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Abstract

The radical right experienced a general resurgence across Western Europe in the past few
decades, but in Hungary and Greece support recently swelled for parties even further to the right.
In the last few years, Jobbik in Hungary and Golden Dawn in Greece have gone from fringe
extremists with no electoral power to parties with seats in national and European parliaments.
Though the rise of the radical right as a Europe-wide phenomenon was unexpected, the successes
of Jobbik and Golden Dawn are especially surprising because these parties are much more
extreme than other successful far right groups. Golden Dawn is anti-immigrant, Jobbik is anti-
Roma, and both parties are anti-Semitic. They explicitly use symbols, language, and tactics that
evoke the fascists of the 1930s and 1940s. These parties are growing and their success directly
contradicts previous scholarship on the radical right.

In this thesis I address the anomalous successes of Jobbik and Golden Dawn and present
a new party family type called nationalist extremists. In addition to creating this party group, I
formulate a theoretical framework to explain the factors that make nationalist extremist success a
possibility. Finally, I present comprehensive reviews of Jobbik and Golden Dawn’s histories,
ideologies, and activities in order to demonstrate their unique spots in the far right party

pantheon.



Chapter 1. Introduction

A member of parliament proposes making a list of the country’s Jews on the grounds that
they pose a threat to national security. On the floor of parliament, a group of MPs greet their
party chairman with their right arms held out stiffly, palms down. Groups of uniformed men
march in formation through ethnic minority neighborhoods. Though these instances of
extremism could easily match occurrences in Nazi Germany and other fascist countries during
the interwar period and World War II, they come from present-day Hungary and Greece. This
conduct is a mere taste of the extremist rhetoric and actions perpetuated by the Hungarian party
Jobbik — currently the third-largest party in Hungarian Parliament — and the Greek party Golden
Dawn — the fifth-largest party in Hellenic Parliament. Jobbik and Golden Dawn are further to the
right than any elected parties in Europe since the interwar fascists and they represent a threat to
minority groups in Hungary and Greece and to the democratic nature of these countries more
generally.

This paper addresses how Jobbik and Golden Dawn were able to win votes given their
extremist nature. In the second chapter, I define a new party type called nationalist extremists to
clarify the unique position in the far right party arena that Jobbik and Golden Dawn hold, and in
the third chapter I review scholarship on far right parties and present my own theory for how
nationalist extremists are able to achieve electoral success. The fourth and fifth chapters are
exhaustive analyses of Jobbik and Golden Dawn respectively and act as empirical case studies
that validate the party definition given in chapter two and the theoretical framework presented in

chapter three.



Up until 2009 — the year Jobbik exceeded expectations by getting almost fifteen percent
of the vote in the European Parliamentary elections — scholars studying the European far right
had asserted that blatant racism, an association with a fascist past, and extra-political violence
were insurmountable barriers to electoral success.! Though Jobbik and Golden Dawn’s electoral
performances have proven these premises false, there has yet to be any scholarship devoted to
conceptualizing a theoretical framework that can explain their phenomenal and previously
unimaginable successes. While there have been scattered scholarly efforts to theorize on the
success of Jobbik and Golden Dawn separately, no work analyzes the two parties as iterations of
a larger phenomenon. Similarly, no serious effort has been made to clear the terminological
thicket that has grown up around the two parties. The media has alternately referred to them as
neo-Nazi, neo-fascist, extreme right, ultranationalist, and a host of other names.” This
etymological puzzle is addressed and solved in the second chapter of this paper, where it is
argued that Jobbik and Golden Dawn represent a new type of European party that must be
conceptualized outside of the now-unsuitable far right framework.

Implicit in the assertion that Jobbik and Golden Dawn’s successes merit explanation is
the idea that they represent a political party type distinct from the radical right. Since many
scholars have already advanced theories to explain the success of the radical right, if Jobbik and
Golden Dawn were mere children of this party family, there would be no need to create the
theoretical framework that is integral to this thesis. In order to show Jobbik and Golden Dawn’s
uniqueness and thereby legitimate this research, I present the main tenets of radical right party
definitions in chapter two. I systematically go through these definitions to demonstrate that
Jobbik and Golden Dawn do not qualify as radical right parties because of their blatant biological

racism, use of violence, and associations with a fascist past. I also highlight those pieces of



scholarship that assert that parties with the characteristics of Jobbik and Golden Dawn are by
definition not of the radical right.

After establishing that Jobbik and Golden Dawn belong to a party group distinct from the
radical right, I present my definition of a new group called nationalist extremists and expand
upon this term’s definition and the reasons for its creation. To validate this new term, I
demonstrate not only that both Jobbik and Golden Dawn meet this definition, but that traditional
radical right parties, such as the French National Front, do not.

Although I find Jobbik and Golden Dawn to be separate from the radical right, I begin the
third chapter with a summary and synthesis of scholarship on the radical right in order to
introduce possible theories for nationalist extremist success. After evaluating different
hypotheses, I address this thesis’ central question: why Jobbik and Golden Dawn were able to
gain significant vote shares despite their extremism. This larger inquiry involves numerous
smaller questions, such as whether economic conditions played a role, whether party structure
was a factor, and so on. Because no single cause is sufficient to explain Jobbik and Golden
Dawn’s success, [ present a causal pathway to elucidate how a number of different variables
interact in a way that makes the election of parties such as Jobbik and Golden Dawn a
possibility.

The theory given in the third chapter to explain the anomalous success of Jobbik and
Golden Dawn is, in brief, that in countries with suddenly poor and worsening economic
conditions and decreasing levels of trust in government, a heightening of ethnic tensions between
the majority ethnicity and a widely disliked minority can — when dealt with by the government in
a way that a substantial portion of the population finds unsatisfactory — allow a well-organized,

extreme, and ethnocentric party that demonstrates its commitments through action, to capture a



significant portion of the electorate. The key and unique feature of this theory is that instead of
causing unelectability (as established scholarship on the radical right suggests), the
paramilitary/supra-political actions of Jobbik and Golden Dawn are counter-intuitively argued to
be precisely the factors that produced their electoral successes. I contend that these activities
function as legitimizing agents that — while perhaps repulsing a majority of voters — appeal to a
significant minority. However, a party can only gain support with such actions if certain
conditions are already present in a country. This caveat and other constituent parts of my theory
are explained fully in the third chapter.

In order to validate my hypothesis, I rely on comparative studies of the conditions within
Greece and Hungary immediately prior to Jobbik and Golden Dawn’s initial electoral
breakthroughs. Further, I examine the supra-political actions and rhetoric of these parties to
demonstrate the unique way in which they were able to take advantage of peculiar political,
social, and economic circumstances. I also provide counter-cases to show the relevancy of
certain aspects of my theory and the irrelevancy of some oft-suggested hypotheses for far right
success.

The chapters immediately following the explanation of nationalist extremist success are
thorough descriptions of Jobbik and Golden Dawn that serve not only to provide the reader with
an extensive background on the parties’ ideologies and activities, but also to place Jobbik and
Golden Dawn in the wider context of their countries’ histories. The fourth chapter, dealing with
Jobbik and Hungary, and the fifth chapter, discussing Golden Dawn and Greece, provide the
necessary details to understand the demand for the creation of a new party family. The evidence

presented in these chapters is presaged somewhat by the literature review in the third chapter.



Because the main focus of this paper is why Jobbik and Golden Dawn have been able to
achieve electoral success, the reasons such parties exist in the first place will not be discussed.
One would be pressed to name a country that does not have an extremist fringe group — the
United States has the Ku Klux Klan and most European countries have bands of neo-Nazi
radicals. These smaller groups have already been extensively documented and the causes for
their existence theorized. This thesis’ primary focus is why Jobbik and Golden have not been
relegated to electoral insignificance like other extremists. I do not speculate upon the reasons
these parties are formed initially.

Another area of far right study is concerned with the factors that determine the continued
success of radical parties after their initial electoral breakthrough. While this is an important
question to consider in order to fully understand these parties, it goes beyond the scope of this
thesis, which is concerned only with the reasons Jobbik and Golden Dawn were elected, not how
they performed once in parliament. That said, because relevant details about both parties have
emerged in the wake of their electoral successes, there is some discussion of the post-
breakthrough experiences of Jobbik and Golden Dawn. However, the fates of the parties are only
given passing comment, and not subjected to detailed analysis.

Ultimately, in this thesis I explore an issue that has been inadequately addressed in far
right scholarship. In doing so, I provide the key aspects of any piece of scholarship on the radical
right: a definition, an explanation, and relevant case studies. Fundamentally, I call for a
reevaluation of a significant new development in European politics and identify and fill a

theoretical gap.



Chapter 2. Nationalist Extremists — A New Party Family

In this chapter I address and solve the problem of classifying Jobbik and Golden Dawn
by showing that they are vanguards of a new party type — nationalist extremists — whose place on
the right-wing spectrum lies between the radical right and the interwar fascists. In order to
elucidate the nationalist extremist position in the right-wing landscape, I evaluate scholarship on
the radical right to show that nationalist extremists do not fit into previously established party
families. I then present my definition of nationalist extremists, which demarcates the boundary
between this new group and the radical right and clearly establishes a new party family. After
clarifying my term, I contrast it with definitions of fascism in order to show that nationalist
extremists are also poor fits for that moniker. Finally, I briefly evaluate several possible cases of
nationalist extremism in Europe to determine whether present membership in this group is
limited solely to Jobbik and Golden Dawn.

Although no two political parties are ever identical, it is nonetheless useful to organize
them into international groups in order to study trends that transcend borders. As of yet, the
comparative eye has not been turned on Jobbik and Golden Dawn. Though the two parties are
often given classifications by the press, these are inevitably shallow buzzwords with little to no
theoretical consideration behind them.®> Even in the academic realm, there has been no work that
attempts to place Jobbik and Golden Dawn together in their appropriate wider framework.* This
chapter explains the shortcomings of the theoretical approaches that have been applied to Jobbik
and Golden Dawn and provides a clear indication of the parties’ place in the wider arena of far
right parties. Understanding Jobbik and Golden Dawn’s party family is crucial to elucidating the

factors behind their surprising electoral successes.



Although I consider nationalist extremists to be fundamentally different from radical
right parties, it is nevertheless useful to go through the rudiments of scholarship on the radical
right in order to make the distinctions between the two groups more clear. Additionally, Jobbik
and Golden Dawn have often been alleged to be members of the radical right party family,” so a
breakdown of its definitions will help to demonstrate why Jobbik and Golden Dawn cannot be
considered radical right parties. A somewhat smaller body of scholarship exists on other
European extreme right-wing parties that have never been elected, but since this thesis is focused
on Jobbik and Golden Dawn’s electoral successes, it makes more sense to analyze what has been
written about radical right parties’ successes rather than what has been written about other
extremists’ failures.

Since radical right parties first began to achieve widespread electoral success in the early
1980s, more scholarly research has been devoted to the study of modern European right-wing
parties than any other party family in Europe. Although the majority of this work has been
dedicated to conceptualizing the reasons for the radical right’s sudden success, before a scholar
can theorize about the radical right’s breakthrough, he must first define the group in order to
justify the study. In other words, it must be demonstrated that the radical right has certain
characteristics that suggest it constitutes a distinct party family. Though the main question in
radical right scholarship is why these parties are successful, the exact nature of the radical right
party family must be addressed before this can be answered. This is also the approach I adopt in
studying Jobbik and Golden Dawn.

The nomenclature in radical right scholarship is so convoluted and decentralized that
most scholars feel compelled to preface their research with a condemnation of the terminological

muddle before then adding to it. Indeed, one of the most prominent far right theorizers, Cas



Mudde, wrote an entire article dedicated to sorting out the name confusion.® Unfortunately, his
efforts were in vain; scholars continue to use different terms to describe the same things. Because
of this terminological confusion, authors writing about the radical right are obliged to first give
their own term, its definition, and its justification before moving on to the more substantive
aspects of their research. Indeed, the term ‘radical right’ is just one of many used by scholars to
refer to a party family that is alternately called extreme right, populist radical right, right-wing
extremist, right wing populist, anti-immigrant right, and much more.” Because I conceptualize
Jobbik and Golden Dawn as being parties outside of this family, I will not provide a review of
these terms and the reasons certain scholars prefer particular ones to others. Rather, background
on a general definition of this many-named right-wing party family is presented only in order to
clarify why I have chosen to create my own, new term for what I argue is a new type of party.

Because there are numerous designations used to categorize the radical right party family,
any definition presented here will inevitably be unable to accommodate itself to all of them.
However, as a tool to make the distinctions between the radical right and nationalist extremists
more clear, I give a rudimentary outline based on the works of several different scholars of what
many consider to be the primary features of the radical right. Though definitions are varied, most
focus jointly on attitudes about the political structures of society and views on inclusion and
exclusion of certain groups from the state.

Many definitions begin by delineating the most prominent part of the radical right
agenda: the parties’ views on the composition of the state. Borrowing from Hans Georg Betz and
Mudde, David Art defines the radical right as parties that, “reject individual and social equality,
oppose the integration of marginalized groups, and make xenophobic appeals,” noting that,

“Neoliberalism is the economic dimension of the ideology, while nativism forms its cultural



component.”® Mudde describes ‘radical’ as “opposition to some key features of liberal
democracy, most notably political pluralism and the constitutional protection of minorities,” and
‘right’ as “the belief in a natural order with inequalities.”'® Another feature of Mudde’s radical
right parties is their anti-elitism and populism.'' What is key about these parties is that they tend
to do well when they present a moderate ideology,'? which, as chapters four and five
demonstrate, is not the case for Jobbik and Golden Dawn.

In a definition similar to Mudde’s, Elisabeth Carter defines the ‘extreme’ aspect of right-
wing extremists as “a rejection of the fundamental values, procedures and institutions of the
democratic constitutional state” and the ‘right-wing’ aspect as, “a rejection of the principle of
fundamental human equality.”"* Her analysis breaks down five different types of right-wing
extremist actors; neo-Nazi parties, neo-fascist parties, authoritarian xenophobic parties, neo-
liberal xenophobic parties, and neo-liberal populist parties.'* By her definitions, neo-Nazi parties
are radically xenophobic, adhere to classical racism, and reject outright the existing democratic
system.'® Neo-fascists are neither xenophobic nor racist, but reject the democratic system.'®
Authoritarian xenophobes are radically xenophobic and culturalist, demand less democracy, less
pluralism, more power for the state, and want to reform, not overthrow, the democratic system.'’
Neo-liberal xenophobes are essentially the same as authoritarian xenophobes except they
demand more democracy and less state influence.'® Neo-liberal populists demand more
democracy and less state influence but are not xenophobic or racist.'” Carter’s definitions
classify what others have defined as the radical right (parties like the French National Front and
the Austrian Freedom Party) as authoritarian xenophobes because they place immigration as a
central issue in their party platforms, but do not embrace classical racism.”” Of Carter’s five

party types, the neo-Nazi model fits Golden Dawn and Jobbik best, but as will be discussed
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below, the nationalist extremist type is a bit more complicated than Carter’s three-factor
definition. Further, chapters four and five demonstrate that neither Jobbik nor Golden Dawn
adhere to a purely neo-Nazi ideology, so the application of this classification would be a
misnomer.

Other definitions of the radical right seek to more fully explain certain aspects of right-
wing ideology. Ruth Wodak sees a comment trait of the radical right in the use of “some kind of
ethnic/religious/linguistic/political minority as a scapegoat for all current woes,” which is then
used to, “subsequently construe the latter as dangerous and a threat ‘to us’.”*' She states further
that right-wing populist parties are “primarily defined by the construction of common enemies:
‘They’ are foreigners, defined by ‘race’, religion or language. ‘They’ are elites not only within
the country but also on the European and global level. Cleavages within a society such as class,
caste, religion, gender and so forth, are neglected or are interpreted as the result of ‘elite
conspiracies’.”** In fomenting a “mobilization of resentment against a set of clearly defined
enemies,” the radical right is able to “claim to speak for the unarticulated opinions, demands and
sentiments of the ordinary people.” As will be seen in their specific chapters, these features are
very much aspects of Golden Dawn and Jobbik, both of which aimed to tap into latent nationalist
sentiment and adopted the dual classification of ‘enemies’ that Wodak describes. Additionally,
both parties ignore many social divisions within their countries in favor of seeing the nation as a
united whole, with any breaks caused by the influence of non-national enemies conspiring
against the nation. However, to go by Wodak’s categorization alone would ignore several
important aspects of nationalist extremists.

Though I define a new party type, the idea that Jobbik and Golden Dawn are members of

a party group distinct from the radical right has already been addressed somewhat in far right
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scholarship. Art uses the term ‘far right’ to refer to a broad group of parties further to the right
than established center-right parties and ‘radical right’ to refer to a subset of more moderate
parties within this far right umbrella (e.g. the French National Front and the Austrian Freedom
Party).>* He also lays out the differences between the radical right and what he calls right-wing
extremist political actors.”® The former party group is that which has received so much scholarly
attention, while the latter, due to its general electoral failure, has not been studied nearly as
extensively.

Art’s radical right is a group of parties that respects the institution of democracy and
rejects paramilitarism, but whose views on ethnic differences place them to the right of the
established conservative parties.”® Though they may appeal to voters on a range of issues, these
parties are mostly defined by their anti-immigrant stances.”’ While they are farther to the right
than other parties in their respective countries, for the most part they reject fascism, Nazism, and
other legacies of WWII*®. Art contrasts radical right parties with right-wing extremists, who
reject and seek to replace liberal democracy, engage in and condone political violence, and
embrace biological racism and other ideologies of a fascist interwar past.”’ Similarly, Mudde
argues that the radical right is nominally democratic, despite opposition to some aspects of

% €

liberal democracy.*® He contrasts this group with what he calls the ‘extreme right’, “which is in
essence antidemocratic.”'

Up until Jobbik’s electoral breakthrough in 2009, scholars of the far right had mainly
written off these more extreme parties and were confident in declaring that, “the parties that
explicitly carried Nazi or fascist baggage were marginal and insignificant,”* and that, “radical

right parties that . . . cling to fascist ideas have done very poorly at the poll,”* because this was

the observable phenomenon for about three decades. Whereas most who studied these more
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extreme parties had the luxury of simply writing them off as unelectable, Art, writing in 2013,
was forced to acknowledge an abnormality of traditional radical right scholarship. For the few
decades from the radical right’s initial successes in the early eighties until Jobbik’s breakthrough,
it was generally accepted that parties such as the French National Front (FN) and the Austrian
Freedom Party (FPO) were only able to win elections because they took pains to distance
themselves from the views and tactics that define Art’s right-wing extremists. Parties such as
Jobbik and Golden Dawn are exceptional cases because the reality of their recent successes
directly contradicts much of what has been written about the radical right. The success of one
such party could perhaps be written off as a flash response by the electorate of a country in crisis
(although this is further belied by the fact that Jobbik and Golden Dawn have each performed
well in more than one election), but the emergence of two such parties united mainly by their
extremist rhetoric and actions, makes it clear that there exist hitherto unexplored factors that
make the election of such parties a possibility.

Though it is unfortunate to have to add yet another term and definition to the already
cluttered far right vocabulary, the circumstances demand it. Although Art’s ‘right-wing
extremist’ term covers many of the aspects defining the new party type represented by Jobbik
and Golden Dawn, it has two important flaws. First, though the definition describes many of the
stances that nationalist extremists hold, it has not been fleshed out to the point where these
various expressions of extremism have been explained as reflections of a basic party family
ideology. Essentially, Art provides an account without a significant clarification. The second
problem with this term is that it is too easily confused with ‘extreme right’, which has been used

extensively to refer to parties such as FN and FPO. For these reasons, I present the nationalist
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extremist party type and examine its particular ideological features as well as its differences from
the radical right and other far right groupings.

As implied by the name, nationalism and extremism constitute the two ideological
features of nationalist extremist parties; they are committed to race-based nationalism, openly
engage in paramilitarism and rhetoric that honors a fascist past, and are anti-democratic. In this
context nationalism has a distinctly ethnic overtone, in which membership in the nation is only
attainable by birth. Nationalist extremists see the nation as a group of a defined race that adheres
to a certain religion. Members of the nation who do not practice the religion or do not honor the
cultural heritage of the nation are not excluded from the national group on these grounds because
national identity is considered an unalterable characteristic that cannot be revoked or denied
based on one’s actions. However, those individuals who act in a way that nationalist extremists
consider a betrayal of the nation — for instance, those who facilitate the activities of international
financial organizations within the state — are considered internal enemies of the nation.

A demonstration of the way in which nationalist extremists emphasize the racial
component of the nation can be seen in the extent to which Golden Dawn and Jobbik attempt to
appeal to expatriates. Whereas radical right parties agitate on the basis of conditions in the
homeland, nationalist extremists seek to mobilize the entire nation in the struggle for the renewal
of national greatness. They want to engage their countrymen on the basis of more than just
contemporary social and economic issues — they wish to fundamentally reform the organization
and foundation of the state to emphasize the role of the national family.

This nationalism sees the members of the nation as the latest generation in a glorious
tradition, and the nationalist extremist party sees it as its duty to defend the nation and this

tradition from internal and external forces that conspire against it. Because these parties extoll
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ideas of national greatness, they are not only forced to account for the fact that their countries are
experiencing economic hardships, but the still harsher reality that even in rosy economic times,
their states would nonetheless be relatively insignificant players on the world stage. To do this,
nationalist extremists place blame jointly on a minority ethnic group within the state and on the
traitors to the nation who betray their heritage and aid international forces conspiring to keep the
nation down. Inscribed in the very names Jobbik®* and Golden Dawn, one can see the language
of a new and brighter future in which the nation is restored to its rightful and powerful position.

The extremism of nationalist extremists is featured in their ideology, rhetoric, and
actions. As discussed above, nationalist extremists appeal on issues that are very different from
those advocated by the radical right. Nationalist extremists believe in and advocate an ethos that
1s much more world-altering than that suggested by other contemporary European political
parties, none of which seeks to disrupt the status quo nearly as profoundly. Though they may
participate in the democratic system, nationalist extremists are anti-democratic and enemies of a
pluralistic society. The rhetoric they produce goes well beyond the xenophobic appeals of the
radical right; they frame the battle between the nation and its enemies as an existential struggle.
This rhetoric often crosses the line into explicitly racist appeals and does not hesitate to advocate
violence and the mentality that any means are justified in pursuit of the national ends.

Related to their extremist rhetoric, another feature of nationalist extremist parties is their
willingness to associate themselves with and glorify a fascist past. Whereas other parties are
intent on distinguishing themselves from interwar fascists, nationalist extremists (despite what
they might claim) encourage these connotations through their actions, ideology, and rhetoric.

This is a key way in which nationalist extremists are more extreme than radical right parties.
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Though nationalist extremists go much farther than other electorally successful rightists
in their rhetorical approach, it is the extremism of actions that most sets nationalist extremist
groups apart from other parties. It is easy to use extremist language, but what is crucial about
nationalist extremists is that they demonstrate their commitment through actions by organizing
into paramilitary formations. In the case of Jobbik, the role of the paramilitary is limited to
intimidation (likely out of a fear of being banned as a political party). For Golden Dawn,
violence is routine and encouraged. The use of supra-political tactics — actions that go beyond the
purview of normal activities for a political party — is a key extremist element of the nationalist
extremists.

Another fundamental difference between radical right parties and nationalist extremists is
their stance towards Enlightenment liberalism. FN, for instance, opposes immigration and Islam
on the grounds that they pose a threat to a French culture that is inherently tied to tolerance and
intellectual freedom. FN and parties like it battle against immigration in the name of protecting a
heritage grounded in ideas — in the Enlightenment thought that produced the ideals of liberty,
equality, and fraternity. Whereas radical right parties see themselves as superior to immigrants
on the basis of their traditions and beliefs, nationalist extremists consider themselves better by
merit of their ethnic background. Nationalist extremists — whether they oppose immigration or
domestic forces considered outside of the national group — are fundamentally opposed to the
liberalism that radical right parties seek to defend. Like the interwar fascists, they conceive of the
nation as being based on racial lines rather than ideas or attitudes.

Though they may initially resemble radical rightists, nationalist extremists are opposed to
the radical right because of these profoundly contrasting views on cultural liberalism and the

nation. Indeed, Marton Gyongydsi, Jobbik’s Deputy Parliamentary Leader and one of the party’s
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main spokesmen, has made this very argument when citing how Jobbik is different from the
parties of Geert Wilders (leader of the Dutch Party for Freedom) and Marie Le Pen (leader of
FN). He has even gone so far as to accuse them, and other anti-Islam parties of being tools of
Zionists.* Nikolaos Michaloliakos, the leader of Golden Dawn, has also distinguished his party
from western European radical right parties, which he refers to as, “reactionary petty bourgeois
political formations created by the presence of illegal immigrants and nothing beyond that.”*
Jobbik and Golden Dawn are not just more extreme manifestations of radical rightism, but the
forerunners of a party family with basic and incompatible differences from the radical right.
Perhaps the greatest evidence for the distinction between nationalist extremists and radical right
parties is the fact that Wilders and Le Pen announced that because of “anti-Semitic and anti-
Roma rhetoric,” Jobbik will not be invited to join the pan-European alliance of Eurosceptic
parties in European Parliament.’’” Nationalist extremists are too extreme for radical rightists.

What also sets western radical right parties and nationalist extremists apart is the way the
two groups challenge the state. Whereas parties of the radical right respect the institutions of the
state and are satisfied operating within the confines of the political system, nationalist extremists
use their paramilitary forces to challenge the monopoly on violence claimed by the state. The
positions of nationalist extremist parties extend beyond simple rejection of elite parties in the
state, to a questioning of the legitimacy of the democratic system itself. Nationalist extremists
self-identify as non-democrats, and their desire for political transformation surpasses that of the
radical right. They clamor for intense change beyond the mere curbing of immigration, and view
participation in the democratic system as a means rather than an end.

Another demonstration of key differences between nationalist extremists and radical right

parties is demonstrated by the friendly stance of Jobbik towards Islam. Mudde asserts that in the
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view of radical right parties, Muslims represent the conscious rejection of modernity, and this is
why they are so fiercely opposed.®® Jobbik and the radical right both conceive of the Muslim
world as a threat to the liberal democratic tradition represented by the west, but because of
fundamental differences between the ideology of Jobbik and the radical right, Jobbik views
Muslims as allies, not foes. In the Muslim world, Jobbik sees an opportunity for cooperation and
collaboration against a shared enemy: the West. Mostly, the international press is too distracted
by Jobbik’s extremist rhetoric and actions to report its orientation towards Islam. Whenever
Jobbik’s attitude towards Muslims is mentioned, it is brushed aside as a peculiarity — not a
puzzle that merits closer scrutiny and holds clues about the party’s more basic outlook. Though
Jobbik’s position on Islam is just one aspect of its thought, it betrays a fundamentally differing
ideology from the radical right and shows that the one of the party’s defining features is its anti-
liberalism.

Though the preceding section provided detail about the particular manifestations of
nationalist extremist ideas, in short, what defines the party family is a commitment to a racial
concept of the nation, rejection of liberal democracy, rhetoric that intentionally recalls a fascist
past, and embrace of paramilitarism. Because these parties have been often been alleged to be
fascist or neo-fascist, it is necessary to address these charges and clarify what exactly makes
Jobbik and Golden Dawn ‘Thirties Throwbacks’. Although fascism was the only new political
ideology to emerge from the twentieth century (or one of two, if you count environmentalism),
its very status as an ideology has been challenged by scholars who feel that its lack of consistent
application and clearly formulated principles do not allow it to be a defined political ideology.
These challenges have been acknowledged and set aside by scholars of fascism, in favor of an

approach that seeks to give structure to fascist ideology despite the difficulties caused by its
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relatively brief lifespan and its dissimilar manifestations in different countries.”” This is also the
approach that one necessarily adopts when arguing whether or not a modern-day party is ‘fascist’
or ‘neo-fascist’. For my purposes here, I also assume another position of these scholars, and
consider Nazism a manifestation of fascism.

The references in the following discussion to ‘fascists’ and ‘fascism’ refer to the group of
political movements that had their genesis with Benito Mussolini in Italy in 1919. The
definitions of fascism I borrow are based primarily on the Italian and German cases, but other
fascist movements that appeared between 1919 and 1945, such as those in Hungary and Spain,
are also implicit in any reference to ‘fascists’. Because of this, ‘fascists’ here appear as a distinct
historical group that existed within a specific time (1919-1945) and place (Europe). Fascism was
inherently an outgrowth of the First World War, and any attempt to extricate it from its time
period will ultimately fail — hence the use of the term ‘neo-fascist’ to describe a kinship of ideas
and also clearly delineate between two necessarily different occurrences. Ultimately, the term
‘neo-fascist” does not accurately describe Jobbik and Golden Dawn, but it is close enough that
confusion is understandable.

One key reason that parties of the present are by definition excluded from being true
fascists, is that the original fascists were not working with the knowledge of a precedent. The
symbols and rhetoric they employed were not taboo because they had yet to be formulated: what
they did was new. Because parties like Golden Dawn and Jobbik purposefully evoke these
groups, they are embracing a sense of history that was never present in fascism. One of fascism’s
main features was innovation. It was an untested solution to society’s ills, and that is why it

garnered so much support. Jobbik and Golden Dawn are merely throwbacks to that legacy, and it
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is partly for this reason that, despite whatever electoral achievements they may have, they are
incapable of becoming phenomenal successes like the fascists.

To discover the more nuanced differences between these two party groups, it is necessary
to compare definitions of fascism with my definition of nationalist extremists. As described by
Robert Paxton, fascism is “marked by obsessive preoccupation with community decline,
humiliation, or victimhood and by compensating cults of unity, energy, and purity, in which a
mass-based party of committed nationalist militants . . . abandons democratic liberties and
pursues with redemptive violence and without ethical or legal restraints goals of internal
cleansing and external expansion.”*’ Though Jobbik and Golden Dawn share with fascism the
“belief that one’s group is a victim,” they do not use this to “justif[y] any action, without legal or

moral limits, against enemies both internal and external,”41

in the same way that the fascists did.
Golden Dawn more than Jobbik shares fascism’s “need for authority by natural chiefs (always
male),” and a belief in the “superiority of the leader’s instincts over abstract and universal
reason,”*” but both parties lack the fascists’ extreme follow-through. Though nationalist
extremists and fascists share important ideological features such as “a sense of overwhelming
crisis beyond the reach of traditional solutions,” a belief in the “primacy of the group, towards
which one has duties superior to . . . the individual,” and a “dread of the group’s decline under

%3 there are

the corrosive effects of individualistic liberalism . . . and alien influences,
fundamental ideological and practical differences between the two groups.

Paxton is not the only scholar to offer a closer look into the peculiarities of fascism. An
easier definition to dissect and compare nationalist extremists and fascists with is that offered by

Michael Mann, who defines fascism as “the pursuit of a transcendent and cleansing nation-

statism through paramilitarism.”** Evaluating Jobbik and Golden Dawn based on their
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nationalism, statism, transcendence, cleansing ethos, and paramilitarism, it is clear that although
the parties share a number of similarities with fascists, nationalist extremists are ultimately of a
different nature.

The nationalism of Jobbik and Golden Dawn is clear, and in their conception of the

nation as “essentially one and indivisible, a living and breathing entity,”*’

they are identical to
the fascists. To Jobbik and Golden Dawn, to be Hungarian or Greek means “much more than just
living in a geographical space . . . something outsiders could not experience, involving a basic
identity and emotion beyond reason.”*® Because nationalist extremists consider ethnic heritage
the primary and immutable facet of a person’s identity, they are able to have such allegiance
towards the concept of the nation, and also such animosity towards minority groups viewed as
inferior.

Though Jobbik and Golden Dawn both argue for increased nationalization of industry and
the retreat of the international market, their statist aims are not nearly as explicit nor as central to
their ideologies as statism was to the fascists. For the fascists, the answer to the ills of liberalism
was the power of the nation united in the state. Jobbik and Golden Dawn certainly promote the
return to an economy dominated by state industries, but their statist tendencies are more an
expression of their nationalism than a defining feature of their ideology. This difference may
simply be due to context. Whereas the original fascists operated in a time in which the nation
state was the highest form of political organization, Jobbik and Golden Dawn were born in a
world of international organizations in which the ideas of autarkic statism as expressed by the
fascists are unrealistic. Jobbik and Golden Dawn’s struggle against the European Union can be

seen as the first step towards some sort of statist political order, but the realities of international

cooperation and supranational organizations make the fascist conception of statism an antiquated
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ideology. Additionally, fascism was animated by opposition to international communism, but the
fall of the Soviet Union means that modern parties like Jobbik and Golden Dawn — though they
can and do oppose communism — cannot truly share this essential aspect of fascist ideology.
Jobbik and Golden Dawn’s transcendent qualities are also substantially less than those of
the fascists. A key feature of the fascists was their desire and ability to transcend traditional
societal cleavages, and they “originated from the political right, center, and left alike and drew
support from all classes.”’ Though political exigencies sometimes forced fascists into alliances
with certain segments of the population, they appealed to and aimed to attract support from more
than just a single portion of the population adhering to one side of the left-right spectrum. Jobbik
and Golden Dawn, on the other hand, are clearly movements of the extreme right. Jobbik does
have a bit more appeal to those of the center-right than does Golden Dawn, but — despite
claiming to be the true representatives of the people — neither party can pretend to have the sort
of broad appeal the fascists had. Moreover, Michaloliakos said of his party, “We do not aim at a

large membership base,”*

in stark contrast to the interwar fascists, who made a point of trying to
create mass social movements with membership extending to many different sections of the
state. This also further delineates nationalist extremists from the radical right, since populism is a
feature cited by many as a defining characteristic of the radical right.*’

The cleansing ethos is an aspect of fascist ideology to which Jobbik and Golden Dawn
both adhere in some senses and differ from in other respects. Fascism sees those who oppose it
as enemies who must necessarily be ‘cleansed’ from the nation. It does not cooperate nor
compromise with its enemies. Though different fascists stressed them to different extents, these

foes are twofold and correspond somewhat with Wodak’s classifications; there are the racial

enemies — those who reside within the boundaries of the state but are not members of the nation
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— and political enemies — members of the nation who betray it ideologically. The racial enemies
and political enemies of Jobbik and Golden Dawn are clear, but what separates these parties from
the fascists is their use of violence in accomplishing this cleansing. Even Golden Dawn, which is
more violent than any modern-day European political party, does not come close to approaching
the level of violence that fascists perpetrated when they reached position of power similar to
what Golden Dawn has now. Golden Dawn may create terror for the immigrant community in
Greece, but it has not carried out mass political assassinations. The small number of murders that
can be attributed to Golden Dawn makes it look reserved in comparison to the fascists.

Another key difference is the extent to which fascists and nationalist extremists think that
cleansing must occur. Unlike the fascists, Jobbik and Golden Dawn do not necessarily object to
other races on principle. Whereas the fascists saw it as their duty to spread imperially, Golden
Dawn and Jobbik merely wish for those they consider outside of the national family to leave the
national territory. Golden Dawn stresses that it has no inherent objection to Pakistani culture per
se, but that it wants it to only be practiced in Pakistan, and not in Greece.

Finally, paramilitarism would seem to be an area of similarity for the fascists and the
nationalist extremists, but there are key distinctions between both the character and uses of
paramilitarism by the two groups. Mann makes clear that fascism was fundamentally an
outgrowth of WWI and evolved from economic, political, ideological, and military crises.’” In
Greece and Hungary there have only been economic and political crises. Though in the view of
Jobbik and Golden Dawn, there have also been ideological crises, certainly neither country has
experienced a military crisis. Although this may seem a minor distinction, it is one of the reasons
that fascist paramilitarism and nationalist extremist paramilitarism are so dissimilar. For the

fascists, paramilitarism was both a key value and a key organizational feature.’' The fascists
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were bands of armed men before they were parties, and this remained an essential feature of their
organizations. The idea that not only could the party create the paramilitary (as in the case of
Jobbik), but that a person could be a member of the party and not a member of the paramilitary,
would be anathema to the fascists.

In this sense there is a key distinction between the fascist characteristics of Golden Dawn
and Jobbik. Even Golden Dawn’s MPs are on the streets busting down immigrant vendors’ stalls
and harassing minorities. There is no distinction in Golden Dawn between the political aspects of
the party and its street activities — all members must be willing to show their commitment to
Golden Dawn through actions. Though in this sense Golden Dawn shares a trait of the fascists
that Jobbik does not, the violence levels of Golden Dawn’s paramilitary activities and the
fascists’ are extremely dissimilar. Because violence was such a large part of fascist activity, it
would be inaccurate — for this among the other reasons already discussed — to label Golden Dawn
a fascist party. Similarly, though Jobbik and Golden Dawn embrace violence and advocate
irredentism, there is nowhere near the same relish for war in these parties as there was in the
fascists.

Another major difference between the fascists and Jobbik and Golden Dawn is their
relationship to intellectuals. While fascism was certainly an anti-intellectual ideology, it
nevertheless was able to gain a significant following among philosophers and the intelligentsia.
Jobbik and Golden Dawn are completely unsupported by intellectuals, and this relates back to
the fact that they are unable to transcend societal limits like the fascists were.

This deconstruction of the similarities between the fascists and the nationalist extremists
begs the question of what exactly ‘Thirties Throwbacks’ is meant to indicate. This phrase

signifies two key features of nationalist extremists: that they are the closest parties to the fascists
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to achieve electoral success since the actual fascists themselves, and that they gain inspiration
from the fascists. Undoubtedly Jobbik and Golden Dawn have borrowed elements of fascist
ideology and practice — paramilitarism being the feature that most prominently displays their
fascist ties. Another ‘throwback’ is their “territorial revisionism or aggression towards other
nations, as was the case with interwar fascism.”” Jobbik and Golden Dawn are the first parties
since 1945 to bring back these fascist legacies and have success with them. Though they
themselves do not comport exactly with fascist ideology and practice, they do share a number of
key similarities. Jobbik and Golden Dawn are putting forth the same sorts of ideologies that the
interwar fascists did in a basic sense. Key traits of both movements are the emphasis on a
glorious past betrayed by internationalism and capital (both associated with the Jews), a
potentially horrible future invaded by dangerous outsiders (Roma and immigrants), and the
possibility of a bright and glorious future based on nationalist lines. However, despite these basic
ideological similarities, there are a number of important differences between fascists and
nationalist extremists in practice. Jobbik and Golden Dawn must be conceptualized as
constituting a distinct party group from the fascists.

Until this point, the only nationalist extremists mentioned have been Jobbik and Golden
Dawn. It is not unreasonable to question whether these are the only cases of nationalist
extremism in Europe. Although the Western European radical right has been addressed and
dismissed, the post-Soviet countries of Europe also have far right parties. The Central and
Eastern European far right is different from the Western European radical right in several
important ways. Firstly, because immigration from Muslim countries is miniscule in Central and
Eastern Europe, the post-Soviet far right parties do not have share the Islamophobia and anti-

immigrant stances that characterize the radical right. Additionally, many Central and Eastern
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European rightists are more explicitly racist than the Western Europeans, and they also are not as
wary about associating themselves with a fascist past. The dissimilar confrontations with the
legacies of World War II that occurred on the different sides of the Iron Curtain are most likely
responsible for this latter distinction.

I will go through a few examples of the more successful extreme right parties in the post-
Soviet sphere in order to demonstrate why they are not in fact nationalist extremists, though they
possess characteristics that could lead one to assume they are. The most important distinction,
which out of hand eliminates the possibility that these parties could be considered nationalist
extremists, is that Jobbik is the only party in the former Soviet Union that embraces
paramilitarism. Though there are a number of small paramilitary bands in the post-Soviet
countries, none is associated with a significant political party.

The Slovak National Party (SNS) shares many of the characteristics of nationalist
extremism aside from an embrace of paramilitarism. The party is explicitly racist, engages in
virulent rhetorical attacks on Hungarians and Roma, advocates irredentism, and has honored
Jozef Tiso, the Nazi puppet who led the First Slovak Republic for the duration of WWII, but it
has no paramilitary associations. The Greater Romania Party also engages in anti-Hungarian
rhetoric and praise of wartime leaders who collaborated with the Nazis. Interestingly enough
though, the party has recently taken on what its leader calls a “philo-Semitic” approach. The
Bulgarian party Ataka (Attack, in Bulgarian), despite its name, does not choose to engage in
extra-political violence. It is satisfied with the mere espousal of hate speech against perceived
enemies of the Bulgarians, with a particular emphasis on Free Masons. Svoboda, or the All-

Ukrainian Union, is a party with neo-Nazi roots that espouses anti-Semitic and anti-Russian hate
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speech, but falls short of the nationalist extremist criteria because it does not engage in organized
violence.

Aside from these four parties — the most successful parties in the post-Soviet sphere that
have some of the characteristics of nationalist extremism — there is one small party that does
qualify for the label of nationalist extremist: the National Democratic Party of Germany (NPD).
NPD is an organization with deep neo-Nazi leanings. Though the party has never made it into the
Bundestag, it has had some success at the regional level in the former East Germany, where the
communist regime did not effect the same reckoning with the complicity of the German citizenry
in the Holocaust as the West German government did. The party is certainly nationalist and
heaps praise on its fascist past, but what qualifies it for inclusion in the nationalist extremist
party family is the fact that it engages in extra-political violence. NPD does not have an official
paramilitary wing as Jobbik did, but operates instead along the lines of Golden Dawn, where
every party member is liable to engage in violent activities. NPD set up so-called ‘no-go zones’
for foreigners in certain cities years before Golden Dawn did the same in Greece. Unlike Golden
Dawn and Jobbik, the party’s marginal status means that it mostly attracts disaffected youths.
NPD is certainly not as well-structured and organized as Golden Dawn or Jobbik, and it lacks the
number of members these parties have. Though NPD meets the criteria for inclusion in the
nationalist extremist party family, the application of this label is not particularly enlightening
since NPD is and always has been a marginal party. Its relative insignificance in the German
political scene makes it unworthy of the interest that Jobbik and Golden Dawn warrant.

Both the character of nationalist extremists and their position in the wider far-right party
family are clear. Nationalist extremists are distinguished by their ethnic nationalism and

extremism in rhetoric, actions, and beliefs. Because they are fundamentally different from

27



fascists and the radical right, it follows that theories about why nationalist extremists have been
successful will have to be distinct from theories that have been put forward in the past to explain

the electoral success of fascists and of the radical right.

28



Chapter 3. Explaining Nationalist Extremist Success

The rash of radical right successes that began in the 1980s prompted the growth of
scholarship seeking to account for these surprising electoral victories. The newfound success of
nationalist extremists similarly merits an examination of the unique factors behind this
unexpected electoral feat. This chapter fills this theoretical gap and provides a theory to elucidate
the causes of nationalist extremist success. In order to this, I first present a catalogue and
evaluation of many prominent theories of radical right success in order to determine their
applicability in explicating nationalist extremist cases. After this assessment I present my theory
of the reasons for the electoral breakthroughs of nationalist extremists and a detailed explanation
of the processes that lead to the rise of a nationalist extremist party. In particular, I highlight the
importance of legitimation through supra-political actions given the presence of certain social,
political, and economic conditions.

The previous chapter demonstrated that Jobbik and Golden Dawn belong to a party
family distinct from the radical right, but it is not necessarily the case that theories about radical
right success are irrelevant to nationalist extremist success. The vast body of literature that grew
in the wake of FN and FPQO’s electoral breakthroughs can be informative for studying nationalist
extremists because it seeks to explain how established democracies gave significant vote shares
to parties more radical than any since the 1940s. The emergence of the radical right in Europe as
an electable party group a few decades ago was just as baffling as the success of Jobbik and
Golden Dawn is today — perhaps even more so, since at the time these parties had scarcely a
precedent outside of the interwar years. Though a straight application of theories that explain the

electoral breakthroughs of the radical right would prove inadequate to explain the success of
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nationalist extremists, some of these theories — supplemented with ideas more specific to
nationalist extremism — help to elucidate the ways in which Jobbik and Golden Dawn managed
to achieve electoral success.

A number of scholars have theorized about the radical right, and Roger Eatwell does an
excellent job of summarizing ten of the most widely applied theories on the rise of the party
family. Because the radical right is not the focus of this thesis, Eatwell’s helpful condensation —
rather than a complete appraisal of the extensive radical right literature — is sufficient. For their
purposes here, it is simplest to evaluate these theories individually, even though Eatwell
acknowledges that they are not usually presented separately, but combined and stressed in
different ways by different scholars. Eatwell divides the ten theories into two argument groups:
demand and supply. Demand arguments are those that “focus primarily on socioeconomic
developments such as the impact of immigration, unemployment, or rapid social change,”* and
supply arguments are those that stress the messages that reach voters, i.e. leadership programs of
the insurgent and mainstream parties, and the role of the media.>* Though most of these models
are insufficient to explain nationalist extremist success, and some are wholly irrelevant, it is
useful to go through them to demonstrate the differences between the factors contributing to
electoral victories of the radical right and of nationalist extremists. It is worthwhile to evaluate
these arguments if only to demonstrate why I feel the need to create an entirely new theory to
explain nationalist extremist success.

The demand side arguments Eatwell presents are the single-issue thesis, protest thesis,
social breakdown thesis, (reverse) post-material thesis, and economic interest thesis.”® The
single-issue thesis, as its name implies, advances the theory that radical right parties receive

votes merely because they stress one topic.’® For the radical right, that issue is almost always
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immigration. However, as Eatwell points out, this simplified theory is easily belied by the fact
that most parties campaign on more than just one issue.”’ Furthermore, increased radical right
votes do not usually correlate directly with single factors such as increased immigration.>® This
theory holds little weight for nationalist extremists since these parties express multi-faceted
ideologies that — while they may be animated primarily by a single issue — cannot be simplified
in the way this thesis suggests.

Related to the relevance of a single issue, Herbert Kitschelt, one of the earliest and most
prominent political scientists studying the radical right, put forth the thesis in the mid-1990s that
radical right parties would only be electorally successful if they combined their reactionary
ideology with free market principles.”® Others, such as Simon Bornschier, have rejected this
premise, arguing that cultural preferences trump economic concerns for radical right voters.®
Kitschelt’s hypothesis is particularly unsuitable to the cases of Jobbik and Golden Dawn, both of
which explicitly argue for nationalist and protectionist economic polices and against
organizations such as the International Monetary Fund and the European Union. Jobbik and
Golden Dawn’s economic ideas are in keeping with Cas Mudde’s contention that populist radical
right parties “defend a nativist economic program based upon economic nationalism and welfare
chauvinism.”" Indeed, a 2012 study of party viewpoints found Golden Dawn’s economic profile
to be significantly left-wing rather than neo-liberal.*?

The protest thesis argues that radical right parties lack any serious ideology and merely
receive votes from people who wish to reject established parties.® This theory has been largely
disproven by studies of radical right voter profiles and the more obvious fact that most successful

radical right parties do have a degree of ideological coherence. The protest thesis especially does
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not fit Jobbik or Golden Dawn, whose very explicit ideologies are covered in chapters four and
five respectively.

The social breakdown thesis posits that as traditional societal structures (especially those
based on class and religion) are eroded, individuals turn to ethnic nationalism for a sense of
efficacy and self-esteem.®* This theory, which presents the idea that the electorate of radical right
parties is made up of so-called “modernization losers”, has already been discredited in regards to
Jobbik® and does not have much relevancy for Golden Dawn either. Greece has experienced
globalization and modernization for decades, but Golden Dawn languished in obscurity since the
1980s and has only risen to prominence within the last few years. While societal shifts have
occurred in Hungary and Greece as the result of political and economic crises, profiles of the
parties’ voters are different from what the social breakdown thesis would suggest.

Related to the social breakdown thesis, the economic interest thesis argues that radical
right support typically “comes from the losers in the competition over scarce resources and/or
those who suffered from some form of relative deprivation.”*® Mudde argues that periods of high
unemployment can actually be detrimental to the electoral chances of radical right parties
because voters are more inclined to turn to established parties, which are seen as better qualified
on economic issues.®” However, he also notes that if a radical right party is able to combine
unemployment and high immigration in the minds of the voters, it can potentially benefit from
high unemployment.®® These theories do not hold well for Jobbik, which receives a large
proportion of its voters from the educated and employed. Further, because unemployment is so
astronomically high amongst the Hungarian Roma population, it is impossible to conceive of
members of the Magyar population feeling they have lost out anything to Roma. Golden Dawn’s

rhetoric, which declares that every immigrant in Greece represents an unemployed Greek,
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supports the economic interest thesis. Though the relationship between immigration and
unemployment in Greece is dubious at best, it is certainly true that Golden Dawn’s rise is
correlated with unemployment.

Connected to this economic theory, Bornschier argues that because governing parties are
constrained by international agreements to continue the pace of economic liberalization (and
therefore globalization), they cannot meet the concerns of voters who feel that an increasingly
globalized market effects them negatively.” Because new parties are unburdened by the reality
of conflicting interests between what a governing party is able to do and what it wants to do,
radical right upstarts can rail against internationally-set economic policies without consequence.
Jobbik definitely used this lack of responsibility to argue against all of the prevailing economic
policies in Hungary. This theory has less explanatory power for Golden Dawn’s electoral
success, since it was neither the only party espousing radical anti-austerity policies nor the most
successful one to do so.

The (reverse) post-material thesis maintains that the so-called post-material agenda,
which deemphasizes traditional class and economic interests in favor of lifestyle concerns, such
as feminism or environmentalism, is rejected or considered irrelevant by certain segments of the
population who then vote for the radical right.” This theory suggests that those places where
post-material values have developed most strongly, i.e. rich metropolitan areas, would also be
those with the highest proportion of radical right voters.”' Conversely, more rural areas, where
traditional societal structures maintain sway, would be less supportive of the radical right.
However, in Hungary, it is Budapest that shows the least support for Jobbik, while the

countryside is its stronghold. In Greece, there is a similar trend for Golden Dawn support; the
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areas of Athens that vote for Golden Dawn are those that have the highest levels of immigrant
populations and poverty.

In a vein similar to the post-material thesis, Bornschier contends that the “populist right’s
ideological core consists of opposition to the process of societal modernization that has
accelerated since the 1960s.””* The success of a radical right party would therefore depend on the
extent to which traditional cleavages retain their hold on voters, and the responses of the
established parties to these grand societal changes. For both the Greek and Hungarian cases, an
adapted version of Bornschier’s theory is attractive. Although Greece’s 1967-1974 military
dictatorship meant that the country missed out on much of the initial liberalization Bornschier
emphasizes, westernization followed quickly after the junta’s fall. Hungary, behind the Iron
Curtain until 1989, was unable to experience the so-called societal modernization that swept
through Western Europe. This is not to say that the country did not change dramatically and
along western lines after the Soviet Union’s fall, but rather that these changes occurred much
more rapidly. Bornschier was writing specifically in reference to Western European countries —
which experienced modernization as a process over the course of decades — and though the
timing may be different than that which Bornschier describes, the reaction against modernization
is certainly a large component of the ideology of Jobbik and Golden Dawn. Implicit in an
orientation that glorifies a fascist past and emphasizes the noble, but betrayed, heritage of the
nation, is a rejection of modern, liberal, western ideals.

Overall, demand side arguments presented about the radical right do not have much
relevancy to cases of nationalist extremist success. Of the theories discussed, only Bornschier’s
societal modernization theory can be applied effectively to the experiences of both Greece and

Hungary, and even this can only be done with accommodations that account for the differing
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historical developments of Hungary and Greece from Western Europe. Even given the relevancy
of this theory, on its own it can only account for a small aspect of nationalist extremist appeal
and does not address the sudden and phenomenal breakthroughs that Jobbik and Golden Dawn
experienced. While the demand side theories are mostly lacking in explanative power, the supply
side theses are more helpful in accounting for nationalist extremist success.

The arguments Eatwell identifies as supply side are the political opportunity structure
thesis, the mediatization thesis, the national traditions thesis, the programmatic thesis, and the
charismatic leader thesis. The political opportunity structure thesis holds that when mainstream
parties stay towards the center of the ideological spectrum and do not attempt to appeal to voters
on issues such as immigration, a new party can do well by focusing on what the parties of the
center right ignore.”> An upstart party takes away votes from the more moderate conservative
parties because it provides something voters desire, which other, established parties lack. This
theory does not apply well to Greece, where the main established parties made a point of
emphasizing immigration issues in the election campaign that saw Golden Dawn’s breakthrough.
In Hungary, Jobbik was preceded by an established right-wing party, the Hungarian Justice and
Life Party (MIEP), and the main center-right party, Fidesz, strays more to the right than the
center.

Another part of the political opportunity structure theory is the legitimization, implicit or
otherwise, that an established party gives a new party. The main example of this is when a well-
known party backs a position held by a newcomer right-wing party in an effort to coopt voters
that may be attracted by the new party’s views. Whether or not the established party later retracts
their support for the position, the right-wing upstart benefits. If support is withdrawn, the right-

wing party appears to have integrity that the established party does not, and voters who care
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deeply about the issue will therefore choose to abandon the established party. If the support is
maintained, it legitimizes a position of the untested right-wing party, and shows thereby that the
new party has ideas of such merit that they can become official positions of a major party.
Further, this creates a situation in which the right-wing party is seen as owning a certain issue on
the basis that they were the first ones to recognize and vocalize it. As demonstrated by their
respective chapters, issues of legitimization by established parties are at play in the cases of
Jobbik and Golden Dawn.

Somewhat in contradiction to the political opportunity structure, it has also been
theorized that radical right parties are more likely to be successful “when their mainstream right-

™ However, the proponents of this theory also stress that

wing opponents are more moderate.
rightist parties will do better “when they themselves are more moderate.”’> Meanwhile, other
theorist hold that if the established center right party is further to the right, there is less room for
an upstart right-wing party.’® Chapters four and five show that regardless of how the established
parties attempted to shift their allegiances and ideologies to squeeze out Jobbik and Golden
Dawn, these upstarts proved immune to the effects of political maneuvering because they
decisively established ownership of the Roma and immigrant issues respectively.

The mediatization theory, as its name implies, highlights the ways in which the radical
right manipulates the resources at its disposal in such a way that it gets disproportionate attention
from the media.”” Television media is increasingly replacing print media as the main news
source for many, and by its very nature, television encourages sensationalism and a focus on
interesting personalities — both of which play directly to the strengths of the right. Additionally,

Eatwell states that, “a sudden increase in coverage of a fringe party also seems likely to create a

sense that the party is on the move, creating a form of bandwagon.””® The extensive domestic
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and international media coverage of Jobbik that accompanied the formation of its paramilitary
wing, the Magyar Garda, only slowed once the party had been in government for some months.
Golden Dawn’s Greeks-only food handouts and general street violence attracted similar levels of
coverage.

Both parties’ actions and rhetoric ensured sustained media attention. Wodak theorizes
that the radical right “intentionally provoke[s] the media by violating publicly accepted
norms,””’ which forces media coverage. If the media did not register its outrage at these
provocations, it would be seen as tacitly accepting them. Furthermore, this coverage supports
itself, because the party is invited to comment on its actions, and invariably the justifications for
the original offences are just as newsworthy. This serves to keep the party in the media spotlight,
because, “other parties and politicians as well as the media are, in turn forced to react and
respond continuously to ever-new scandals.”®” Further, Antonis Ellinas states that media
exposure can dispel doubts voters may have about the electoral viability of newly-created parties,
creating what he terms a “validation effect”.®' Even if this coverage is overwhelmingly negative
— as it was in the cases of Jobbik and Golden Dawn — the fact that these parties are constantly in
the spotlight raises their visibility and can convince voters who support extreme views but doubt
a party’s electability, that electoral success is feasible.

The national traditions thesis “holds that extreme right parties are most likely to be
successful when they can portray themselves as in some way a legitimate part of the national
tradition.” Though Eatwell goes on to specify that explicit identification with Nazism or
fascism is detrimental to a party,® this theory nevertheless has applicability since Jobbik and
Golden Dawn positioned themselves so that certain voters saw them as part of the ‘true’ national

tradition precisely because of their associations with a dark past. As nationalistic parties, Jobbik
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and Golden Dawn presented the viewpoint that they were the groups that cared most about their
country’s heritage.

The programmatic thesis holds that although radical right parties may use specific issues
to attract support, their issue agendas are relatively unclear, and populism is what actually
garners their votes.* Though Golden Dawn and Jobbik do occasionally make populist appeals,
populism is by no means a defining characteristic of these parties, and they are too ideologically
clear for this thesis to hold weight. To follow this theory would be to completely ignore the more
substantive platforms these parties propose in favor of a simplistic view of them as unremarkable
populist agitators.

The charismatic leader thesis states, unsurprisingly, that far right parties are held together
and attract voters on the basis of a single magnetic persona.®® Though Jobbik and Golden Dawn
do have strong leaders, they also have notable and important underlings who make headlines in
their own right, indicating that the charismatic leader thesis is too simplistic. Expanding on this
basic thesis, Carter suggests that, “parties with strong charismatic leaders, centralized
organizational structures and efficient mechanisms for enforcing party discipline are likely to
perform better at the polls.”*® This elaborated hypothesis more accurately characterizes the
structures of Jobbik and Golden Dawn, and explains the ability of the parties to achieve
ideological coherence.

Of the supply side theories, all but the programmatic thesis hold at least some
explanatory weight in relation to nationalist extremists. However, none of these theories can
adequately explain why Jobbik and Golden Dawn were able to achieve electoral breakthroughs

as nationalist extremist parties where all others had failed. Factors such as media exposure and
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coherent leadership and party structure certainly aided both parties, but such factors do not
answer the greater mystery of nationalist extremist success.

Because different scholars combine these many demand and supply theories in different
ways, it is unsurprising that none of the models catalogued by Eatwell contain definitive answers
to the successes of Jobbik and Golden Dawn. One such comprehensive theory, advanced by
Mudde, states that four main factors are at play in radical right success; the crisis of the welfare
state, growing immigration, modernization, and anti-establishment attitudes. While anti-
establishment attitudes are relevant to my theoretical framework and rising immigration is an
issue in Greece, the other factors are not applicable. In Hungary, there is no great immigration
problem. Furthermore, it has been found that voters for Jobbik and Golden Dawn generally have
moderate to high levels of education, meaning that they are not the groups most vulnerable to the
negative effects of modernization.®’

Eatwell also offers his own multivariate theory that sees extremist success as resultant
from “growing perceptions of ‘extremist’ legitimacy, rising personal efficacy and declining
political trust.”® Personal efficacy in this sense refers to “an individual’s belief that she/he can
affect what happens politically,”®* and is not relevant to nationalist extremist success because
notable changes in perceptions of voter efficacy were not seen Greece and Hungary. However,
my own theory does adopt Eatwell’s ideas about extremist legitimacy and a decrease in trust for
established parties. While these variables are integral to my theoretical framework, I argue that
they can only produce nationalist extremist success when combined with certain economic and
ethnic conditions in a country. Of comprehensive theories, Eatwell’s comes closest to explaining
nationalist extremist success, but it fails to include a number of important factors. Other detailed

and multifaceted hypotheses for radical right success are similarly incapable of accounting for
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nationalist extremist breakthroughs because they do not address the features unique to nationalist
extremists.

Before presenting my own theory of nationalist extremist success, it is useful to first
briefly turn to what has been put forward by scholars about Jobbik and Golden Dawn
specifically. Though there has been no comparative research on the rise of Jobbik and Golden
Dawn, there have been efforts to analyze the parties’ successes separately. In the case of Golden
Dawn, focus is usually placed on the flux created by the Euro crisis and the salience of anti-
immigrant sentiment — which is stronger in Greece than in most European countries.”
Predictably, most studies point to the effect of the Euro crisis as the definitive factor.”’ As a
result of the crisis, the already decaying and increasingly discredited main political parties in
Greece were unable to support their large patronage networks, leading to an increased loss of
power. Drawn from this is the belief that Golden Dawn’s ideological steadfastness and outsider
status allowed it to take advantage of latent nationalist sentiment in the wake of the
delegitimization of the mainstream parties. Most of the studies that highlight the Euro crisis as a
cause of Golden Dawn’s success do not address the counterexample of Spain, which has been
similarly damaged by the crisis but has no successful right-wing party. Though the Euro crisis
and its attendant consequences were certainly factors in the rise of Golden Dawn, a more
complicated framework is needed.

In the case of Jobbik, some emphasis has been placed on the tensions between the Roma
and Magyar populations that began in 2006 and continued for several years in a series of high-
profile attacks involving Roma.”” Also of note is the role played by the center-right party Fidesz
in providing legitimization for Jobbik through the adoption of issues and legislation important to

the extreme right. There have also been efforts to discredit some of the demand-side arguments
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about the radical right that could apply to Jobbik, and it has been found that far from being so-
called ‘modernization losers’, Jobbik’s voters are comparatively well-to-do.”* The unemployed
are less likely to vote for Jobbik, and low qualifications, poverty, and lack of social capital were
not found to have a significant impact on one’s likelihood of voting for Jobbik.”* Though
attention has been drawn to economic dissatisfaction, studies of Jobbik voters have found that
support for the party is based on cultural and ideological grounds, not economic ones;” the
factor with the most predictive capacity for determining if one would vote for Jobbik was an
anti-Roma attitude.”®

The theories that have been advanced to explain the success of Jobbik and Golden Dawn
are inadequate for several reasons. Firstly, though some papers written specifically in reference
to Jobbik and Golden Dawn acknowledge that the parties have exceptional characteristics not
shared with the radical right, none of the studies accurately place the parties into a party family.
These papers generally fall into one of three categories in reference to party classification; they
categorize Jobbik or Golden Dawn as mere iterations of the radical right,”’ they acknowledge the
differences these parties have without creating a new category for them,”® or they ignore the
question of classification altogether.”” Declining to place Jobbik and Golden Dawn in a distinct
party family or ignoring questions of party family causes analytical flaws. Precisely what makes
Jobbik and Golden Dawn interesting cases is that they are so far beyond the previously
established electability profile. Failing to acknowledge that their successes present significant
anomalies causes little innovation in the theories explaining their breakthrough.

This is the other problem with existing scholarship on Jobbik and Golden Dawn: the
novelty of their electoral feats has not caused any corresponding invention in the theoretical

realm. When successful radical right parties first became mainstream in the 1980s, it was only
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natural that new theories — involving variables different from those of theories about why people
vote for the center right — were presented to explain this electoral sensation. Because the main
question in party analysis is why people vote for a certain party, the explanations for nationalist
extremist success necessarily stem from the same basic reasons; how voters view the world, why
a certain party’s message is more appealing than another, etc. Because Jobbik and Golden Dawn
are the forerunners of a new party type, it follows that although the reasons they have done well
may be similar to the reasons the radical right has been popular, these explanations are inevitably
distinct.

As demonstrated by Jobbik and Golden Dawn, nationalist extremist success is contingent
upon two things: the presence of certain political, economic, and social conditions within the
country and a demonstration of legitimacy by the party. In and of themselves, these criteria do
not necessarily represent a break from radical right scholarship. Indeed, some of the conditions
that I argue are necessary to make nationalist extremist success possible are very similar to those
posited by radical right theorists. What is unique and counterintuitive about my theory is that I
argue that instead of making a party unelectable, paramilitarism and other supra-political actions
lend legitimacy to a party that espouses extremist rhetoric and allow an electoral breakthrough.
As shown in the Hungarian and Greek cases, given specific conditions within a country, a well-
organized nationalist extremist party that backs up its rhetoric with actions can gain a significant
share of the vote and usurp the place of more traditional radical right parties.

Before the role and nature of a national extremist party’s supra-political actions can be
explained, it is necessary to have an overview of the circumstances that make these activities
both possible and attractive. Primary among these preconditions is economic turmoil. Poor and

deteriorating economic conditions are nothing new to scholarship about the right. National
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economic conditions directly relate to the lives and well-being of every member of the nation
and, because all other societal factors are necessarily impacted by economic circumstances,
economic success and development are primary amongst the goals of government. If non-
ideologically aligned voters are completely or mostly satisfied with the way the incumbent party
is handling economic affairs, there is little reason to vote for another party. Even if some voters
were partially dissatisfied, this would be reason to vote for the incumbent’s main established
opponent party. Under ordinary circumstances, there is little desire for a party as outside of the
system as nationalist extremists. There is always a certain fraction of the electorate that will
stump for nationalist extremists no matter the greater societal conditions, but this group is
generally miniscule and cannot on its own account for vote shares like those received by Jobbik
and Golden Dawn. However, when economic conditions are increasingly poor with no better end
visible, voters can become disillusioned with the incumbent government and also with
established parties in general.

Poor and worsening economic conditions cause people to fear for their stations in life. If
things are going poorly, the conventional logic is that it must be someone’s fault. The usual and
most obvious target of blame is the government, which, if not directly responsible for the
economic turmoil, is expected to fix it. Should the government prove unable to do this, it follows
that the governing party should be abandoned. The obviousness of this point has been borne out
empirically in recent years by the fact that only one European Prime Minister in power at the
outbreak of the Euro Crisis has been able to retain this office: Angela Merkel. Economic
dissatisfaction can take on new dimensions when extreme conditions occur in a country with

ethnic tensions between a minority ethnicity group and the majority ethnicity.
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Contrary to what the economic interest thesis would suggest, it is not necessary that this
ethnic conflict be directly related to the economic problems. Rather, it is enough for a nationalist
extremist party to take advantage of existing economic unrest and turn this anger, frustration, and
search for someone to blame on a scapegoat. For this strategy to be effective, the nationalist
extremist party must focus on a minority group that is already widely disliked within the country.
It is also helpful if the established parties have proven either unable or unwilling to address these
widespread concerns about the minority ethnic group. By emphasizing resentment against this
group, the nationalist extremist party is able to conflate economic problems with issues with the
minority group, and in doing so offer an implicit solution: solve the ethnic problem to fix the
economy. By establishing itself as the most legitimate party on the minority issues, the
nationalist extremist party is also able to argue that it holds the answer to economic problems.

Because of the flux caused by economic uncertainty, new solutions that may seem
extreme in more calm economic settings can gain traction. This is not to say that severe
economic turmoil directly causes political extremism (again, Spain is the archetypal
counterexample to this). However, given existing ethnic tensions, poor economic conditions
serve only to further increase conflicts. As established parties lose legitimacy in the eyes of
voters as a result of the economic situation, the mainstream’s calls for moderation in ethnic
conflicts also lose credence amongst a certain segment of the population. As extreme parties
blow ethnic frictions out of proportion, they add to the tasks of a government already struggling
to control the economic situation.

The deteriorating economic situation therefore causes two serious and related problems.
It leads directly to a loss in confidence and trust in the established parties and indirectly to a

heightening in ethnic antagonisms. Though a nationalist extremist party will not necessarily pick

44



up all the votes that would have previously gone to the established party, as voters turn away
from established parties, they are increasingly open to new possibilities. Even those voters who
support the mainstream opposition are forced to make the judgment call that the opposition will
be more able to solve the country’s problems than the incumbent. This reevaluation of priorities
leaves open the possibility that there are other parties that may prove more effective at handling
these problems.

Another key precondition for nationalist extremist success is radical change in the
country’s political landscape. As previously w