussolini.
 

Therefore, in today’s political climate, it is not too difficult to witness the clear polarisation between Left and Right, it is so much so, that historian Benewick has stated that ‘it is ironic that fascism, through its common usage as a term of abuse, has itself become an abused term, it has been devalued and therefore blunted as a tool of analysis.’
 However, the true problem with this sentiment, is that in the West today there is great confusion as to what ‘fascism’ actually is. An example of this would be the fact that many on the left are protesting at prevalent issues in the West; such as racial inequality, gender issues, and police violence. 

Over the past decade these calls have become far more vociferous and popular, and whilst the vast majority of these protesters are by no means radical there are an extremely vocal minority who, via online forums and social media, propagate radical and oftentimes unreasonable and very much confrontational actions. This has therefore led to an even more vociferous and raucous response from those on the right; a simple Youtube search for such phrases as ‘feminist’ or ‘SJW’ will show hundreds of videos attacking radical left-wing activists and feminists for their outlandish statements.
 The most startling fact about this, is that these types of videos are extremely popular with such figures, as Jordan Peterson points out, suggesting the notion of a ‘dangerous postmodernism [where] identity politics has come to dominate all of the humanities and a huge proportion of the social sciences. We've been publicly funding extremely radical, postmodern leftist thinkers who are hellbent on demolishing the fundamental substructure of Western civilization.’
 This speech by Peterson is, with no doubt, from a political standpoint of the right, as it is clear he is perpetrating fear of some kind of pseudo-Marxist takeover. Yet in multiple interviews Peterson repeatedly suggests that he is not a supporter of the Right and instead describes himself as a kind of staunch critic of radicalism on both sides.

Nevertheless, it is abundantly evident that his rather fervent campaigning against the perceived threat of university ‘Neo-Marxists’, appeals to those on the Right, regardless of what he declares himself and is therefore exemplary of the political polarisation of today, as what his school of thought essentially does, is paint all those that would disagree with his views as stupid and overly politically correct; which amounts to the debating tactic of ‘poisoning the well’. Peterson is not an isolated case either, other figures preaching similar values and ideas have previously gained fame and adoration for preaching conservatism and protesting against political correctness. For instance, Milo Yiannopolous and Ben Shapiro have all gained a large online following that is incredibly vociferous. Therefore, based on this evidence, it is apparent that there is a rise in the right or rather right-wing populism in the contemporary West, and that as a result of this one could argue for a potential similarity between the two periods.

Different times, different conditions, and different outcomes

This is where it is necessary to consider where the differences between the two historical periods begin to show themselves. Firstly, the circumstances and context of the two-time periods are quite clearly different. For example, in the 1920s and 30s, much of the world had just come out of one of the greatest and bloodiest conflicts in human history in the First World War, causing the working populations of countries, such as Britain, to decrease rapidly, with Britain losing 1.6% of its population to fighting in the war and most if not all of these being young working men, this would have therefore left a huge gap in the public-sector workforce.
 This huge loss of life and economic resources would surely have led to a nationalistic and right-wing movements gaining popularity, because although Britain had won the war, it by no means had a stable economy and its workforce had essentially gone. Yet Britain’s centrist government remained strong and did not crumble, despite there being a significant case for post-war Britain being the perfect cornerstone for radicalism. However, it ultimately failed to take any sort of serious root, and even when figures such as Oswald Mosley attempted to promote fascist ideology in Britain; he actually encouraged a reaction,
 not only from the radical Left, whom were only a minority themselves, but also from those on the centre. This culminated in the battle of Cable Street which is exemplary of anti-fascism feeling in Britain.

Oswald Mosley and his failure to cause a fascist uprising

The main problem that faced Mosley and his followers was, in the words of historian Lewis, ‘The BUF’s (British Union of Fascists) unconcealed contempt for liberalism and the kind of democracy with which it was associated, gave its opponents an easy target at which to aim.’
 The reasons for this are fairly numerous, firstly the BUF’s violence towards communist and Jewish groups gained them very bad publicity,
 since these acts of violence were often performed in public and essentially made them appear as thugs rather than defenders against Communism and Zionism. This is therefore the biggest indicator of the failure of the radical-right to spread, because when there was violence against the Jews in Germany, it was allowed, because the German people did naught to stop it, and as earlier described, even supported it. In Britain this was simply not the case, since as Britain was victorious in the First World War, the coalition government in Britain was seen to have maintained the British State rather well and of staying loyal to core British values, unlike in Germany.
 Also, since the British Commonwealth during World War One was vast, and around the globe, it meant that a majority of the British people saw the obvious need for immigration to replace the workforce lost in the war and were thus tolerant of them. So, when violence was directed against these groups; rather than being viewed as a champion of the British State, Mosley was instead viewed as a violent upstart who threatened the British nation.
 This would explain why he was so fiercely suppressed at the Battle of Cable Street on 4th October 1936, the very same year by chance that many Britons had actually gone to Spain to fight against Francisco Franco’s fascist uprising on the republican side.
 Furthermore, many in Britain viewed Mosley as having wild ‘Illusions of Grandeur’
 and were as a result, generally not willing to listen to his speeches, even if he was a good orator. Thus, many historians, such as Lewis, have noted that Mosley was never realistically going to achieve his aims, since the British public were never receptive to his ideas. This therefore, would support the notion that Britain was never in a position to ever embrace any form of radical ideology, even though some of the general themes that allow fascism to persist are seemingly apparent.

Chapter 3: Russia in the 20s and 30s, comparisons between Hitler and Stalin

Historian Bullock’s book, Hitler and Stalin: Parallel Lives, reflects the fact that Stalinism and Nazism ‘Looked at from one point of view they were irreconcilably hostile to each other, yet from another had many features in common’.
 There are multiple pieces of evidence that support this claim, such as the fact that much like Hitler, Stalin was responsible for the deaths of millions of people, between twenty and twenty-five million to be exact; most of them Kulaks or peasants who tended to lean to the Conservative viewpoint.
 This was entirely due to the fact they were never going to buy into the Soviet propaganda
 therefore it opens up a debate as to the nature of how radical ideologues are by and large the same, as both destroy threats with extreme prejudice, and both ultimately desire the same thing, that being the preservation of a political objective.
 In Stalin’s case, it was clear that he used the propaganda of the perfect Marxist and Communist utopia as justification for killing all of his political opponents.
 The significant thing here, is that he ultimately eliminated those of his own party whom held essentially the same beliefs that he did. Hitler did the exact same thing, such as during the “Night of Long Knives”, where he eliminated a potential rival in Ernst Rohm.
 This therefore presents the theory that the two ideologues of Fascism and Socialism bear far more similarity to one another than most would originally think. For example, both came out of the failure of centrist governments and as a result of financial hardship and the exploitation of the weaknesses of government. There has also been a debate amongst historians as to whether or not Stalin was truly a propagator of Communist ideology or rather an authoritarian with no real links to Communism. Also, a significant point to make, is that the Soviet Union massively outlasted their fascist enemies, with the Union only breaking up in 1990, as the then leader, Mikhail Gorbachev, struggled to maintain control of its vassal states, like Yugoslavia, after Gorbachev had begun a period of demilitarisation. The point being here, was that despite its flaws, the Soviet Union managed to greatly outlast its political enemies and for a large period of the twentieth century was a dominant superpower, when at the start of the century it was destitute and backward. Soviet historians, such as Kukushin,
 have been quick to point out that the Soviet Union’s survival and subsequent power were entirely a result of the economic reform imposed by Stalin: with the five-year plans to stimulate economic growth, and the process of collectivised farming. Kukushin also argues that the subsequent death of millions of peasants was a necessary evil to strengthen the Soviet Union. However, Western revisionist historians such as Figes
 have declared the rise of the Soviet Union as a ‘people’s tragedy’, stating that many of the working class were tricked and misled by the promises of a Communist Utopia and were thus blind to the harsh reality to which they faced. Shearer goes further, to explain that the Soviet State was heavily policed,
 with the Cheka (Soviet Secret police) being particularly brutal in repressing any deemed political or personal enemies of Stalin. This heavy repression forced economic stipulation with great cost to human life and the incorporation of a rampant propaganda machine which bear huge similarities to Hitler’s Germany in the 1930s, with the Volksgemeinschaft being a particular point of similarity, because much like Stalin’s five-year plan and Collectivisation, you were either a part of it or you were an outsider and were thus deemed to be an enemy
. This is just one of many similarities between the two, in fact the two even allied briefly, in the summer of 1939, to simultaneously invade Poland, putting aside their political differences for military and economic gain.
 This evidence leads to the conclusion that the rise of the radical-left in Russia under Stalin, was in reality, no different than a rise of the radical-right and which thoroughly backs up the thesis that the two sides were essentially one and the same. The only real difference is the fact that one side always appears in opposition to the other and occurs when a residing institution appears weak. Even today, some still long for a return to the kind of powerful union that the Soviets had, with the Communist party of Russia supporting Putin, regardless of the fact that he is essentially a right-wing nationalist. Putin himself is even quoted as saying ‘the greatest geopolitical disaster of the 20th Century is the collapse of the Soviet Union’
 which shows the fact that one cannot ever quantify the Soviet Union as being ‘left’, if anything, it was staunchly to the ‘right’.

Chapter 4: How national threat impacts upon the rise of the right

It is very important to note that Mosley did indeed have supporters, fifty thousand of them to be exact, who were members of the BUF, therefore by extension he could muster a significant militia who became a paramilitary force known as the ‘Blackshirts’; no doubt modelled after the ‘Brownshirts’ (SA) of the Nazi party. The fact that he even managed to sustain a paramilitary force must somewhat indicate some level of power and influence, otherwise the British Government would have intervened far earlier than they did, with the Public Order Act of 1936.
 For a short time, Mosley had even assumed the support of both the Daily Mail and the Daily Mirror and indeed did garner some support for his rallies against supposed Zionism as a picture of the Olympia rally shows
. The BUF also had an entire propaganda machine of their own and was highly organised, spreading their fascist message throughout the country. Therefore, this would seem to suggest notoriety, although not necessarily popularity, therefore if it is clear that they had notoriety therefore they must have had some level of power and support. This is evidenced by the fact that, during the start of the Second World War, Mosley was interned by the British Government in 1940 because of fears he could stir up support for Hitler.
 Despite this he was never actually charged with any crime,
 even though members of his organisation were clearly partaking in acts of extreme violence and essentially supporting a regime that would see the destruction of the British democracy.
 It is therefore rather odd that there was great debate over whether his internment was reasonable, and that the British government needed to be forced into such action, because they obviously viewed him as a threat to national security, interning him under Defence Regulation 18B. Thus, if the British government viewed Mosley as a threat to the entire nation, then clearly, he must have had some standing.

If we take the fact that the British Government vehemently opposed Mosley as much as possible, then this supports the original thesis of radical ideology needing the perfect conditions. Therefore, it is abundantly clear that Mosley capitalised on the uncertain and unstable nature of Western European politics to promote his radical ideology, this theory is backed by historians, such as Love, who notes that after the Great Depression many people turned to the economic theory of corporatism,
 including the British Government, as the future Prime Minister, Harold Macmillan, was also a supporter of this economic theory.
 Since corporatism is the economic theory, that the control of a state is under large interest groups such as trade unions, for fascists such as Mosley this was intended to create harmony in the social classes;
 thus, by extension, creating a universal system of control by the state. Mosley himself believed that by adhering stringently to corporatism that he could eliminate the Class War by giving executive powers to unions and that none could have the power to revolt against another.
 Underlying this belief is the notion that the British state and nation as a whole was under threat from radical left-wing ideologues and Zionism, as Mosley states that Communism would see the destruction of the British way of life and of the very fabric of society.
 This is literally the exact same ideology that Hitler perpetrated, that of the idea of protecting the nation from destruction from Communist and Zionist forces.
 Therefore, the fact that Mosley did indeed maintain some semblance of political prominence, by greatly emboldening the British right-wing over fears of Communism. So much so, that even to this day, Mosley still maintains some adoration from a small minority of the British public, because even today, one could argue his rhetoric is still very much alive. Thus, because of these reasons, it is clear that Mosley did indeed have some support from the British public and was indeed a threat. Therefore, this legitimises comparisons to other right-wing leaders such as Mussolini and Hitler, since like them, Mosley capitalised on the perceived threats to the British state from other radical ideologues such as Communism, and had circumstances changed somewhat, say Germany had instead become Communist, which was very close to happening, then perhaps Mosely could have garnered even more popularity and one would instead be reflecting on the creation of the British Fascist State, a notion which is widely explored in the 2014 novel A Man Lies Dreaming,
 showing that media today has widely reflected on the fact that Mosley could have become Prime Minister in different circumstances.

Modern Day Britain

Current events in modern day Britain further emphasise the thesis, that whilst there are indeed similarities to the rise of the right in the 1920s and 30s, they are by no means the exact same. However, one can easily argue that rather than the circumstances which cause a surge in right-wing political thinking, for example at displeasure of a certain group or a threat to the nation state, there are a multitude of similar examples and comparisons in contemporary Britain. These can be shown in Britain regarding the vote to leave the European Union as a resurgence in right-wing politics and ardent nationalism, and it was indeed somewhat true that many supporters were strongly nationalistic, as they were supporters of the ideology of protecting Britain’s sovereignty from European Union regulations and of preserving the ‘British’ way of life.
 Even though nowadays it is abundantly clear that this was simply not the case and many Britons have become disillusioned with the sentiments of people such as Nigel Farage,
 the surge in support for pseudo-socialist figures, such as Jeremy Corbyn,
 emphasises the British public’s frustration with the seemingly patronising nature of right-wing sources and figures, such as media baron Rupert Murdoch (not too dissimilar to Lord Beaverbrook), constantly trying to influence them.
 This is very interesting, because it presents the fact that there are key differences between the 1920s and 30s and the present. Firstly, the fact that unlike the 1920s and 30s, right-wing ideologues, such as authoritarianism and conservativism, were pushing against left-wing ideologues, which mostly revolved around Communism and Marxism. In contemporary Britain today, on analysis of current political events, one could easily argue that the left is instead making a strong push back against those of the right.
 Many of the views of the resurging left are mainly focused on the notion that the Conservative government, particularly Prime Minister Theresa May, are incompetent as leaders.
 The very recent Windrush scandal merely boosted the anti-Conservative sentiment, as it only seemed to highlight the Government’s apparent apathy towards its own citizens, particularly towards foreign immigrants, who, even though they are in the country legally, had their papers proving their legitimacy, destroyed by administrators who can only ultimately be assumed as taking direction from the government. Therefore, it is clear that there is a growing disillusionment with the right-wing in Britain, because much of the British youth are irritated by the patronising nature of right-wing politics and its media and are thus revolting against it.
 Despite the fact that the Conservative party are of course nowhere near the same level as far-right governments of the 1920s and 30s, there are certain trends of similarity, such as the fact that one side is pushing against the other, essentially creating a sort of ‘pendulum’ where there is a desire for one side to revolt against the other and vice versa, so essentially it swings from right to left and then left to right, never stopping, as it is basic human nature to rebel against the status quo.
 Whilst it is important to note that there are certainly trends that are nigh always adhered to, individual circumstances can never be the exact same. Therefore, as current events in Britain show that, whilst it is acceptable to draw comparisons between political trends, it is impossible to call them the exact same, as some people have,
 since by no means are the circumstances, reasoning, and beliefs, of the two parties ever the exact same.

America in the 1920s and 30s
America in the 1920s and 30s was similar to today in many ways; awash with anti-Communist and anti-foreign sentiment.
 With the newly formed Soviet Union in Russia many in America, particularly the federal government, feared the rise of Left-wing Communism,
 seemingly bolstering the thesis that the two schools always appear in opposition towards each other. When the Wall Street Crash of 1929 hit America, many of its population became monetarily broken and destitute, living in slums around New York. In particular, one of these slums became known as ‘Hooverville’ mocking the then Republican President Herbert Hoover, whose economic policy, in the face of the Wall Street Crash, became widely chastised.
 Instead of investing money to bail out his starving citizens, Hoover instead tried to mitigate government spending and only really invested towards the end of his term when it became blatantly obvious it was needed. Hoover also tried to make money from foreign trade, with the 1930 Hawley-Smoot Act adding huge tariffs on US goods, which massively backfired, as other countries were instead put off.
 The unemployment rate was at times 25% of all the US population,
 and because of this, some campaigners in America, such as Communist leader Jay Lovestone, saw a huge opportunity in the Wall Street Crash to spread Communist influence in the now struggling United States;
 membership of the Communist Party during this time period reached up to seventy-five thousand. With a large portion of the populous bankrupt, one would assume that some sort of radical uprising would have taken root. Yet the US governments actions, supported vehemently by the media, crushed all traces of radical left-wing ideology.
 

There are many reasons as to why the government were able to contain this uprising, firstly, even prior to 1920s, the Communist Party had long been monitored by the FBI (Federal Bureau of Investigation). The 1918 Sedition Act
 thus made it incredibly easy for the authorities to shut down any uprising, as they successfully did with the Palmer raids
, and since the Communist party was only a fledgling party and not well supported, it was easily suppressed. There was also evidence pointing towards heavy anti-left-wing sentiment, with many fearing the bombings caused by anarchists such as Luigi Galleani.
 Therefore, the general public were often on the government’s side when it came to dealing with the perceived Communist and Anarchist threats to the Nation State of America. This evidence therefore suggests, that just because some of the conditions for a politically radical uprising are present, as they very much were during this time frame, it does not necessarily mean that an uprising is going to succeed. There are many other attributing factors that need to be present for the uprising to take place, such as the central government being weak. This therefore reflects the fact that when one looks at contemporary politics and clearly sees the apparent factors of a radical uprising, similar to the 1920s and 30s, it does not necessarily mean that any radical uprising will occur.

Significantly though, in America during the 1920s and 30s, there was actually fairly strong sentiment supporting the Germans and when war was declared. Staunch conservatives, that included the former President Herbert Hoover, were against America joining the Second World War on Great Britain’s side, and one of the reasons for this was the fact that America actually had a fairly significant German community who were somewhat opposed to their new home country joining the war on the side of Germany’s enemies.
 Therefore, one can perhaps suggest that as a result of this, there is evidence that there was a strong right-wing presence in America during this time frame. Indeed, many attitudes towards foreign nationals, and black people in particular, was of one of distrust and hatred, with the majority of the population being ‘WASPS’ (White Anglo-Saxon Protestants) who had much more wealth than other sections of American society, and thus suppression of these other sections was fairly commonplace.
 It is no wonder then why many Americans were against the war with Nazi Germany, since it was fairly clear that they held views that were actually similar to the Nazis.
 Therefore, because of this, one could reasonably suggest that as a result of this evidence that, if anything, America was far closer to a Right-wing uprising than a Left-wing one. Indeed, the treatment of foreign nationals and the rampant nationalism show that this was the case. In fact, the main reason that this did not happen was the fact that America ultimately went to war with Nazi Germany as the attack on Pearl Harbour forced their hand.

Chapter 5: Typical Right-wing Uprisings

Spain in the 1930s

Another key example that supports the idea that Right-wing politics usually develop as a result of ardent nationalism, and therefore are as consistent between the 1920 and 30s, are seen today, in Spain, where General Franco’s Fascist uprising overthrew the Spanish Republican government. The reasons for this uprising are similar to those of other countries, in that it was ultimately caused by a severe lack of strength in the Republican government, who just could not maintain their power and were therefore crushed by Franco’s forces with German help.
 However, unlike some of the other conflicts that have been discussed, the effects of the Spanish Civil War are still very rife to this day, as evidenced by the fact that Catalan President Carles Puigdemont recently declaring Catalan independence, only for the Spanish Government to violently suppress it.
 Clearly then, the Spanish Civil War was, and in many ways still is, exemplary of the fact that left and right-wing are always in direct conflict with one another and always in fear of the other. For example, in Barcelona there was an anarchist uprising which initially had the support of the Soviet Union, and Francisco Franco almost certainly revolted against this. However, it was fairly clear from the onset that Franco’s initial revolt garnered much support since it was deemed that a threat to the nation state of Spain was apparent. Prior to 1936, and the outbreak of the Civil War, the Republican government had acted upon this when attempting to arrest key nationalist leaders after they had gained popularity and were thus deemed a threat to the Spanish government.
 Unlike in Britain, the Spanish Republican government was not stable enough and did not have the public’s support, as many from provinces, such as Navarre,
 immediately rallied to Franco’s cause and with the support of Nazi Germany. In addition, a lack of willingness from Republican sympathisers, such as Britain, to fully commit to their support
 (for fear of starting World War Two) ultimately doomed the Republican cause.
 Ultimately however, what was easily the most pivotal reason for the Republic’s defeat was simply the fact that they suffered from severe internal factionalism, what with the people of Barcelona, who for a brief period of time became anarchist,
 did not unify with the government of Madrid until the position was already untenable. Also, that very Anarchist state was put down by the Soviet Union, the supposed ally of the Republican side.
 Thus, since it was clear that the Republican side’s objectives were completely splintered, it raises the interesting question as to how powerful a singular and clear motivation can be in causing a radical uprising, as the side whose goals are unified and concrete will always overpower the side who is splintered in terms of their political and ideological beliefs.
 For example, it is clear from the onset that the Fascists were much more straightforward in what they wanted to achieve. That being the destruction of the Republican government and, in the case of the Falange party, a revival of the Spanish Monarch, King Alonso XIII, who had been forced into exile, which naturally greatly irritated those of a Conservative and Monarchist tendency.
 The main point that all this evidence clearly presents, is that because the opposition to radical right-wing elements in Spain was not at all cohesive, and thus as a result of this, it was incredibly easy for Francisco Franco to get public support and foreign aid from countries such as Germany, Italy and Portugal
, meanwhile fearing civil war in their own countries, many governments who were inclined to support the Republican cause, simply did not show up at all.
 Therefore, based on this evidence it was clear that one of the cruxes for a right-wing uprising to successfully take hold the opposition to it must be incohesive and splintered, as it was with countries such as Spain, Germany and Italy, which therefore clearly presents the fact that this is indeed a trend.

Therefore, taking into account the trend that right-wing uprisings always succeed because the opposition to them is incohesive, it is therefore possible to make the judgement of the current situation, that since there is clearly unified opposition to right-wing ideologues in today’s political climate, what with the ascendancy of left-wing figures in Western politics such as Jeremy Corbyn and Bernie Sanders, both of which have made significant gains in popularity. Thus, one could very easily suggest that because of this ardent and fairly coherent opposition to right-wing politics, the right-wing will never succeed in their ultimate objectives of creating a central authoritarian nation state. Therefore, if we take this thesis as truth then it is absolutely clear that the idea of the rise of right-wing politics in the 1920s and 20s being the same as the surge in it today, is simply not true. This is because there is clear and unified opposition to it, which will fight it in all its forms, even militarily, if the need arises for such a scenario. Therefore, the evidence would clearly point towards right-wing politics needing little to no opposition to succeed, and in today’s political climate it would likely be simply impossible, since there are so many vociferous opponents of right-wing politics that it would be nigh impossible to eliminate them all.

Italy in the 1920s and 30s

The rise of Benito Mussolini in Italy also followed the familiar trends of a typical right-wing uprising.
 Although unlike other countries which saw the ascendancy of right-wing ideologues, like in Spain and Germany, in Italy there was little to no opposition to Mussolini taking power; one of the key factors in this was that the Liberal bloc was completely divided and squabbled amongst themselves.
 Also, much like Germany, Mussolini essentially got put into a position whereby in 1922 he had pretty much received totalitarian-like powers from the state, with monarch King Victor Emmanuel III handing military command and power to Mussolini.
 This was despite the fact that Liberal Prime Minister Luigi Facta was trying to declare martial law, but was prevented from doing so by Mussolini’s black shirts and he was forced to resign.
 After 1922, Mussolini set about securing his dominance by spreading Fascist propaganda and by incorporating an economic policy designed to inhibit control of the lower classes of society such as the peasantry.
 Yet it was not until the Second World War, when things started to go wrong for Mussolini, that his popularity and status even became a doubt.
 This is therefore an incredibly unusual example, in that the ascendancy of the right in Italy was based on this evidence, not as a result of opposition to radical left-wing politics, or even that the residing government was even that weak. Therefore, some historians such as Tarrow
 have gone on to question the apparent ease with which Mussolini took over the government, as it was not so much a fight or a struggle, but rather power being handed to Mussolini on a silver platter. Mussolini’s message was of strengthening the Italian nation and militarising it because of the fear of the ‘blacks’ in Africa, and also portrayed the Italian race as being superior. This message was constantly being spread to the people of Italy over a long time-frame, since they supported Mussolini’s efforts in the First World War against Austro-Hungary and were thus relatively reciprocal to his ideology. Although it is important to note that not all supported Mussolini but because of the power he had, there was little they could do, to the point where anti-fascist writer Gaetano Salvemini described it as being ‘under an axe’.

However, despite this information it does not completely dispel the thesis that right-wing revolts occur in opposition to a supposed threat from radical left-wing elements. Since prior to the formation of the Italian Fascist Party there were, much like in Spain, Socialist elements in Italy that were no doubt trying to spread Communism in a way similarly to that of the Bolshevik revolution. Mussolini’s own autobiography mentions Communism as the main enemy, and how the Italian people resisted the Communist incursion. Mussolini uses the example of a woman rushing to the defend an Italian flag from Communist dissenters, she ‘ran to the defence of the Italian flag. Risking her life, she stood with blazing eyes against the Communist herd. You may be sure that in the period of resurrection, when we stood upright again, the golden medal for valour was bestowed on this woman of saintly courage.’
 Clearly then, from Mussolini’s point of view, the Communists were barbaric in nature and a threat to Italy’s sanctity and sovereignty.  Thus, Mussolini merely views Fascism as a means to an end, as a method to protect the Italian state from falling into complete chaos after the rise of Communism after the Russian Revolution of 1917, which sent political shockwaves around the world and triggered either fear or hope of a similar type of revolutions.
 The same can be said for Italy, as there is evidence which clearly points towards the fact that the entire reasoning for Mussolini taking power so easily in Italy was the fact that he was seen to be allaying fears of a Communist revolution that would destroy the Italian state itself.
 The only thing that differs, is the fact that initially Mussolini was an ardent supporter of Socialism because he believed that the ideology of Socialism was the best course for survival and the strength of the Italian state.
 What this therefore essentially does, is promote the fact that ultimately the only realistic difference between the two schools of radical political thought, is that the left-wing is opposed to the idea of a state, and right-wing politics is entirely based around the idea of the nation state and its preservation at all costs; this theory is evidenced by Mussolini’s change of heart in political standing.
 Also because of this Mussolini was viewed by many historians of the time as being the bringer of a ‘political renaissance’.
 Mussolini, prior to joining forces with Hitler, was actually also viewed by the West as a stabilising factor in the fight against Communist and Socialist forces in Eastern Europe and as a buffer between the two.
 In many ways he was also an inspiration for the type of Fascism that Hitler ultimately employed

Conclusion with historiographical overview

Historians of both a left-wing and right-wing agenda have been constantly discussing the nature of the political turmoil of the 1920s and 30s, why it occurred and why radicalism became commonplace. Historians on the right of the political spectrum, such as Barnes, state that the entire reasoning behind why fascism was allowed to spread so successfully is the utter unreasonableness of Socialism and how it bears no moral law at all and this is why figures such as Mussolini took power so easily.
 However Barnes clearly fails to take into account the fact at the time of his writing, Socialism was a very well supported and popular political theory, Ironically the very regime that Barnes’ champions fell rather meagrely to the hands of Communist and Socialist forces and it became all too apparent for Mussolini that he was nowhere near as popular as he thought he was. Thus, ultimately the passing of time all but crushed Barnes political ideas. Centrist historians such as Marriott have put the onus as to why the chaos of the 1920s and 30s occurred, that being disillusionment with regimes around the world and fear of Bolshevism.
 He also supports the thesis that Mussolini was acting purely as a reaction against Bolshevism.
 Therefore what this effectively shows is that one’s own thesis on the nature of the right was being discussed and written extensively on during the time it was written. Even then two British historians take two very conflicting viewpoints on personas such as Mussolini, this shows that much like today politics was polarised with an us and them mentality all too obvious. Indeed, Marriott’s explanation as to why extremist politics became so prevalent is simply the fact that democracy was seen to be failing, even today there are still complaints about how western democracy does not adequately represent the views of the people, with the ‘first past the post’ system in Britain being widely criticised as it gives an advantage to the Conservative party. Marriott’s thesis is therefore not much different than my own and essentially does the same thing, giving a warning to the future, Marriott essentially and intriguingly managed to predict that Neville Chamberlain’s negotiations with Adolf Hitler were doomed to fail, since they are so ideologically different.
 Even historians of the left such as Hobsbawm, whom mostly blames the rise of radicalism on the economic system of Capitalism encouraging greed in the populace.
 Accurately support one’s own thesis in that right-wing radicalism appeared as a direct result of western democratic governments being weak and in opposition to left-wing radicalism becoming a factor, what with the Russian revolution of 1917 sending shockwaves of fear and hope depending on one’s political alignment. Therefore, it is fair to suggest that the thesis of the ‘perfect conditions’ for a right-wing uprising being the presence of the extreme left and a weak stable government is well supported amongst historiography.

When discussing the rise of the right in any given capacity, the presence of the radical-left is always a forgone conclusion and in the entire course of this dissertation there has not been a single example of the rise of the right in which the left has not played a significant part in causing, and being directly in opposition to, the radical right. This therefore gives credence to the thesis that a right-wing uprising needs the perfect conditions and that some of those conditions in a modern setting are actually prevalent. Even today, Fascist movements still persist, such as the AFD in Germany, the BNP, and more recently Britain First, in the United Kingdom, and the rise in right-wing nationalism present in Western countries such as the United States. In France, National Front leader, Marine Le Pen, almost won the French Election, despite having nationalistic policies that many viewed as being similar to Nazi Germany. The existence and apparent popularity of these groups caused many scholars to write extensive comparisons between the rise of the far-right today and those that in the 1920s and 30s are important. Therefore, my extensive research into this topic has provided a fairly clear and concise answer, that being that what these comparisons between the two time periods are seemingly lacking is that by no means are the two time periods the exact same, this is because the circumstances and reasons for the existence of Right-wing groups are completely different and this thus counters comparisons that say they are the exact same. For instance, the modern world has not encountered warfare on such a tremendous and bloody scale as the First World War caused, which left nations devasted and governments weak militarily and economically. In addition, the fall of the Tsarist regime in Russia and the subsequent civil war which ended 1921 is exemplary of the fear of Communism and thus because of this many turned to the extreme-Right to stop Communism because they desired to protect the sanctity of their nation state. Yet this is simply not the case for today’s society, as Communism is by no means a significant threat to most of the West today, and radicalism in general is also not a threat; this is because there has not yet been a war or significant conflict that has weakened the resolve of most Western nations and there is certainly no realistic threat to any nations sovereignty. 

Therefore, essentially the main reason why there is a resurgence in the rise of the right today is a case of ignorance, as the vast majority of all right-wing movements today are as a result of one thing in particular, that being Islam and also sheer racism in itself. As a significant number of people today see the Islamic religion as being a threat to their nation when this is just simply not the case, as instead of the West being swallowed by Islam, Muslims will simply adapt to the culture they are in, thus showing that the rise of the right today is merely a result of ignorance and fear rather than a fear of anything realistic. This shows the differences between the two time periods clearly. However, what is most certainly a fair conclusion to draw to apparent political trends, that are clearly present in both periods of history, is that often the right has gained power because the left and the centre were far too split to stop them. For instance, the US election of 2016 where the Left-wing vote was significantly hampered by a significant portion of Democrat voters, who were instead supportive of Senator Bernie Sanders; the internal strife within Jeremy Corbyn’s Labour party is yet another example of this. Thus, in many ways the rise of the right today has been caused by the weakness of the left, and this would thus explain the legitimising of right-wing figures in the modern media, that have already been discussed. Clearly then there are certain trends of the Far-Right that are irrefutably similar to that of the 1920s and 30s. Therefore, despite the circumstances being somewhat different and not entirely the same, if people in today’s society are not careful and do not stand up to far-right individuals, in terms of civilised expression, then there is a significant chance that the far-right could make significant inroads in later years. Thus, it is clear that although the conditions for a right-wing uprising are not at all present as of not, they very easily could become so. Thus, we need to be careful and combat radicalism wherever it appears in a reasonable manner.

Bibliography

Primary source material

Barnes. J.S Fascism. (London: The Home University Library. 1934)

Hitler. A. Mein Kampf. English Edition. (Berlin: MVR. 2015)

Marx. K. and Engels. F. The Communist Manifesto, e.d. A.J.P Taylor (London: Penguin Books, 1967) 

Marriott. J. Dictatorship and Democracy. (Oxford. The Clarendon Press. 1935)

Mosley. O. The Greater Britain. (London: Black House Publishing. 1932)

Mussolini. B. My Autobiography. (Harvard. Charles Scribner’s Sons. 1928)

Articles

Bodmer, M. ‘Videos Online Show Blatant Ballot-stuffing in Russia’. Washington Post. Available: https://www.washingtonpost.com Accessed: 04/05/18
Burnett, B. The Spanish Civil War: Revolution and Counterrevolution. (Chapel Hill. University of North Carolina Press. 1991)
Hamza Ali Shah. Propaganda, Ideology and Policy, Hitler and Trumps Similarities. (2016) Available: https://www.tremr.com/Hamza-a300/propaganda-ideology-and-policy-hitler-and-trumps-similarities Accessed: 04/05/18

Siddiqui, S. ‘Supreme Court Appears to Lean in Favor of Trump's Right to Impose Travel Ban’. The Guardian. (2018) Available: https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2018/apr/25/trump-travel-ban-supreme-court-key-justices-support Accessed: 08/05/18

The Statistics Portal. Russian export duty rates on selected oil products from 2014 to 2017. Available https://www.statista.com/statistics/473309/russian-select-oil-products-export-duty-rate/ Accessed: 04/05/18

Picture references

Silver. S. Lawrence. D., The Battle of Cable Street: 80 Years On. http://www.cablestreet.uk/ Accessed. 08.05.18

Youtube

Putin, "collapse of the Soviet Union was a major geopolitical disaster of the century" 12th January 2014:. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nTvswwU5Eco Accessed: 04/05/18

Youtube search of ‘SJW’ https://www.youtube.com/results?search_query=sjw 07/05/18. accessed 07/05/18

Novels

Tidhar. L. A Man Lies Dreaming. (London: Hodder & Stoughton. 2014)

Secondary Sources

Baltzell. E.D. The Protestant Establishment: Aristocracy & Caste in America. (Yale: Yale University Press. 1987)

Benewick. R. Political Violence and Public Order. (London: The Penguin Press. 1969

Betz. H.G. Radical Right-wing Populism in Western Europe. (Basingstoke: Macmillan. 1994)

Bosworth. R.J.B. Mussolini. (London: Hodder. 2002)

Broadberry. S. The Economics of World War I: A Comparative Quantitative Analysis. (Coventry. University of Warwick. 2005)


Bullock. A. Hitler and Stalin: Parallel Lives. (London: BCA. 1991)

Carr. R. Fusi J.P. Spain Dictatorship to Democracy. (London: Routledge. 1993)

Dworkin. A. Scapegoat: The Jews, Israel and Womens' Liberation. (New York: The Free Press. 2000)

Edwards. J. The Radical Attitude and Modern Political Theory. (London: Macmillan. 2006)

Esenwein. G. A. Shubert. Spain at War: The Spanish Civil War in Context 1931-1939. (Harlow: Longman Group. 1995)

Evans. R.J. The Third Reich in Power. How the Nazis won over the Hearts and minds of a nation. (London: Penguin Books. 2006)

Figes. O. A People's Tragedy: The Russian Revolution 1891-1924. (London: Jonathan Cape. 1996)

Fitzpatrick. S. Stalin's Peasants: Resistance and Survival in the Russian Village After Collectivization. (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1994)

Fowkes. B. Communism in Germany Under the Weimar Republic. (London: Macmillan Press. 1984)

Freedman. R. Children of the Great Depression. (New York: Clarion Books. 2005)

Fuchs. C. Social Media: A Critical Introduction. (London: SAGE Publication LTD. 2017)

Giddens. A. Beyond Left and Right: The Future of Radical Politics. (Cambridge: Polity Press. 1994)

Gunther. J. Inside Europe. New York: Harper & Brothers.

Hobolt. S.B. ‘The Brexit vote: a divided nation, a divided continent’. Journal of European Public Policy. (London: Routledge. 2016)

Hobsbawm. E.J. Age of Extremes. (London: Abacus. 1995)

Housden. M. Resistance and Conformity in the Third Reich. (London: Routledge. 1997)

Irwin. D.A. From Smoot-Hawley to Reciprocal Trade Agreements: Changing the Course of U.S. Trade Policy in the 1930s (Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1998)

Isseman. M. Which Side Were You On? The American Communist Party During the Second World War. (Urbana: University of Illinois Press. 1993)

Jackson. A. British Women and the Spanish Civil War. (London. Routledge. 2002)

Harold James. E.D. I. Kershaw. Weimar: Why did German Democracy Fail? (London. Weidenfeld and Nicholson. 1990)

Kerr. J. Germany 1919-39. (Oxford: Heinemann. 2003)

Kohn. S.M. American Political Prisoners: Prosecutions Under the Espionage and Sedition Acts. (Santa Barbara: Praeger. 1994)

Kukushin. I.S. History of the USSR: A Socialist Construction. (Moscow: Progress Publishers. 1981)

Lewis.D.S. Mosley, Fascism and British Society, 1931-81. (Manchester: Manchester University Press. 1987)

Longerich. P. Holocaust: The Nazi Persecution and Murder of the Jews. (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 2010)

Love. G. What’s the Big Idea?: Oswald Mosley, the British Union of Fascists and Generic Fascism (Los Angeles: SAGE Publications: 2007)

Maracin. P. Night of the Long Knives: Forty-Eight Hours That Changed the History of the World. (New York: The Lyons Press. 2004)

Marriott. J. Dictatorship and Democracy. (Oxford. The Clarendon Press. 1935)

Martin Blinkhorn. E.D. P. Prestion. Revolution and War in Spain. (London: Meuthen & Co. Ltd. 1984)

Mazower. M. Dark Continent: Europe's 20th Century. (London: The Penguin Press. 1998)

McNair. B. An Introduction to Political Communication. (London. Routledge. 2017)

Minder. R. The Struggle for Catalonia: Rebel Politics in Spain. (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 2017)

Moret. E GiumelliI.F. Bastiat-Jarosz. D. Sanctions on Russia. (Geneva. Geneva International Sanctions network. 2017)

Mommsen. H. The Rise and fall of Weimar Democracy. (Frankfurt. Trans by University of Carolina Press. 1989)

Morgan. P Italian Fascism. (London: Macmillan. 1995)
Oppenheim, M. ‘The Sun faces investigation over 'Muslim Problem' article after Jewish and Islamic groups liken it to Nazi propaganda’. The Independent (2017) Available: https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/sun-muslim-problem-investigation-jewish-islamic-ipso-trevor-kavanagh-nazi-propaganda-tabloid-news-uk-a7894231.html Accessed 08/05/2018
Peterson. J.B. Maps of Meaning. The Architecture of Belief. (London Routledge. 1999)

Rabinowitch. A. Prelude to Revolution: The Petrograd Bolsheviks and the July 1917 Uprising. (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press. 1984.)

Salvemini. G. Under the Axe of Fascism. (London: Victor Gollancz 1936)

Sakwa. R. Frontline Ukraine: Crisis in the Borderlands. (London: I.B. Tauris. 2015)

Service. R. Stalin: A Biography. (London: Macmillan. 2004)

Steiner. Z. The Triumph of the Dark: European International History 1933-1939 (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 2011)

Shearer D.R. Policing Stalin's Socialism: Repression and Social Order in the Soviet Union. (Stanford: Yale University Press. 2009)

Sykes. A. ‘The Radical Right and the Crisis of Conservatism’, Historical Journal, vol. 43 (1983),

Wilson. J.H. American Business and Foreign Policy: 1920—1933. (Lexingtion: The University Press of Kentucky.1971.)

Snowman. D. America Since 1920. (London Heinemann. 1968)

Shlomo. B. Ami. E.D. P. Prestion. Revolution and War in Spain. (London: Meuthen & Co. Ltd. 1984) 

Smith. A. Anarchism, Revolution, and Reaction: Catalan Labour and the Crisis of the Spanish State, 1898-1923. (Oxford Berghan Books. 2007

Smith. W.D. The Ideological Aims of Nazi Imperialism. (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1986)

Tarrow. S.G. Power in Movement: Social Movements and Contentious Politics. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 2011)

Wilson. F.G. The Case for Conservativism. (New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers. 2011)

Ziai. A. The Ambivalence of Post-Development: Between Reactionary Populism and Radical Democracy. (London: Taylor & Francis LTD. 2006)[image: image28.png]B e o | |

()(:: 2 hitps/righ.devantartet/5787/§12016/130/0/2europe S sight_map_fiag_by.vah_ ~ & ¢, | AUNISONRDSI S N oea RS TReUt G raciclightimage curope hist| % org00.devisptart net

Fie Edit View Favorites Tools Help




[image: image2][image: image3][image: image4][image: image5][image: image6][image: image7][image: image8][image: image9][image: image10][image: image11][image: image12][image: image13][image: image14][image: image15][image: image16][image: image17][image: image18][image: image19][image: image20][image: image21][image: image22][image: image23][image: image24][image: image25][image: image26][image: image27]
AHSK6002





How True is the Statement ‘Contemporary Political Conflict of Today in the West is the Same as the Rise of the Radical-Right in the 1920s and 30s’?





Liam Raybould


1500458


Dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of a 


B.A. (Hons.) in History & Ancient History


     


     








� Hamza Ali Shah, Propaganda, Ideology and Policy, Hitler and Trumps Similarities (2016) Online: Available: https://www.tremr.com/Hamza-a300/propaganda-ideology-and-policy-hitler-and-trumps-similarities (Accessed 26/04/18) 


� A. Ziai. The Ambivalence of Post-Development: Between Reactionary Populism and Radical Democracy. (London: Taylor & Francis LTD. 2006) p. 1052


� H. Mommsen. The Rise and fall of Weimar Democracy. (Frankfurt. Trans by University of Carolina Press. 1989) p.318


� Richard Bessel. I. Kershaw. Weimar: Why did German Democracy Fail? (London. Weidenfeld and Nicholson. 1990) p. 123


� Mommsen. The Rise of Fall of Weimar Democracy p. 318


� J.S Barnes. Fascism. (London: The Home University Library. 1934) p.1


� H-G. Betz. Radical Right-wing Populism in Western Europe. (Basingstoke: Macmillan. 1994) p.174


� A. Sykes, ‘The Radical Right and the Crisis of Conservatism’, Historical Journal, vol. 43 (1983), p. 71


� Harold James. E.D. I. Kershaw. Weimar: Why did German Democracy Fail? (London. Weidenfeld and Nicholson. 1990) p. 31


� W. D. Smith. The Ideological Aims of Nazi Imperialism. (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1986) p. 213


� D. Hiro. War Without End: The Rise of Islamist Terrorism and Global Response. (London: Routledge. 2014) p. 417


� A. Dworkin. Scapegoat: The Jews, Israel and Womens' Liberation. (New York: The Free Press. 2000) p.67


� B. Fowkes. Communism in Germany under the Weimar Republic. (London: Macmillan Press. 1984) p. 25


� Sarina Siddiqui. ‘Supreme Court Appears to Lean in Favor of Trump's Right to Impose Travel Ban’. The Guardian. (2018) Available: https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2018/apr/25/trump-travel-ban-supreme-court-key-justices-support Accessed: 08/05/18


� Maya Oppenheim ‘The Sun faces investigation over 'Muslim Problem' article after Jewish and Islamic groups liken it to Nazi propaganda’. The Independent (2017) Available: https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/sun-muslim-problem-investigation-jewish-islamic-ipso-trevor-kavanagh-nazi-propaganda-tabloid-news-uk-a7894231.html Accessed 08/05/2018


� M. Housden. Resistance and Conformity in the Third Reich. (London: Routledge. 1997) pp. 14


� Ibid. p. 14


� R. J. Evans. The Third Reich in Power. How the Nazis Won over the Hearts and Minds of a Nation. (London: Penguin Books. 2006) p. 118


�Mommsen. The Rise and fall of Weimar Democracy. p. 542


� Police Report from the Mosel Valley, (1930). in Inside Hitler’s Germany. A Documentary History of Life in the Third Reich. Eds. B. Sax. D. Kuntz. (Lexington: D.C. Heath and Company. 1992) p. 101


� Ibid. p.101


� P.  Longerich. Holocaust: The Nazi Persecution and Murder of the Jews. (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 2010) p. 17


� Fowkes. Communism in Germany Under the Weimar Republic. p. 25


� J. Kerr. Germany 1919-39. (Oxford: Heinemann. 2003) p.14


� Harold James. E.D. I. Kershaw. Weimar: Why did German Democracy Fail? (London. Weidenfeld and Nicholson. 1990) p. 31


� Mommsen. The Rise and Fall of Weimar Democracy. p. 210


� R. Sakwa. Frontline Ukraine: Crisis in the Borderlands. (London: I.B. Tauris. 2015) p. 214


� The Statistics Portal. Russian export duty rates on selected oil products from 2014 to 2017. Available https://www.statista.com/statistics/473309/russian-select-oil-products-export-duty-rate/ Accessed: 04/05/18


� E. Moret, F GiumelliI, D Bastiat-Jarosz. Sanctions on Russia. (Geneva. Geneva International Sanctions network. 2017) p.5


� Matthew Bodmer ‘Videos online show blatant ballot-stuffing in Russia’. Washington Post.  Available: https://www.washingtonpost.com Accessed: 04/05/18


� Fowkes. Communism in Germany under the Weimar Republic. p. 30 


� Martin Blinkhorn. E.D. P. Prestion. Revolution and War in Spain. (London: Meuthen & Co. Ltd. 19840 p.59


� K.Marx. F.Engels, The Communist Manifesto, e.d. A.J.P Taylor (London: Penguin Books, 1967) p 121


� Ibid. p. 120


�Kerr. Germany 1919-39. p.14


� Ernst Toller, Revolution in Bavaria in Inside Hitler’s Germany. A Documentary History of Life in the Third Reich. Eds B. Sax. D. Kuntz (Lexington: D.C. Heath and Company. 1992) p. 33


� A. Giddens. Beyond Left and Right: The Future of Radical Politics. (Stanford: Stanford University Press. 2004) p.39


� A. Rabinowitch. Prelude to Revolution: The Petrograd Bolsheviks and the July 1917 Uprising. (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press. 1984.) pp. 206


� M. G. Sarfatti, B. Mussolini. The Life of Benito Mussolini.  p. 156


� B. McNair. An Introduction to Political Communication. (London. Routledge. 2017) p. 117


� F. G. Wilson. The Case for Conservativism. (New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers. 2011) p. 43


� Hamza Ali Shah, Propaganda, Ideology and Policy, Hitler and Trumps Similarities (2016) 


� D.S Lewis. Mosley, Fascism and British Society, 1931-81. (Manchester: Manchester University Press. 1987) p. 1


� Youtube search of ‘SJW’ https://www.youtube.com/results?search_query=sjw 07/05/18. accessed 07/05/18


� J.B. Peterson. Maps of Meaning. The Architecture of Belief. (London Routledge. 1999) p. 7


� S. Broadberry. The Economics of World War I: A Comparative Quantitative Analysis. (Coventry. University of Warwick. 2005) p.32


� Lewis. Mosley, Fascism and British Society, 1931-81. p.2


� Benewick. Political Violence and Public Order. p.228


� Lewis. Mosley, Fascism and British Society, 1931-81. p. 40


� J. Gunther. Inside Europe. New York: Harper & Brothers. P. 363


� Ibid p. 363


� Lewis. Illusions of Grandeur. Mosley, Fascism and British Society, 1931-81.) p. 78


� A. Jackson. British Women and the Spanish Civil War. (London. Routledge. 2002) p.1


� Lewis. Illusions of Grandeur. Mosley, Fascism and British Society, 1931-81. p. 1


� A. Bullock. Hitler and Stalin: Parallel Lives. (London: BCA. 1991) p.1


� S. Fitzpatrick. Stalin's Peasants: Resistance and Survival in the Russian Village after Collectivization. (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1994) p. 312


� Ibid. p. 312


� J. Edwards. The Radical Attitude and Modern Political Theory. (London: Macmillan. 2006) p. 165


� R. Service. Stalin: A Biography. (London: Macmillan. 2004) p.512


� P. Maracin. Night of the Long Knives: Forty-Eight Hours that Changed the History of the World. (New York: The Lyons Press. 2004) p. 178


� I. S. Kukushin. History of the USSR: A Socialist Construction. (Moscow: Progress Publishers. 1981) p. 31


� O. Figes. A People's Tragedy: The Russian Revolution 1891-1924. (London: Jonathan Cape. 1996) p. 1


� D. R. Shearer Policing Stalin's Socialism: Repression and Social Order in the Soviet Union. (Stanford: Yale University Press. 2009) p.3


� Figes. A People's Tragedy: The Russian Revolution 1891-1924. p. 191


� M. Buber-Neumann. Under Two Dictators: Prisoner of Stalin and Hitler. (London: Pimilco 2009) 


� Putin: "collapse of the Soviet Union was a major geopolitical disaster of the century" 12th January 2014: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nTvswwU5Eco Accessed: 04/05/18


� London, The National Archives, Public Order Act, Chapter 6, December 18th 1936.


� S. Silver. D. Lawrence. The Battle of Cable Street: 80 years on. http://www.cablestreet.uk/ Accessed. 08.05.18


� G. Love. What’s the Big Idea?’: Oswald Mosley, the British Union of Fascists and Generic Fascism (Los Angeles: SAGE Publications: 2007) p. 457


� Benewick. Political Violence and Public Order. p. 19


� Ibid. p.19


� Ibid. p. 451


� Ibid. p. 451


� M. Mazower. Dark Continent: Europe's 20th Century. (London: The Penguin Press. 1998) p.29 


� O. Mosley. The Greater Britain. (London: Black House Publishing. 1932) p.19


� Ibid p.60


� A. Hitler. Mein Kampf. English Edition. (Berlin: MVR. 2015) p. 353


� L. Tidhar. A Man Lies Dreaming. (London: Hodder & Stoughton. 2014) 


� S. B. Hobolt. ‘The Brexit Vote: A Divided Nation, a Divided Continent’. Journal of European Public Policy.  (London: Routledge. 2016) p. 1269


� McNair. An Introduction to Political Communication. p.133


� C. Fuchs. Social Media: A Critical Introduction. (London: SAGE Publication LTD. 2017) p.3 


� McNair. An Introduction to Political Communication. p. 65


� Ibid. p. 65


� Ibid. p. 132


� Ibid. p.65


� Giddens. Beyond Left and Right: The Future of Radical Politics. p.53


� Hamza Ali Shah Propaganda, Ideology and Policy, Hitler and Trumps Similarities. (2016) 


� J.H. Wilson. American Business and Foreign Policy: 1920—1933. (Lexingtion: The University Press of Kentucky.1971.) p.225 


� Ibid. p. 228


� R. Freedman. Children of the Great Depression. (New York: Clarion Books. 2005) p. 23


� D. A. Irwin. From Smoot-Hawley to Reciprocal Trade Agreements: Changing the Course of U.S. Trade Policy in the 1930s (Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1998) p. 325


� Freedman. Children of the Great Depression. p. 49


� M. Isseman. Which Side Were You On?: The American Communist Party During the Second World War. 


(Urbana: University of Illinois Press. 1993) p. 7


� D. Snowman. America Since 1920. (London Heinemann. 1968) p. 104


� S. M. Kohn. American Political Prisoners: Prosecutions Under the Espionage and Sedition Acts. (Santa Barbara: Praeger. 1994) p. 63


� Ibid. p. 63


� Snowman. America Since 1920. p. 24


� Ibid p. 96


� E. D. Baltzell. The Protestant Establishment: Aristocracy & Caste in America. (Yale: Yale University Press. 1987) p. 74


� Ibid p. 276


� Z. Steiner. The Triumph of the Dark: European International History 1933-1939 (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 2011) p. 191


� R. Minder. The Struggle for Catalonia: Rebel Politics in Spain. (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 2017) p.14


� Shlomo. B. Ami. E.D. P. Prestion. Revolution and War in Spain. (London: Meuthen & Co. Ltd. 1984) p. 20


�Blinkhorn. Revolution and War in Spain. p.59


� Jackson. British Women and the Spanish Civil War. p. 26


� G. Esenwein. A. Shubert. Spain at War: The Spanish Civil War in context 1931-1939. (Harlow: Longman Group. 1995) p. 189


� A. Smith. Anarchism, Revolution, and Reaction: Catalan Labour and the Crisis of the Spanish State, 1898-1923. (Oxford Berghan Books. 2007) p.  189


� B. Burnett. The Spanish Civil War: Revolution and Counterrevolution. (Chapel Hill. University of North Carolina Press. 1991) p. 501


� G. Esenwein. A. Shubert. Spain at War: The Spanish Civil War in Context 1931-1939. (Harlow: Longman Group. 1995) p. 232


� R. Carr. J. P. Fusi. Spain Dictatorship to Democracy. (London: Routledge. 1993) p. 35


� Z. Steiner. The Triumph of the Dark: European International History 1933-1939 (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 2011) p. 193 


� Ibid. p. 206


� R. J. B. Bosworth. Mussolini. (London: Hodder. 2002) p. 133


� P. Morgan. Italian Fascism. (London: Macmillan. 1995) p. 18


� Bosworth. Mussolini. p. 7


� Ibid p. 163


� P. Morgan. Italian Fascism. (London: Macmillan. 1995) p. 152


� Ibid p. 183


� S. G. Tarrow. Power in Movement: Social Movements and Contentious Politics. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 2011) p. 19


� G. Salvemini. Under the Axe of Fascism. (London: Victor Gollancz 1936) p. 


� B. Mussolini. My Autobiography. (Harvard. Charles Scribner’s Sons. 1928)


� Tarrow. Power in Movement. p. 19


� Ibid p. 19


� Bosworth. Mussolini. (p. 70


� Ibid p. 125


� Barnes. Fascism. p.1


�P. Morgan. Italian Fascism. (London: Macmillan. 1995) p. 152


� Barnes. Fascism. p.145


� J. Marriott. Dictatorship and Democracy. (Oxford. The Clarendon Press. 1935) 


� Ibid. p.187


� Ibid. p. 211


� E. J. Hobsbawm. Age of Extremes. (London: Abacus. 1995) p. 7





v

