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I.     Preliminary Observations: 

In this paper I propose some reflections upon the transformations that revolutionary movements such as the National Socialist one undergo once they have apprehended power. Briefly put, this the essential premise from which this paper departs and is set on validating in the subsequent pages refers to the continuity that can be observed when contrasting  pre-1933 recurrent themes in Nazi speeches and the actual policies that came to be implemented. This being the case, German fascism becomes clearly distinguished from its Italian counterpart. In the subsequent paragraphs, a brief discussion shall be made in connection with the focal problems of interpretation surrounding the Nazi phenomenon and the main paradigms of interpretation considered in an attempt to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the concepts in their application to Nazism. All in all, this article offers a modest attempt to convey what its title promises: an analysis of what Nazism portrayed itself to be in early stages and what it subsequently became. More accurately, it is an endeavor to pinpoint the essential aspects that can be said to have characterized the Nazi road to power and the downward spiral that ensued once it seized control and started implementing its ideological provisions. As follows, such an undertaking is an intricate one, which this article has no pretence of elucidating or offering an all-inclusive answer to.  

There has been considerable debate about whether Nazism can be successfully considered as a manifestation of fascism. The decisive text on the scholarly debate on the nature of the Third Reich, Ian Kershaw’s The Nazi Dictatorship (2000) concludes that the similarities of Nazism with other brands of fascism are profound.
 Moreover, Kershaw stresses upon the fact that there needn’t be any disagreement between acceptance of Nazism as the most extreme manifestation of fascism and recognition of its own unique characteristics within this category, which can only be fully grasped within the context of German national development. 

In following Kershaw’s analysis, the contention put forward by this paper is that “fascism” is more suitable than “totalitarianism” in explaining the character of Nazism. This assertion is based on the existence of several features which stand testimony to the profound likeness with other brands of fascism. Such similarities include extreme chauvinistic nationalism; an anti-socialist, anti-Marxist driving force; the basis in a mass party drawing from all sectors of society (though with prominent support from the middle class); fascination with a charismatic leadership; tremendous intolerance directed against all (perceived) oppositional groups, expressed through violence and repression; exaltation of militarism; dependence upon an alliance with existing elites in order to ensure their accession to power.
 

However, it needs to be pointed out that some important differences do exist when comparing Fascism and Nazism, namely the importance assigned by the Nazis to the race ideology, which had no equivalent in Italian Fascism; the anti-modern nature of Nazism compared with the modernizing predisposition of its Italian counterpart; on the “totality” of the proclaimed Nazi subjugation of state and society as contrasted with the incomplete infiltration of the established Fascist order; the disparity between a relatively “traditional” imperialistic policy on the part of Italy and a very different drive for racial domination of the Nazi regime.
 As follows, the challenges posed by the terrible violence unleashed by German National Socialism, which was unmatched in Fascist Italy, along with the importance ascribed to “race” and the endeavor to racially streamline Europe through mass murder have predictably raised the question: “Can Italian Fascism and German Nazism meaningfully be compared at all?”
 Many scholars have thus contended that Nazism cannot be compared with anything, but in analyzing some essential features of fascism, this paper will also find that they also fit the Nazi pattern.

Additionally, one should make note of the fact that generic concepts are constructed so as to encompass the blueprint on which subsequent analyses are to be matched against. Accordingly, describing Nazism as a form of fascism is not by any means rebuffing its particular characteristics, but simply maintaining that some of its empirical facets are more fruitfully delineated if it is seen as a variation of a “generic phenomenon” called fascism. Thus, referring to “fascism” as a concept amounts to opting for a selection of features of the phenomena associated with it, which are to be considered as fundamental for the model that is put in place (in so doing, other aspects are downgraded to derivative importance). 

In other words, we should understand that when confronted with a variety of contexts, comparative researches try to uncover the general causes and characteristics of social and political phenomena, but they are forced to master concepts general enough to cope with the diversity of the cases under consideration
. Still, at all times, it is important to remember that events, people or societies are usually much more complex than definitions can encompass. In all likelihood, none of the existent definitions can be considered as wholly illustrative of the event that they are allegedly describing and it would perhaps be unreasonable to expect that they become more than what definitions generally are: ‘selective, as they deal with parts of a phenomenon.’
 Briefly put, while definitions can never completely describe a certain something, they can prove to be very helpful devices in exploring it. 

Returning to the comparison at hand, what will come into view will be that there is undeniably a structural kinship at the level of world-view (Weltanschauung) which linked Nazism with Fascism, as well as with some other fascist movements. The ideal-type of “palingenetic ultra-nationalism”
 provides a starting point from which Nazism and ‘generic fascism’ can be directly measured up to one another. The German society experienced deep-seated disillusionment with the situation in from mid-nineteenth century onward; by the same token, the state of affairs spawned radical nationalist ‘proposals’ for society’s renaissance. This type of radical nationalist were also locate in other Western nations, but the difference was that by and large, they remained subsidiary; Germany, however, ‘benefited’ from a conjuncture of aspects and some persistent aspects of German political culture, which require very careful analysis and which can be said to have greatly facilitated the road to power of the radical nationalist variation that it experienced first-hand, that set up a regime of unsurpassed destructiveness. 

Another premise of this paper is that it is possible to define fascism, or identify the “fascist minimum”, in terms not of a common ideological component, but that of a “common mythic core”.
 The mythic core that Roger Griffin’s analysis puts forward as forming the ideal type of generic fascism is the vision of the (perceived) crisis of the nation as engendering a new order. When analyzing the patterns of both Fascist and Nazi discourses before and after their accession to power, one cannot help but be struck by the recurrent, almost obsessive references to the alleged rotting of the “old Italy’” and the pressing need for its resurrection in a “new Italy” or to the similarly neurotic Nazi slogans concerning the re-awakening of the German nation. Thus, we can rightly assume that it was the core mobilizing myth of the imminent rebirth of the nation that shapes the definitional nucleus of fascism. Moreover, it is this mythic core which accounts for the separation that can be made between the fascist regimes of Italy and Germany, which were bent on creating a revolutionary new social and ethical order and the many authoritarian right-wing regimes, whose primary endeavor was that of preserving the social status quo.

II.   Nazism before 1933:

Given these premises, this article shall move on with the analysis concerning the nature of the Nazi movement before 1933 and the ideological provisions it put forward. The Fascist regime was fully in power for about eighteen years, which is six years longer than the Nazi regime, meaning that it benefited from more time to submit itself to radical shifts in all its aspects. Accordingly, Fascism is known to have undertaken contradictory positions and to have adapted to the environment in which it functioned over time, contrasting theory with practice. What this proves is that all regimes undergo profound changes while in power, which sometimes go as far as being divergent with some of the fundamental beliefs their main proponents had advocated for while in opposition. This is the essential premise from which this paper departs and is set on validating in the subsequent pages.

Many have doubted whether Nazism possessed an ideology. Returning once again to the issue of definitions, it is important how we define the term “ideology”. If we regard it as being a cohesive and scrupulous body of political theory, then it can be said that Nazism (and other fascist movements) did not benefit from an unyielding corpus of premises. However, one must point out the fact that once a movement is characterized by an uncompromising body of ideas, which it wants to implement as such once in power, disregarding social, cultural or economic realities, then it is doomed to fail. This has been proven all too well in both the case of Nazism and especially that of Communism. The world has been, since the beginning of time, characterized by continuous change from every conceivable point of view and if history can be interpreted as offering some guiding lines into the mistakes that should not be repeated, then one thing should be remembered: by avoiding change at all costs and by being reluctant to adapt to surrounding conditions, the waves of change have a tendency to sweep over everything, irrespective if the changes are wanted or not. 

This paper shall not embark on a discussion concerning the many currents of ultra-nationalism which abounded under the Second Reich and the Weimar Republic and whose prevalence provided a necessary (but not sufficient) condition for the rise of the Nazi movement. This chapter of the paper at hand will concentrate on analyzing several Nazi sources, all written before the seizure of power in 1933, in an attempt to pinpoint some of the major differences between the ideas that guided the Nazi movement while in opposition and after gaining power (in trying to build a Nazi regime). In the same line of thought, some of the dissimilarities that set Nazism apart as a distinct branch of fascism will also emerge as evident once this analysis has reached its goal.

As a preliminary and anticipatory statement, it must be made a note of the fact that the general picture that emerges from these sources is that they belong to the same outlook and ideological structure, with the unfaltering belief both in the sheer depravity of contemporary “liberal democratic” Germany and in the looming surfacing of a new order. However, in forever underlining the magnitude of predicaments such as biological racism and anti-Semitism, these texts substantiate the fact that the Nazi movement singled itself out from its Italian counterpart and developed into an idiosyncratic branch of fascism. 

Naturally, one cannot proceed from another source than Adolf Hitler himself. After the failed putsch that he attempted in Munich on 8-9 November 1923, Hitler emerged from the ensuing trial with the minimum sentence for high treason and most importantly, he became a public figure nationwide. Moreover, his undersized prison sentence provided him with an ideal prospect of writing the first volume of Mein Kampf, which stands testimony to how deeply entrenched in his thinking were the myth of national decay and the forthcoming rebirth of the German people, these being two aspects which would later dominate all his speeches. 

In the text under scrutiny here
 Hitler emphasizes that the masses hold respect for decisiveness, brute force and strength of will. A recurrent element in Hitler’s and other leading Nazis’ speeches is also present here, as in associating the human body with the society, Hitler arrives at the conclusion that the Nazi movement is of essence in restoring the health back into the ailing body of German society. Naturally, anti-Bolshevism is yet another persistent topic, as it is the communist “tuberculosis” that is endangering the society that the Nazis are trying to cure and deliver from evil.  Considering that the text under examination is part of a rambling speech which Hitler gave to the People’s Court in Munich, where he was tried for treason, it becomes more than obvious that he wasted no opportunity in putting across the beliefs that were so firmly ingrained in his thinking. In trying to underline the fact that it was not his actions that should have been considered as high treason, but the “German Revolution” itself (i.e. the proclamation of the Weimar Republic in 1918), Hitler considered that since this alleged high treason had been successful, it was not punished. 

Furthermore, it can be said that this particular text encompasses some key elements of the Nazi discourse throughout the time. One other crucial characteristic is the reference to the broad masses, which must be made national again. It is remarkable how Hitler restrains his use of terms, in stating that the National Socialist movement was not created to win seats in parliament and obtain mandates, but that they held hope “to one day change the destiny of Germany, even if it was in the twelfth hour.” Taking into account the use of such euphemistic terms, one might begin to understand one of the differences between Nazism in opposition and Nazism in power. Thus, in realizing that a too overt and radical description of what the National Socialists would do once in power would most likely ruin their chances of actually winning the support of the majority of Germans, the better part of Hitler’s speeches contained vague ideas, requisites and references, that would appeal to as many Germans as possible; as a result, maintaining a kind of ideological flexibility gradually assured them extensive support and collaboration. 

Another obsessive theme that Hitler and his followers used both before and after their accession to power was the main thesis of the “jewish peril", which drew attention to an alleged Jewish conspiracy to gain world leadership. Hitler announced his hatred in Mein Kampf and he stated that his aim was to do away with the evils that he associated with one another (Communism and Judaism) from the face of the earth. Hitler’s main argument is legitimizing such a frightful undertaking is strictly connected with the afore-mentioned “mythic core” of fascism, seeing that the Jews are conspiring to keep the master race from rightfully ruling the world, by weakening its racial and cultural purity and by convincing the Aryans to believe in equality rather than superiority and inferiority.
Another important point that must be made is directly connected to the manner in which Hitler and other National Socialist leaders held their speeches both before and after the conquest of power and can be straightforwardly inferred from a passage of Mein Kampf. I believe that this particular conviction that Hitler put across is essential in understanding how National Socialism rose to power and how it maintained its ideological flexibility while in opposition. Thus, they relied first and foremost on ‘the spoken word’.
 According to Hitler, this was the only means capable of producing great revolutions. Hitler justified this belief by saying that an orator receives continuous guidance from the people before whom he speaks; accordingly, this enables him correct the direction of his speech, in case his words are not producing the desired effect. Conversely, the writer does not know his reader at all. Moreover, when one writes something, this generally has a propensity to be addressed only to those who believe or attracted by that topic. Therefore, the effect on the masses is greater when the orator adapts and puts across his ideas in order to suit the abilities and intellectual level of the audience. Writing does not have this kind of flexibility and is thus more restricted in its efficiency. 

What should be added is that the basic characteristics of fascism can be found both in the period when the National Socialists were in opposition and after the seizure of power. However, the basic difference is that the Nazis generally restrained from overtly declaring the exact goals that their movement desired to put into practice, while using euphemisms and maintaining an ideological flexibility that enabled to get the support of some very different categories that made up the German society. It was once they were in power that the principles which they stood for and advocated became a lot clearer, together with the actions they undertook.

It should also be noted that Nazi ideology was not compact, in that there existed different visions of what the movement should do once in power. Thus, this paper proposes a brief analysis of the biologically racist version, which rather contrasted with the softer, more ’socialist’ version put forward by men such as Gregor Strasser. The elites of the National Socialist movement believed that property, culture and power was in the hands of the wrong people, while at the same time prophesying the inequality of values, assuming that some Germans were more valuable than others and should therefore, suffer an unequal treatment, as assets should be distributed according to the “value” of the individual. For example, Franz Pfeffer von Salomon (the Gauleiter of Westphalia and then Supreme Commander of the SA) proposed a program of determining the higher or lower value of all inhabitants of Germany based on performance in their professions, on physical attributes, on spiritual, moral and cultural traits and on hereditary traits.
  This 1925 internal Party memorandum can be said to anticipate the Nazis’ euthanasia program and even the ‘Final Solution’. It is not in any way this paper’s contention to suggest an Intentionalist-type of approach, in assuming that the Nazis had an unshakable agenda even before their rise to power; still, one cannot help but notice some evident resemblances that such texts carry with subsequent developments, which prove that there are obvious continuities between the period in opposition and the period in power. 

An obsessive and recurrent idea within the speeches of the National Socialists in both the periods under the scrutiny of this paper was the need for the dissolution of Germany’s cultural and political life to be surpassed into a new order. However, a counter-example was provided by one of Joseph Goebbels’ writings (part of a semi-autobiographical diary-novel). What is noteworthy in this passage is the celebration of modernism and the dynamism of the Russian Revolution, ideas which became unmentionable as Hitler forced his vision as the basis for Nazi prevailing attitude. Moreover, Goebbels proclaimed that Christ was the genius of love, and thus the diametrical opposite of Judaism, which was the incarnation of hate and had the same function as a ‘poisonous bacillus’, while the Jews themselves were seen as an anti-race. This proves once more that National Socialism in opposition was not a solid corpus of ideological provisions that were beyond the contestation of all the members of the movement. In fact, the opposite can be argued, as there were several visions of what Nazism should be when it gained power and what policies it should implement. Furthermore, what is striking is that Goebbels described modern Germans as being Christ-socialists. However, Marxism is also seen by Goebbels as being the principle of hate, thus establishing an evident association between Marxism and Judaism. 

Another challenging example is that of Gregor Strasser (Reich Propaganda Chief and then Reich Organization Chief). Strasser was eventually eliminated as a potential threat in the Röhm Purge in 1934, for holding dissimilar views with that of Hitler. Still, his case is extremely interesting because it proves that both in the years before attaining power and after its seizure, the Nazi power was quite far from being as cohesive and monolithic as it was portrayed. In order to emphasize this, Strasser’s critique of biological racism seems highly appropriate. In his words, ‘examining people’s blood, re-nordification etc. seem (…) somewhat dubious as far as their feasibility, their value and even their effectiveness is concerned.’

By contrast, one of the Nazis that systematically sustained biological Darwinism was Hans K. Günther, who asserted that as a fundamentally genetic quality, “Aryanism”, the exclusive foundation of a vigorous civilization, could be triggered if eugenics gained a primary place at the center of policy-making in all spheres of life. Günther’s writings linking racial with cultural health enabled a rationalization of the regime’s systematic destruction of millions of people, an action legitimated by their alleged inferiority as human beings (Untermensch). In this way, the idea of “breeding the best” is directly correlated with easing the establishment of a new order based on a regenerated national community. Another connection is the recurrent theme of Nazism and fascism alike, namely the “New Man”. This is a representative myth, which was also encountered in the communist ideology. Still, by visualizing the “new man” as the embodiment of national rebirth, this feature becomes a trade-mark of fascism.

III.   Nazism in Power:

In what follows, the analysis will center on three essential periods in which the history of the Third Reich can be divided in, while considering the disparities and continuities of its years in power in relation with its experience and what it advocated for while in opposition. 

To begin with, the period of the establishment of the Nazi regime is of critical importance for its subsequent development. This paper will assess some texts that were written during the period 1933-1935, by several of the highest-ranking Nazi officials. As follows, this was a period generally characterized by a sense of relief that became the dominant attitude among the leading Nazis once they seized power. This eagerness and loyalty were also experienced by those who formerly had been rather distrustful, but who had begun to believe that Nazism could and would indeed bring to a standstill the decadence that the German society found itself ensnared in. 

Alfred Rosenberg has been regarded as being the official ideologue of the Nazi party; still, in real terms, it was Hitler who was the irrefutable chief ideologue. Notwithstanding, Rosenberg played his part in legitimizing policies of cultural and ethnic purification which once put into effect made organized and standardized mass killings inevitable. According to Rosenberg, the whole National Socialist revolution was encapsulated in one concept: ‘national honour’
, which was enough to build a new political system and foster a new type of economic thinking. 

In discussing the issue of honour, what is essential is that another high-ranking Nazi official, Hermann Goering, also used this term, but in relation with the ‘Führer’s policy of honour and peace’.
 What is striking is that Goering argued that Germany would continue to avoid harming the interests of other countries, while renouncing foreign conquests. In the same line of thought, Hitler was seen as being the foremost safeguard of European peace. What is worthy of note in this speech is that it stirs up questions related to whether Hitler and his closest followers did not intend at that time to engage in any kind of armed conflict (which is however rather difficult to believe); most probably, it can be asserted that the Nazi elite was aware that the hold which they had over the Germans was not that powerful as to permit them to openly declare their bellicose intentions and at the same time hope for wide popular support for such actions. Moreover, there was also an international factor to be taken into consideration; a low-profile had to be maintained, that would lead the Western European leaders into thinking they had nothing to fear from a weak, demilitarized Germany, although it was now run by the Nazis. 

Propaganda went on and it was bent on making the Germans and everyone else believe that the transformation of the German state and society was coming from below, and thus had the features of a long-lasting and all-encompassing revolution, as opposed to ‘revolutions from above’, which were doomed to fail (notably the Russian counterpart); moreover, as Goebbels put it in one of his speeches, the revolution was a total one, embracing all areas of public life and transforming everything ‘from below’, recasting the relationship of people with each other and to the State and forging the German nation into a single people.  

The second period that will fall under the scrutiny of this paper can be characterized as one when the regime gained stability (1936-1939).  The texts that are to be examined will show that the background on which they were written was one of apparently relentless Nazi benefits in the field of foreign affairs, which was definitely on its way in making the loathed Versailles Treaty null and void. This led to a growth in national confidence, while a dynamic transformation of the German economy (involving state intervention on a virtually corporativist scale) had practically done away with unemployment. Nevertheless, such impressive achievements stood in direct opposition with the actions that were taken against some other components of the German society, namely the alleged “non-German” and “sub-human” and whose physical presence impaired the path towards the regeneration of the pure and superior German people. 

Moreover, the key components of Nazi palingenetic myth (the organic national community, anti-liberalism, racism, anti-democracy, militarism, anti-Semitism, the leadership cult) had infiltrated all areas of society. At the same time, anti-Semitic propaganda portrayed the Jews as being responsible for the decomposition in which the societies that gave them rights found themselves in. 

The third and last period to be analyzed is also the one that brought the Nazi regime to its shattering denouement (1939-1945). The texts that shall be commented upon were written against a backdrop of war atrocities and mass murder. Masses and elites alike gradually began to no longer believe in the messianic mission of the Third Reich, while the belief in the Nazi victory was no longer unquestionable. It was this period when the fascinating aspect of the Nazi ideology was no longer enough to deceive people into thinking that a world without Jews could deliver them from evil. It was a time when people that had portrayed themselves as saviors actually brought about what is, in all probability, the most intricate and frightful legacy the German and Jewish (along with most other European) peoples have ever had to bear. Instead of creating sanctuary for the Germans, they generated agony for the Europeans and opened the gates to hell for the alleged Untermensch.

By the end of 1943, the Nazi system for industrial killing had assumed position in occupied Europe and was going through incessant extension and refinement. In one of his speeches, Himmler offered some insight into the wicked logic that the ‘Final Solution’ had for the Nazis: simply put, it was needed in order to defend the German race. What is petrifying is that the myth of the Jews’ subhuman status had been so well ingrained in the Nazi elites and in some parts of the people, that Himmler invited high regard for the fact that the extermination of the Jews had not made the perpetrators lose their humanity, simply because they were purportedly killing some inferior forms of life. 

What needs to be added is that the growing inevitability of defeat brought about a noteworthy change in the official myths offered to the Germans. More and more, the German people were depicted as being a community joined by destiny and blood, fighting against an enemy who was threatening the existence of the superior master race they embodied. 

It can be stated that one of the similarities that are to be encountered when studying Nazism as a movement in opposition and as a regime relates to the Nazi elites did not envision the creation of a regime within the pre-existing structures of the state. Unlike in Italy, where the radical dynamism of the Fascist movement was done away with once Mussolini achieved power, the revolutionary radicalism of National Socialism was unremitting in power. Unlike Mussolini, Hitler removed the traditional organs of state once he apprehended control. 

The endeavor of National Socialism was the all-inclusive transformation of the techniques of government and comprehensive dominance over the country by the leaders of the movement. This was the goal while the movement was still in opposition, and it was only partly accomplished when it attained power, as will be pointed out in the subsequent paragraphs. What appears evident is that the elites could maintain themselves legitimately in control only through a process of incessant revolutionary dynamism. In following Hannah Arendt’s contention, nothing is more important than the possession of enemies for National Socialism to maintain itself in power legitimately. According to Hannah Arendt, the conquest of power is never an aim in itself, but only the means to an end, a transitory stage, but never the end of the movement. The aim of a mass movement such as National Socialism was to engulf as many people as possible and to always keep them on the move. The most important thing is that a goal that would mean the end of the movement would simply not be taken into consideration. The followers always have to be shown different enemies so that they don’t notice that the real enemies are the leaders themselves. Without keeping its followers always moving, always trying to win the struggle with some enemy, the totalitarian regime would perish. What is to be noted in connection to this is that the revolutionary dynamic of the Nazi movement could never allow for fixed state structures, as they would only impair its ability to always keep its followers “permanently on the move”.

In observing the control and fascination that it exerted over so many people, one needs to ask where this seductive surface of National Socialism emerged from. Nazism most certainly had an absorbing magnetism, by appealing to feelings and mysticism. The onset of the Great Depression with its devastating effects on the middle class helped Hitler win over all those strata in German society who felt their economic existence was threatened. The effects of the world economic crisis hit Germany, causing mass unemployment, social disintegration, fear and resentment. Hitler played on exactly those feelings of indignation and presented himself as Germany's saviour. He played his card on the radical ideas of extreme nationalism, territorial expansion and racism, on Germany’s defeat in WWI and on what was perceived by the Germans as an unjust peace treaty, on an unfair financial burden and on the political instability. The Weimar Republic government was seen as weak and inefficient. Thus, for some scholars, economic and a political legitimacy crises seem to have been among the fundamental causes that prompted the emergence to power of National Socialism.
 The looming fear of the Communist Revolution was yet another factor, as was the fear of change brought about by the modern age. All these factors put together created incredible masses of desperate existences that blamed the existing governments or political systems for their misery and believed that salvation would come from their overthrow. Still, what is important to note is that for all the skill and suggestiveness of their propaganda, Hitler and his party could not invent the conditions for their mass effectiveness.
 

It has been argued by some that National Socialism in power has been what it advocated for while in opposition, meaning a totalitarian-type of regime, controlled by a party which dominated and steered all activities of individuals and groups. Hence, the only conclusion can be that the Nazi state was both faultless and all-powerful. However, it has been shown that the reality of the totalitarian governing allows only a very limited similitude to this widespread notion. In fact, what the facts point to is that the enmity between the party and other controlling groups worked against the achievement of a state structure that was indeed in full command of the society it apprehended.

Of particular interest in assessing how and if the Nazi ideological provisions were actually implemented once they attained power is the discussion concerning the “statelessness” of the Nazi state, which Franz Neumann puts forward. He discusses the relationship of what he sees as the four key groups- party, army, bureaucracy, industry
- but also discloses attention concerning the charismatic function of Hitler as leader. Neumann’s contention is that these centers of power, unsupplied with common loyalty and apprehensive only of the safeguarding of their own interests, will assuredly break into pieces at some point in time. On occasion, these four conglomerates need each other and they cannot operate without their counterparts, but that is not always the case. By means of conclusion, Neumann argues that it is unlikely that National Socialism detained a cohesive apparatus, and that it is impossible to distinguish in the Nazi political framework a body which can be said to completely dominate political power. In such an environment, considerable weight must be attached to the dynamics of the shifting correlation and interdependency between each power center, developing a picture of a system of rule which was held together only by the authority of Hitler.
 

It can be concluded that the trademarks of such a regime were systemlessness, administrative and governmental disorder, the erosion of clear patterns of government, improvised techniques, the lack of any forum for collective decision-making and the arbitrary exercise of power embedded in the “leadership principle” at all levels, all these elements underpinning each other to guarantee a setting of contending and overlapping agencies of rule
. 

It is important to note that the authority exerted by Hitler was a crucial piece of the puzzle, one which assured that the system continued to work, but at the same time, it was unable to coexist with a rational decision-making process and administration. Moreover, returning to the issue of the revolutionary dynamism, the charismatic model experienced by Nazi Germany is one that was constantly bound to set in motion plans for new attainments in the quest to fulfill its utopian goals. It can only be inferred that such a regime is doomed from the start, as it eventually overstretches itself, which leads to a failure of the power center(s) to control what happens. Thus, we could say that there was an inbuilt self-destructiveness in the Nazi regime. 

All things considered, this paper has tried to have an overview over the relationship between the ideology and the power structures of the National Socialist regime, in emphasizing the similarities and disparities between the periods when the Nazis were in opposition and then in power. By way of conclusion, the Nazi movement portrayed itself as a new form of political movement, controlled by charismatic leadership; the exaltation of militarism and violence was particularly evident in the ritual and symbolic practices of Nazism, with their prominence of rallies, uniforms, processions and so on. Once in power, violence was used to terrifying effect on the regimes perceived internal and external enemies, while the recurrent themes of pre-1933 Nazi speeches and writings were to be found translated into policies after 1933. Thus, theses such as ultra-nationalism, national redemption, racism, anti-Semitism, anti-Bolshevism, anti-liberalism, anti-conservatism, charismatic leadership, military ethos, a drive towards totalitarianism and many others can be identified as providing c continuity between what Nazism advocated for and what it actually sought to implement; this surely sets it apart from Italian fascism, for reasons which have already been addressed. Nonetheless, one of the most striking disparities that may be encountered is the intensity and zeal with which these ideological provisions were actually implemented; this paper has proved that the analysis of some speeches made by Nazi officials can now, in retrospect, lead us to believe that the continuities between ideas and actions was far larger than anyone would have imagined at the time, but that is exactly where the problem resides. At the time, due to carefully employed vocabulary, it is difficult to believe that anyone (including some of the Nazi elites) could have fathomed precisely the extent to which issues such as racism and anti-Semitism were to be carried out.

IV.    The Representation of the Past: The National Socialist Legacy 

When discussing National Socialism, one should make note of the fact that the Nazi regime embarked on a threefold task: nation-building (a territorial nation state must be secured and the definition of its citizens must be made in terms of ethnicity and race, i.e. ethnic nationalism), economic-building (a vast institutional reorganization of economic life) and polity-building (a new type of government had to be established, which prescribed rules for the future conduct of politics). Adverse interaction effects are to be expected to evolve between the three tasks of reconstruction, as the Nazis embarked upon a rather unique simultaneity, which made the desired general upshot more doubtful, as well as the way to bring it about more contentious. 

The three reform tasks also entail widely diverging time horizons for their completion. Related to this, one should consider the assessment that Ralf Dahrendorf made when referring to post-communist transitional periods, but which can successfully be applied to this given context. As follows, the general legal basis on which a regime is built can roughly be put in place in six months’ time, the economic system can be reformed in the best of cases after six years have gone by, but mentalities take sixty years to change. Nazism attempted to radically transform all these three aspects, but due to the rather limited time span when it was in power, it did not fully succeed in implementing what it had prophesized; in other words, it was not in power for a long enough period of time so as to inculcate deep-seated changes at all the afore-mentioned levels. The sort of destructiveness and total rebuilding that National Socialism advocated for can only be achieved in what would probably amount to centuries; a totally new structure cannot be created over night, or as was the Nazi case, in twelve years.

 However, twelve years is still long enough for a regime, especially one that relies intensely on propaganda, to instill some transformations at all the previously named levels. Hence, one is entitled to ask a simple question in all appearance, but a rather difficult one to answer comprehensively: ‘What was left behind?’ What were the legacies that left their imprint on the German society and how did its components cope with or assumed/confronted their Nazi past? This is undoubtedly a far too extensive topic to be covered at length by this paper, but such questions should not remain unaddressed. 

One shows reluctance to summarize what the communist era and its legacies have meant for the German people, as no summary could be other than derisory. Nonetheless, the endeavor must be carried through, for without it the Nazi period cannot be seen in historical outlook. Also, since the legacies of National Socialism are discussed, it is essential that pre-Nazi legacies are also mentioned. Thus, the perceptions of history, values, political beliefs and attitudes towards political institutions of the Germans, political knowledge, identity-forming processes, political culture in the end, are the dimensions of a comprehensive analysis of the system that the National Socialists attempted to create, but ultimately failed at achieving. It is thus challenging to analyze how the intense indoctrination of the German people manifested itself after 1945. 

What is beyond doubt is that the brunt of National Socialism certainly outlived the breakdown of the regime in 1945. As the Cold War set over Europe, some memories of Nazism were kept alive, while others were concealed. In West Germany, the 1950s observed the appearance of a dominant attitude, by means of which ordinary Germans began to view themselves as the main victims of the regime and the war. The Cold War context in which the confrontation with the legacies or lack thereof occurred also meant that East Germany was confronted with the official communist interpretation of the Nazi regime, which meant that the GDR could not engage in a process of dealing with the legacies of its Nazi past. This model also ascertained itself in East Germany, as the communist regime had every interest in nurturing the myth of the blameworthy Nazi elites and the blameless masses. 

However the 1960s observed events that brought the issue of the Nazi past to the forefront (the Eichmann Trial for example). Thus, the “popular culture of self-pity”
 gave way to a more critical approach toward the past, with the real victims of Nazi atrocities starting to receive public acknowledgment. The Holocaust gradually moved to the front position of debates and embarked on the process of becoming the cultural phenomenon that it is today. The issue of identity-building processes strongly reemerged in conjunction with the reunification of Germany in 1989/1990. 

It remains to be seen whether the controversies and the memories these debates awaken will help to lays emphasis on how important remembering the past is for our sense of identity. Self-continuity depends entirely on memory
, as remembering past experiences links us with our earlier selves, however different we may have since become. Moreover, the post-Cold War period has been envisaged as one where the European nations stand together; the questions is, however, how to construct a European identity from the ashes of what are still repressed memories, from the postwar myth-making and “preferable pasts”
 in what regards the memory of the Holocaust and from the rebuttal of coming to terms with the two major legacies of the twentieth century: fascism and communism. Thus, the way in which European public memory of the experiences related with these two phenomena were ‘distorted, sublimated and appropriated, bequeathed to the postwar era an identity that was fundamentally false’.
  The tangible borders may have been removed, as part of the large-scale ‘European project’, but the boundaries of memory and identity are still very much in place.
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