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Abstract 

This project explores the mainstreaming of the far right, with a focus on how far-

right discourse becomes normalised through the actions of mainstream actors, 

specifically politicians and political campaigns. While current understandings of 

mainstreaming have focused predominantly on the actions of far-right parties 

themselves to carve out electoral success, this research aims to account for the role 

of mainstream actors in normalising their discourse and ideas. Two critical features 

of mainstream discourse are identified: talking ‘with’ and talking ‘about’ the far 

right. Talking ‘with’ refers to the expression or legitimisation of similar ideas to the 

far right, whereas talking ‘about’ denotes the way that the far right is referred to or 

described. The thesis seeks to understand how these two features combine to 

contribute to the process of mainstreaming. 

To explore these issues, a mixed-methods approach to discourse analysis is 

developed, combining Discourse Theory (DT), Critical Discourse Studies (CDS) and 

Corpus Linguistics (CL) to study the 2016 British referendum on EU membership 

(Brexit). Empirical analysis centres on the discourse of the two official campaigns, 

Vote Leave and Britain Stronger in Europe, in comparison to UKIP and associated 

campaigns (e.g., Grassroots Out and Leave.EU). For talking ‘with’, the study identifies 

discursive similarities between UKIP and the official campaigns. For talking ‘about’, 

it investigates the way that the official campaigns refer explicitly or implicitly to 

UKIP actors or ideas. 

The findings of these studies underscore the key role played by the mainstream 

in normalising far-right discourse. While Vote Leave and Britain Stronger in Europe 

sought to outwardly distance themselves from UKIP through various strategies of 

talking ‘about’, a number of shared discourses based on colonial nostalgia/amnesia, 

racism, a pathology of greatness, hegemonic masculinity and populism transcended 

each of the campaigns in a process of talking ‘with’. Thus, modes of talking ‘about’ 

can often appear to create distance between the mainstream and far right, but the 

prominence of shared discourses through talking ‘with’ points to a much more 

complex relationship. This approach draws attention to the need for a holistic 

understanding of mainstreaming which accounts for the considerable role of the 

mainstream in normalising far-right discourse: putting the mainstream in 

mainstreaming.
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Challenging normalised exclusion 

On the eve of the 2021 United Nations Climate Change Conference, or COP26, then-

UK Prime Minister Boris Johnson was interviewed by Channel 4 News in Rome, 

where he warned of the dangers posed by rising global temperatures. Rather than 

deal directly with the climate crisis, engaging with its origins, effects or solutions, 

Johnson chose instead to invoke fear of mass immigration: 

When the Roman empire fell, it was largely as a result of uncontrolled immigration. 

The empire could no longer control its borders, people came in from the east, all over 

the place, and we went into a dark ages. Europe went into a dark ages that lasted a 

very long time. The point of that is to say it can happen again. 

In a statement that would not seem out of place should it be voiced by far- or 

extreme-right groups, this assertion from one of the central figures in British politics 

epitomises the current trajectory of mainstream discourse. It is at once notable in 

the explicitness of its content, the agency of its producer and the limited backlash it 

generated. Indeed, this quote, with its echoes of the far-right Great Replacement 

conspiracy theory, did not originate from an actor on the fringes of British politics 

but someone at the heart of the political mainstream, in a position of considerable 

institutional, discursive and symbolic power. Despite this, Johnson’s interview was 

not met with significant outrage or repercussions, leaving the Prime Minister able 

to make such claims without fear of substantial reproach. By no means an exception, 

this example is emblematic of the normalisation of exclusion and process of 

mainstreaming that we have witnessed over recent years. 

Certainly, the above quote should not be interpreted as an isolated incident, 

whether in the UK or further afield. In recent times, the hostile environment has only 

become more hostile, as the UK attempted its first deportation flight to Rwanda after 

an agreement to relocate asylum seekers to the country (Nair, 2022); the ‘High 

Potential Individual visa’ scheme was launched for graduates from ‘top’ institutions, 

a list which includes no African, Central or South American, or South Asian 

universities (Murugesu, 2022); and Tory leadership contenders Rishi Sunak and Liz 

Truss each promised tougher immigration policies which include extending the 

Rwanda scheme to other countries (Allegretti, 2022). Just a few months before that, 
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Britain had seen the deadly effects of discriminatory border policies with the 

avoidable fatalities of at least 27 people in a single attempted crossing of the English 

Channel (Giuffré, 2021); the passing of the Nationality and Borders Bill through the 

House of Commons, which would leave ethnic minorities at greater risk of having 

their British citizenship revoked without notice (Prabhat, 2021); and the continued 

inaction of the UK government in the face of COVID-19, where various inequalities 

have been exacerbated and proved deadly for many (Larsen, Bosworth and Nafilyan, 

2021; Ayoubkhani and Bosworth, 2021). Elsewhere in Europe over the past year, 

French Interior Minister Gérald Darmanin accused far-right leader Marine Le Pen of 

not being tough enough on Islam (Daragahi, 2021), Thanos Plevris was appointed 

Minister of Health in Greece despite previously defending his father’s Holocaust 

denial and claiming that migrants should have no social benefits (Prothero, 2021), 

the Polish government overturned a decision by the Warsaw mayor to ban a far-

right march on Poland’s Independence Day (Guardian, 2021), Denmark commenced 

revoking residency permits for some Syrian refugees (Peroni, 2021), Italian far-

right Lega leader Matteo Salvini was platformed in a Guardian interview (Giuffrida, 

2021), and the Austrian government published a ‘National Map of Islam’ showing 

the location of mosques and Muslim associations across the country (Hamid, 2021). 

What these examples share is that they are not enacted by the far right alone; in each 

case, mainstream actors are core to these scenarios and situations.3 

This thesis is born from the desire to identify, research and challenge the 

processes involved in normalising such exclusionary practices within mainstream 

politics. While the examples above derive from the past year, it should be 

emphasised that this is not just a very recent development. Over the course of 

history, various discourses have moved between acceptability and unacceptability, 

between legitimacy and illegitimacy, so it is not a stable or linear process (Brown, 

Mondon and Winter, 2021b; Mondon and Winter, 2020; Wodak, 2020b). Nor should 

it be interpreted solely as a form of osmosis, with movement of exclusionary 

discourse from the outside in, from the far right to the mainstream. Indeed, various 

forms of discrimination and inequality have found their source or sustenance in 

mainstream actors and practices; racism, sexism, homophobia, transphobia, 

ableism, classism and other kinds of exclusion have all developed and thrived within 

 
3 As I have written drafts of my thesis, this by-no-means-exhaustive list has continually grown in 
length, emphasising the sustained rightward shift we have been witnessing. 
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mainstream structures. More precisely, especially in the context of countries in the 

Global North, they are fundamentally constitutive of what is mainstream. Despite 

this, narratives of continual progress prevail in public discourse, where Western 

democracies are lauded for their commitment to equality, where discrimination is 

considered the preserve of a minority, and where calls for further progress are often 

portrayed as in fact pursuing the opposite (e.g., through claims that ‘anti-racists are 

the real racists’). This project derives from the need to challenge such accounts and 

instead understand the ongoing construction and reconstruction of exclusionary 

norms, paying attention to the respective power of different actors involved in this 

process. While not new or unique to the present period, with its historical 

development only reinforcing its enduring importance, the mainstreaming of the far 

right is certainly of contemporary salience and urgently needs to be addressed. 

Overview of the project 

In light of these considerations, this thesis aims to explore the process of 

mainstreaming, with a particular focus on how far-right discourse becomes 

normalised through mainstream actors. While current understandings of 

mainstreaming have predominantly focused on the actions of far-right parties 

themselves to carve out electoral success, this project seeks to draw attention to the 

underexplored role of the so-called ‘mainstream’ in this process: hence, ‘putting the 

mainstream in mainstreaming’. To do so, a holistic conceptualisation of 

mainstreaming is put forward which brings together different contributing factors, 

accounting for the interactions and power dynamics at play between them. 

Particular attention is paid to the relationship between mainstream elite discourse 

and the far right, both in terms of shared discourses (talking ‘with’) and referential 

strategies (talking ‘about’). To explore these issues, a mixed-methods approach to 

discourse analysis is developed, drawing on the respective strengths of 

poststructuralist Discourse Theory (DT), Critical Discourse Studies (CDS) and 

Corpus Linguistics (CL) to form a cohesive methodology. Both the theoretical and 

methodological frameworks are then implemented to structure analysis of the 2016 

British referendum on EU membership, or ‘Brexit’, comparing the official campaigns 

with those associated with the far right. Overall, this research draws attention to the 

critical role played by the mainstream in normalising far-right discourse and 

highlights the need for further examination of this important topic in other contexts. 
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Terminology 

In order for the principles, aims and research questions guiding this project to be 

appropriately interpreted, a brief outline of key terminology is required. It should 

be noted that terminological clarity is a central consideration throughout the thesis. 

As discourse producers ourselves, there is a responsibility within academia to be 

conscious and reflective in the words and definitions that we use. Jenny Bourne 

(2019, p.71) emphasises the importance of such choices: 

For the word or phrase matters. The word shifts blame, the word redefines, the word 

predicates the fight. 

As established later, the way in which we interpret and frame certain phenomena 

can play its own part in mainstreaming, so precision, clarity and reflexivity are key 

in this regard. As such, terminology is discussed at greater length within the 

appropriate sections in the body of the thesis, but it was deemed important to 

provide a short definition for some of the key ideas that are central to understanding 

the topic more generally from the beginning. The definitions here are shortened 

formulations, but they draw inspiration from a rich body of literature which is 

introduced in the following chapters. 

• Discourse: 

A system of meaning that plays a constitutive role in the formation and 

interpretation of identities and social phenomena. Rather than merely a 

reflection of subjects or objects, discourses are active in constructing them 

and therefore exercise significant power. Although they may appear stable, 

discourses are contingent and can be challenged. 

• Far right: 

A position characterised by a generalised commitment to inequality, with 

racism at its core. This may be accompanied by a broader ‘politics of fear’ 

which encompasses various forms of exclusion targeting different 

marginalised groups.  

• Mainstream: 

A contingent identity that is hegemonically positioned, both through internal 

and external construction, as representative of the norm or centre however 

defined in a particular context. 
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• Mainstreaming: 

The process by which parties/actors, discourses and/or attitudes move from 

a position of unacceptability (outside the norm) to one of legitimacy (within 

the norm). These norms themselves are not fixed and are subject to 

discursive construction and reconstruction. 

• Normalisation: 

Where mainstreaming encapsulates a broader process and various 

intersecting elements, normalisation refers specifically to the discursive 

component. It thereby captures a cyclical process whereby discursive norms 

are repeatedly determined and redetermined so that what is regarded as 

acceptable or legitimate undergoes constant evolution. 

• Talking ‘with’ 

Shared discourses between the mainstream and far right, encompassing any 

similarities between them, both in terms of content and style. 

• Talking ‘about’ 

The way in which mainstream actors discursively construct the far right, 

either explicitly through direct references or implicitly through more subtle 

allusions. 

• Brexit: 

While ‘Brexit’ was popularised by those advocating to leave the EU to 

summarise their position, here it is used more broadly to denote the British 

referendum on EU membership as a whole, and in particular the campaigning 

period up to the vote. Thus, the focus does not centre solely on the ‘winning’ 

side and instead encompasses both Leave and Remain positions in the 

campaign. 

As stated, the purpose of these short definitions is to outline the key ideas that are 

essential for understanding the general shape and direction of the project, with 

broader debates around these topics detailed later in the thesis. At this stage, it is 

also important to specify the location of this research within a Global North, and 

specifically Western European, context. Although some of the trends identified may 

be present in other contexts, it is beyond the scope of the thesis to make any broad-

stroke claims in that regard. 
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Political commitment 

Before specifying the precise objectives and questions that guide the structure of 

both the research and thesis, it is important to underscore the overarching 

principles that drive the project as a whole. These themes are developed in greater 

depth in Chapter 4, but given their influence from the project’s inception to its 

realisation to its conclusion, they deserve some attention within this introductory 

piece. Thus, while the legacies of positivism and the pursuit of ‘objective’ and 

‘neutral’ enquiry still underpin much research within political science, this project 

takes inspiration from more radical traditions, such as critical, anti-racist, feminist 

and decolonial scholarship, which challenge these supposed standards of ‘rigour’ 

within academia. Many scholars have offered fervent critiques of the claim to 

objectivity and neutrality, for instance in upholding white supremacy, privileging 

Western thought and placing white men’s experiences as universal (e.g., Meer, 2019, 

pp.501–2; Zuberi and Bonilla-Silva, 2008; Smith, 1999, p.56; Mills, 1999, pp.17-8, 

Harding, 1988, p.7), yet these harmful benchmarks of validity still prevail in many 

circles. Here, instead of trying to appease such unattainable, and indeed undesirable, 

requirements for ‘scientific’ research, this project is firm and unashamed in its 

political stance. It is grounded in the foundational premises of CDS towards political 

commitment (Wodak and Meyer, 2009b), whereby research should strive to help 

combat sites of injustice, exclusion and inequality (van Dijk, 2009, p.63). 

Indeed, when it comes to the mainstreaming of the far right, detachment should 

not be regarded as a sign of virtue. As Remi Joseph-Salisbury and Laura Connelly 

(2021, p.12) underline in relation to racism, ‘there is simply too much at stake to 

engage in pretensions of neutrality’. When faced with issues of exclusion and 

injustice, a dispassionate and ‘value-free’ approach is an indicator not of work 

marked by integrity and credibility, but complicity with systems of oppression. It is 

not just a moral issue within research either, as there is marked analytical value in 

being political; if we are to approach the complexities of such systems effectively, 

we must absolutely start from an understanding of the inequalities that are 

embedded within them. Only then can we begin to unpick the dynamics that are at 

play. As such, supposed objectivity and neutrality equate in practice to no such thing, 

nor do they offer adept frameworks for interpreting the world in which we live. 

Counter to hegemonic claims, therefore, critical scholarship is not singularly marred 
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by biases or analytical failings from which alternatives are free but instead offers a 

more transparent, sophisticated and ethical approach to research: 

rather than undermining academic rigour, the explicitly political and partisan 

nature of anti-racist scholar-activism offers a higher level of integrity and honesty 

than scholarship that purports to be objective. It makes clear – rather than hides – 

the assumptions and positions that underpin scholarship. (ibid., p.13) 

Guided by these principles, the project is fundamentally shaped by its opposition to 

the harmful effects of mainstreaming and uses this foundation explicitly to drive the 

research. Of course, these are complex and multifarious issues with no simple 

solutions, but the desire to challenge them remains at the heart of what propels this 

project forward. Throughout my thesis, I make use of the pronoun ‘we’ in order to 

convey that this is a joint endeavour in which we all must be invested, so it is an 

invitation to take these principles forward together. 

Objectives 

With this political commitment as a starting point, the project seeks to develop a 

critical and in-depth understanding of mainstreaming so that it can better be 

countered. In this vein, the research has three principal aims, encompassing (1) 

theoretical, (2) methodological, and (3) empirical contributions: 

1) To establish a framework for understanding the mainstreaming of the far right 

The theoretical component is aimed at developing a conception of 

mainstreaming which incorporates a number of contributing factors and 

reflects the complex interactions between them. It seeks not to reinvent the 

wheel but instead reframe existing approaches to the far right and 

mainstreaming around a holistic conceptualisation which can adequately 

capture the dynamics at play in this process. In particular, it advocates a 

move away from purely electoral understandings of mainstreaming, common 

in political science, where far-right success is determined by results at the 

polls. Instead, it builds on work from DT and CDS to draw attention to the 

central role of discourse as both a component and result of mainstreaming, 

which deserves scrutiny in its own right. In accordance with this core 

premise, the thesis targets the discursive level in particular. Specifically, it 

aims to theorise how mainstream elite discourse functions within this 
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process of mainstreaming, a critical feature which is currently 

underrepresented in the literature. 

2) To develop a combined discourse-analytical approach linking theory to 

analysis 

In line with this discursive focus, the targeted methodological contribution is 

to develop a novel framework suitable for exploring mainstreaming at the 

theoretical and empirical level. While this clearly has practical implications 

for analysis, it also establishes the philosophical underpinnings of the work 

as a whole, so it takes on broader significance in the project. With the 

openness of discourse analytic traditions to multiperspectival work, the 

project seeks to harness the respective strengths of three complementary 

approaches and form a cohesive research programme. The objective is to 

demonstrate the compatibility of DT, CDS and CL and show how they can be 

applied practically to analysis. In the first instance, the thesis offers general 

principles for their amalgamation, with the hope of establishing a replicable 

framework for use in further research. This is followed by more specific 

details on its application in the context of this project. 

3) To ground the approach to mainstreaming in a precise case study: the Brexit 

referendum campaign 

The final aim relies on the realisation of the previous two in order to 

implement the frameworks for empirical analysis of Brexit. It seeks to 

understand the specific role of mainstream elite actors in normalising far-

right discourse during the referendum. To do so, the content of the official 

campaigns, Vote Leave (VL) and Britain Stronger in Europe (BSE), is 

compared with that of the far right, comprising the United Kingdom 

Independence Party (UKIP) and associated campaigns/groups (Grassroots 

Out, Leave.EU and Britain First). The objective is to identify any shared 

discourses between these different groups and any strategies employed by 

the mainstream campaigns to either distance themselves or draw closer to 

the far right by describing it in particular ways. The purpose of such analysis 

is to understand how these two elements of mainstream discourse combine 

to contribute to normalisation. 
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Research questions 

To address these aims, there are three main research questions that this work seeks 

to answer, each with their own internal questions which are critical to addressing 

them effectively: 

1) How can the process of mainstreaming best be conceptualised, encompassing 

existing approaches but accounting for the particularly powerful role of 

mainstream elite actors? 

1.1) What are the strengths and limitations of existing accounts of 

mainstreaming? 

1.2) Which actors and processes are key to mainstreaming and how do they 

relate to one another? 

1.3) What role do mainstream elite actors play in this process? 

1.4) How can the contributing factors within mainstream elite discourse be 

conceptualised and analysed? 

2) How can Discourse Theory, Critical Discourse Studies and Corpus Linguistics be 

successfully combined in order to study mainstreaming? 

2.1) What is the best way to amalgamate these traditions, drawing on their 

respective strengths and mitigating any weaknesses? 

2.2) What are the tensions between them and how can these be overcome? 

2.3) How can this combined approach be translated into textual analysis? 

2.4) How can this general framework be applied to the study of mainstreaming 

in Brexit? 

3) What is the role of mainstream elite actors in normalising far-right discourse 

during the Brexit campaign? 

3.1) How can we define and study the mainstream in relation to Brexit? 

3.2) In what ways do mainstream elite actors talk ‘with’ the far right in the 

campaign? 

3.3) In what ways do mainstream elite actors talk ‘about’ the far right in the 

campaign? 

3.4) How do these factors combine to contribute to normalisation? 
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By seeking answers to these questions, the project pursues a clearer overall 

understanding of the role of mainstream discourse in mainstreaming. It is through 

cultivating these insights that potential strategies for combatting the mainstreaming 

of the far right can be formulated. 

Thesis structure 

This work charts the development of the project and is structured around 

responding to each of the research questions logically (see Table 1). The format of 

the thesis illustrates how the project builds towards answering each of them before 

drawing wider conclusions. 

 

 

Table 1: Thesis structure in relation to aims and research questions 

 

Chapter 2: Literature review – The far right, mainstreaming and Brexit 

This section sets the scene by reviewing the literature across three key areas 

addressed in the study. First, it examines dominant approaches to understanding 

the far right, evaluating the various terminological and definitional debates that 

influence its study. Second, it summarises current conceptions of both the 

mainstream and mainstreaming, pointing to some of the problematic implications 

associated with the general orientation of the field. Finally, it presents an overview 

of the rapidly emerging literature on Brexit, in particular focusing on the 

campaigning period and interpretations of the vote. The insights drawn from these 

bodies of work provide critical background to the formation of the project. 

Chapter 3: Theoretical framework – A holistic approach to mainstreaming 

Based on the issues identified in the literature review, this chapter presents a 

theoretical framework for mainstreaming which integrates existing approaches but 

No. Chapter Principal aim Focus Specific question(s) 

2 Literature review Theoretical RQ1 1.1 
3 Theoretical framework Theoretical RQ1 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4 
4 Methodology Methodological RQ2 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 
5 Reflexivity, case study and data Methodological RQ2&3 2.3, 2.4, 3.1 
6 Results I Empirical RQ3 3.2 
7 Results II Empirical RQ3 3.3, 3.4 
8 Conclusion All RQ1,2&3 All 
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reframes them to account for the centrality of discourse. It first offers a definition of 

the mainstream, establishing core assumptions that are crucial to approaching this 

identity critically. The broader framework for mainstreaming is then proposed, 

providing summaries for the different facets of which it is composed and presenting 

how they combine to form the overall process. The discursive component is 

developed in particular, with a focus on mainstream elite discourse, whereby the 

notions of talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ the far right are put forward. These theoretical 

considerations form the basis from which later empirical analysis is derived, 

contextualised and interpreted. 

Chapter 4: Methodology – Towards a methodological tree 

In order to examine mainstreaming at the empirical level, while grounding the 

research philosophically, an innovative combined approach to discourse analysis is 

developed. The main purpose of the chapter is to establish the broad principles 

underlying the proposed combination of DT, CDS and CL. Although these traditions 

can certainly stand alone, this section demonstrates that there are significant 

benefits to uniting them under one umbrella. It primarily outlines how they can be 

combined to draw on their strengths, visualising their respective contributions 

through the various elements of a tree. This metaphor is designed to represent how 

the methodological approach exerts influence not only at the level of analysis but is 

the core foundational basis on which the project is built. Once the fundamental 

tenets of the approach have been delineated, they are translated into a workable 

framework for practical analysis. The novelty of combining these three approaches 

means that this chapter is focused on establishing the general principles for their 

amalgamation rather than their specific application in the context of this study. 

Chapter 5: Reflexivity, case study and data – The Brexit campaign 

This chapter acts as a bridge between theory, methodology and analysis, by 

reflecting on my own positionality in the research process, underscoring the 

suitability of case selection for the study of mainstreaming, outlining how the 

methodological framework was employed in this scenario, and providing 

descriptive analysis of the data for each of the three studies conducted. It is 

therefore somewhat of a hybrid chapter because it contains key contextual 

information, details of operationalisation, and the presentation of preliminary 
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analysis. Although perhaps unusual as a format, the way in which the different facets 

of this project link together is fundamental to its broader coherence, so this chapter 

was designed with these crucial considerations in mind. It thereby sets out essential 

information for the subsequent presentation of core empirical findings which 

influence our understanding of mainstreaming. 

Chapter 6: Results I – Talking ‘with’ the far right 

As the first of two dedicated results sections, this chapter brings into focus the role 

of mainstream elite discourse in mainstreaming. It draws on comparative analysis 

of the mainstream and far-right campaigns during Brexit, specifically examining any 

shared discourses between them. First, a unified overall discourse and narrative of 

Brexit is identified which draws on the key themes that characterised the debate. 

These similarities are then situated within the context of broader societal discourses 

(colonial nostalgia/amnesia, racism, the pathology of greatness, hegemonic 

masculinity and populism), identified through the analytical process, which are used 

to structure the presentation of close textual analysis. By using these wider frames 

to contextualise the findings, their implications beyond the immediate confines of 

the referendum itself can be explored and a greater understanding of the role of 

mainstream actors in normalising exclusionary discourses can be developed. 

Chapter 7: Results II – Talking ‘about’ the far right 

The second results chapter seeks to understand how the mainstream maintains a 

position of legitimacy through its constructed relationship with the far right. Seven 

referential strategies employed by mainstream actors towards the far right in the 

Brexit campaign are identified (dissociation, delegitimisation, idealisation, 

legitimisation, deflection, euphemisation and recontextualisation), with seemingly 

both complementary and contradictory implications. This section charts these 

strategies individually and then explores their fusion, establishing how their 

combined effect serves to legitimise the mainstream’s position and detract attention 

from its own critical role in normalisation. It therefore begins to emphasise the 

reciprocal relationship between talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ the far right which must 

be further interrogated if we are to counter the process of mainstreaming. 
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Chapter 8: Conclusion – Resisting normalisation and mainstreaming 

The final chapter draws these insights together in order to respond to each of the 

research questions. It summarises the project’s contribution to the three targeted 

areas of focus and highlights potential avenues for further development. Ultimately, 

it seeks to translate these findings into some workable rules of engagement, 

whereby suggestions are made for approaching the topic of mainstreaming in a 

critical manner. These recommendations are crucial in moving towards greater 

reflection on the role of the mainstream in mainstreaming, of central importance if 

we are to attempt to counter this process effectively. 

Summary 

This thesis aims to address a salient and topical issue from a critical and politically 

engaged perspective. There are three principal aims based on theoretical, 

methodological and empirical objectives, which are tied to corresponding research 

questions. These centres of focus are influential in shaping the project as a whole 

and are used to structure the development of the thesis. The following chapters seek 

to move logically through these interrelated contributions before summarising how 

they can be used to shape future engagement with the topic of mainstreaming and 

crucially counter its development. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

The far right, mainstreaming and Brexit 

Before detailing the original contributions offered in this thesis, as indicated by the 

aims outlined in Chapter 1, it is first important to provide an overview of relevant 

literature on the topics core to this research. Current approaches to the far right, 

mainstreaming and Brexit not only help to inform the underlying assumptions that 

ground the project theoretically, but they also indicate areas that have attracted less 

attention, of particular interest when examining powerful discourses and their 

origins. In this way, the many illuminating contributions discussed within this 

chapter are central to shaping the overall approach adopted here, but some of the 

broad trends identified have also served to narrow the field in certain ways, and this 

research represents an attempt to move away from those constraints. Such an 

endeavour is important if we are to approach mainstreaming critically, by 

challenging some of the dominant perceptions that abound in relation to the far 

right, mainstream and also within the case study of Brexit. This chapter summarises 

the main approaches within each sub-field, points to areas that require further 

scrutiny, and indicates how subsequent chapters address these concerns. 

To do so, the chapter is organised around three key intersecting topics: the far 

right, mainstreaming and Brexit. First, while it is not the far right but the mainstream 

that forms the principal focus here, the start of this literature review is dedicated to 

discussing terminological and definitional debates within far-right studies. An 

extensive field in itself, this discussion is essential in framing the approach to the far 

right and establishing its relationship to the mainstream. The second section 

develops this theme further, summarising current conceptions of mainstreaming 

and identifying three key trends that have so far dominated. While certainly worthy 

of attention, these strands have formed a simplified linear view of mainstreaming, 

which Chapter 3 aims to address through the proposal of a more holistic framework. 

Finally, in the years since Britain voted to leave the EU, Brexit has been subject to 

numerous forms of analysis, so these developments are reviewed before 

highlighting how a mainstreaming lens can provide new insights into this topic. 

Overall, the chapter underscores how the literature shapes the direction of the 

project, by both informing it and pointing to space for further development. 
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The far right 

The far right, under its many names and guises, has been the subject of numerous 

studies in political science. Indeed, as Cas Mudde (2016, p.23) underlines, ‘at least 

since the early 1990s, there have been more academic studies of populist radical 

right parties than of all other party families combined’. As the introduction 

indicated, this thesis does not primarily seek to add further to this saturated field of 

study by focusing exclusively on the far right itself, but literature on this topic does 

form an important backdrop to the project. Consequently, this section enters into 

long-held debates around the most accurate form of depiction for the far right, both 

with respect to the terminology used to describe its different forms and to the core 

features with which it is attributed. It thereby summarises the varied positions 

taken in this regard and delineates how the far right is understood for the purposes 

of this study. Particular attention is paid finally to the place of populism within the 

category because it has become somewhat synonymous with the far right in both 

academic and wider commentary. The case is made that while it may accompany 

far-right politics (and indeed other forms of politics), it should not be understood as 

a foundational characteristic. 

Terminological debates 

Debate over labels and definitions for the far right, or what Mudde (1996) termed a 

‘war of words’ over a quarter of a century ago, is so widespread and unending that 

it has almost become a cliché to state that it is a cliché to commence by discussing 

them. A cliché of clichés it may be, but that does not detract from the necessity to 

clearly delineate the terms and their meaning in the context of this study. Indeed, as 

the following two chapters demonstrate, the discursive construction of subject 

positions, and in this case the act of talking ‘about’ the far right, plays an important 

role in mainstreaming, a process from which academia is not exempt. The words 

that we use are influential in determining how certain phenomena and actors are 

understood, which means that careful consideration of terminology is paramount in 

critical approaches to the far right. Thus, while Pippa Norris (2005, p.46) suggests 

that ‘the exercise of analytical classification and typologies for its own sake may be 

a somewhat arid pursuit, unless it tells us something more theoretically or 

empirically’, it can instead be argued that the two are unavoidably tied together; 
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terminological decisions are intimately linked to our theoretical and empirical 

understandings of these topics, making transparency and precision in this regard a 

key concern. 

When pursuing terminological clarity, there are numerous approaches within 

the literature to wade through, as there is marked diversity in referential strategies 

towards the far right. As Mudde (2007, pp.11–12) demonstrates, a huge array of 

descriptors have been utilised to label far-right parties over the years. Rather than 

evaluate each of the 23 terms identified then or any subsequent additions, this 

review focuses on those most commonly used in the field, namely extreme right, 

radical right, far right and populist,4 or a combination thereof. The discussion here 

does not simply centre around which of these terms is the most appropriate to 

characterise particular groups but around their relationship with one another, as 

this too has been conceived in different ways within the literature. In some 

instances, the far right has been taken as an overarching category encompassing the 

extreme and radical right (Pirro, 2022; Mudde, 2019); the extreme and radical right 

have been used interchangeably (Carter, 2018), the extreme right and radical 

(Norris, 2005) or far right (Wodak, 2020b) have been separated according to their 

levels of commitment to democratic politics and use of physical violence; the 

extreme and far right have been identified according to their articulation of illiberal 

or liberal racisms (Mondon and Winter, 2020); the role of populism within such 

groups has been hotly contested, with some centralising its importance (Albertazzi 

and Vampa, 2021) and others questioning its usefulness in characterising these 

groups (Hunger and Paxton, 2022; Brown and Mondon, 2021). While this final point 

of contention is dealt with in its own subsection, as it has taken on great significance 

over recent years, the following paragraphs address the use of extreme, radical and 

far right, examining dominant approaches and establishing their place in this 

project. 

Firstly, views on whether the extreme right constitutes an appropriate label for 

contemporary parties have varied considerably, and the once-popular classification 

has become somewhat less prevalent in recent years. This is due primarily to its 

association with historical manifestations, such as fascism and Nazism. Whereas 

 
4 This is complicated somewhat when dealing with languages other than English, as direct 
translations for each of these terms do not always apply. While an important topic which deserves 
greater attention, this review is limited to discussion of the English terms due to space constraints. 
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direct lineage with these violent traditions was relatively straight forward in the 

immediate post-war period, these more concrete connections have waned with the 

passage of time. Indeed, modern far-right parties and movements have emerged 

from both more traditional and alternative routes. Ann-Cathrine Jungar and Anders 

Jupskås (2014) note the varied origins of such parties in the Nordic countries, for 

instance, and David Art (2008) contrasts the development of the Wallonian and 

Flemish far right in Belgium. In the UK, the background of the British National Party 

(BNP) can be traced to extreme-right groups, with its creation by former members 

of the National Front, which had shown explicit support for Nazism (Renton, 2018; 

Copsey, 2013). UKIP, on the other hand, started out as a ‘single-issue pressure group’ 

(Tournier-Sol, 2015, p.134) based primarily on Euroscepticism, so as a party, it is 

therefore more estranged from the typical ancestry of the extreme right. This 

increasing stratification and distance from historical forms has led some 

commentators to question the usefulness of the category to characterise groups 

today. For example, Meindert Fennema (2005, p.1) regards it as misleading when 

used to describe more modern parties with no direct link to the fascist tradition, and 

Ruth Wodak (2020b, p.36) similarly cautions against such conflation as ‘it could be 

perceived as relativizing the inherent and explicit violence of such parties.’ These 

important critiques emphasise the need for precise language use in this context, 

where the extreme and far/radical right must be delineated carefully. 

Rather than retire the category completely and confine it to a particular 

historical period, the extreme right still proves useful for distinguishing between 

right-wing groups today. Indeed, drawing on the growing consensus in the 

literature, it is employed here to denote the more illiberal manifestation of far-right 

ideology, encompassing the use of physical violence, explicit verbal abuse and 

consequent operation outside of legal and democratic norms (Mayer, 2020; Bjørgo 

and Ravndal, 2019; Finchelstein, 2019; Mudde, 2019; Caiani, Della Porta and 

Wagemann, 2012).5 Examples may include acts of right-wing terrorism, hate crimes 

and other forms of abuse. The extreme right, as the appellation suggests, is located 

at the extremity, and is therefore widely denounced, even inducing criticism from 

some far-right actors.6 This can be seen, for example, in the condemnation of the US 

 
5 More detail on the core features of the extreme and far right are provided in the following 
subsection. 
6 Though this must be understood as a form of talking ‘about’, with similar strategic implications for 
the far right as for the mainstream (see pp.73-4). 
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Capitol riots by various European far-right leaders (Herszenhorn et al., 2021), and 

in the decision of UKIP under Nigel Farage to not allow members of groups such as 

the English Defence League (EDL) to join the party (Tobin, 2018). Although 

distinguishing between the extreme and far right proves useful in classifying 

different forms of right-wing politics, it is crucially important not to overstate their 

dissonance. In the examples just listed, such outward denunciation should not be 

interpreted as a sign of genuine opposition to the extreme right, given that the far 

and extreme variants share significant ideological ground. As Aurelien Mondon and 

Aaron Winter (2020, p.77) underline, we must be aware of how the extreme can be 

used by the far right and mainstream to position themselves as the acceptable 

alternative, to detract attention from their own exclusionary positions. We must be 

attentive to areas of continuity and shared discourses between these groups. Thus, 

although modern far-right parties may not be born of the same physical origin as 

previous extreme-right examples, they possess a common thread of exclusion and 

commitment to inequality which should not be downplayed. 

With the extreme right placed on the outer limit of right-wing politics, in its 

sometimes physically violent form, two main labels have predominated for groups 

occupying the space between the so-called mainstream and extreme: radical and far 

right.7 While the subtle nuance between radical and far may not initially appear 

significant, it is argued here that the choice of descriptor is important in shaping 

how we understand these groups, and in particular their relationship with the 

mainstream. Just over ten years ago, Art (2011, p.10) suggested that there had been 

convergence in the literature around the term radical, and certainly numerous 

studies continue to employ such terminology (e.g., Abou-Chadi, Cohen and Wagner, 

2021; Bergmann, Hackenesch and Stockemer, 2021; Mendes and Dennison, 2021; 

Minkenberg, 2021; Schwörer and Fernández-García, 2021). However, of late, there 

appears to be a swing towards far once more, but its characterisation varies 

considerably, as some employ it as an umbrella for both extreme and radical 

variants (Pirro, 2022; Lorimer, 2021; Mudde, 2019; Vasilopoulou, 2017), whereas 

others use it almost synonymously with radical (Göpffarth, 2020; van Spanje, 2011). 

While the following subsection explores the core features of the far right, this part 

focuses rather on the semiotic differences between radical and far. Despite 

 
7 As discussed later, ‘populist’ has increasingly been used to replace or accompany both terms, but 
here they are addressed individually.  
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widespread use, radical is rejected here as a descriptor for the right because it 

bestows too much implied difference from the norm, or from the mainstream, on to 

those parties, groups or discourses placed within the construct. It must be stressed 

that the aim is not to play down in any way the deeply harmful rhetoric produced by 

those on the far right, but rather to draw attention to the way in which exclusion and 

inequality are also produced at the heart of what is considered ‘mainstream’. 

Kehinde Andrews (2018, p.xviii) defines radicalism in a broad sense as ‘based 

on rejecting the fundamental principles that govern society and creating a new 

paradigm,’ while Ella Baker (2003, cited in Bhandar and Ziadah, 2020, p.1) holds 

that it means ‘facing a system that does not lend itself to your needs and devising 

means by which you change that system.’ In the context of the far right, Mudde 

(2007, p.26), who has been influential in the popularity of radical as a descriptor, 

defines it as ‘opposition to fundamental values of liberal democracy’. Under both 

these wider and more contextually specific rubrics, the far right’s characterisation 

as ‘radical’ can be challenged. Through the term, there is an assumption of essential 

opposition to and incompatibility with the current system, with the overarching aim 

to seek rupture from dominant structures. However, as this study shows and as 

others have already established (Crenshaw, 2011; Mills, 1999; Bonilla-Silva, 1997), 

the values of exclusion and inequality that underpin the far right are not so far 

removed from the history or practices of liberal democracies, nor from the discourse 

of those seen as emblematic of the liberal order (i.e., the ‘mainstream’). While 

liberalism is now ostensibly seen to promote inclusion and equality, these values 

have rarely been realised across its history and evolution: 

instead of lying at the basis of progress, liberalism did not emerge in what we 

commonly consider illiberal evils today, but instead participated in the sustenance of 

some, until they were wrestled away – often against its interests and wishes. 

(Mondon and Winter, 2020, pp.51–52) 

Indeed, rather than a bulwark against various forms of discrimination, liberalism 

has been and continues to be implicated in the maintenance of inequalities. Emmy 

Eklundh (2020) points to the way in which exclusion was woven into the fabric of 

liberalism and democratic theory from their inception, emphasising how such 

principles have persisted today. One need look no further than the disparities 

exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic both at national and global levels (Abedi et 
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al., 2021; Tatar et al., 2021; Bowleg, 2020) to see the limits of an understanding of 

the current system that places it at odds with inequality. The ‘radicality’ of the far 

right within these structures can therefore certainly be questioned. Again, it should 

be emphasised that this does not in any way deny, dismiss or minimise the very real 

and harmful effects of far-right politics, particularly for those targeted in its 

discourse, but the aim is instead to reframe the context in which it is seen to emerge 

and draw attention to hegemonic structures which play their own part in the 

production of inequality. 

Indeed, the basic tenet of this project is that the boundaries between the 

mainstream and far right are not fixed, but fluid and contingent (see Chapter 3), 

signifying that we need to move beyond radical to accurately encompass the 

relationship between them. For this reason, far is the preferred descriptor, because 

it implies an inherent link to that which is not far, thus emphasising a difference in 

degree rather than kind. It indicates that there are shared fundamental foundations 

and assumptions between different forms of right-wing politics, and that we should 

explore areas of commonality among them. In so doing, the mainstream is no longer 

uncritically reified as standing in unequivocal opposition to far-right ideas, meaning 

that its role in normalisation can be better analysed. Linked to this, what is 

designated as far relies on discursive construction, often enacted by those in 

positions of power. In this way, the mainstream is able to exert significant influence 

on what is perceived as acceptable or unacceptable, what is considered ‘too far’. 

Consequently, the appellation far right is not only able to capture the links and 

dynamics between different right-wing groups but also the constitutive role of the 

mainstream in establishing where the boundaries lie between them. 

Core features 

With far right employed as the principal terminological category in this project, 

alongside the extreme right as its more explicitly violent and illiberal counterpart, it 

is now important to establish the meaning of the term and what it is used to denote. 

Like the variety of labels, there is great heterogeneity in the definitions that are 

attributed to the far right in the literature.8 Scholars have pointed to the centrality 

 
8 As previously highlighted, radical right has been employed by many scholars to denote this group, 
so defining characteristics within this body of literature are incorporated into the review. 
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of different characteristics within this political grouping: nativism (Betz, 2017; 

Mudde, 2016; Spierings and Zaslove, 2015), nationalism (Halikiopoulou, 2019; 

Halikiopoulou and Vlandas, 2019; Bar-On, 2018; Caiani and Kröll, 2017), 

conservativism (De Sá Guimarães and De Oliveira E Silva, 2021; Wodak, 2020b; 

Akkerman, 2015; Towler, 2014), authoritarianism (Donovan, 2019; Duckitt and 

Bizumic, 2013; Mudde, 2007), anti-immigration (Halla, Wagner and Zweimüller, 

2017; Sakki and Pettersson, 2016; Skenderovic, 2007), anti-feminism (Worth, 2021; 

Santos and Roque, 2021; Bernardez-Rodal, Rey and Franco, 2022; Träbert, 2017), 

racism (Mondon and Winter, 2020; Fekete, 2018; Froio, 2018), populism (Betz, 

2018; Albertazzi and McDonnell, 2015), xenophobia (Anderson-Nathe and 

Gharabaghi, 2017; Minkenberg, 2013b; Williams, 2010), Euroscepticism (Pirro and 

van Kessel, 2017; Caiani and Conti, 2014; Almeida, 2010), welfare chauvinism (Abts 

et al., 2021; Ennser-Jedenastik, 2018; Norocel, 2016; de Koster, Achterberg and van 

der Waal, 2013), etc. Different amalgamations have also been proposed, with Wodak 

(2020b, p.34; 2019, p.26) suggesting a combination between nationalism/ 

nativism/anti-pluralism, anti-elitism, authoritarianism/hierarchical leadership and 

conservativism/historical revisionism, Mudde (2007, p.26) between nativism, 

authoritarianism and populism, Jens Rydgren (2018, p.2) between ethnonationalist 

xenophobia and anti-establishment populism, and many other iterations. 

While it is clearly beyond the scope of this chapter to delve into the merits of 

each of these conceptualisations and combinations in great detail, the aim is to 

establish a minimal definition for the far right, in a similar vein to Roger Griffin's 

(1993; 2006) work on fascism and Elisabeth Carter's (2018) latest intervention on 

the extreme/radical right, which is able to incorporate more specific and 

contextualised interpretations as they emerge. Thus, my approach here does not 

wholly reject the features listed earlier, though some are deemed more useful than 

others in characterising the far right, but instead attempts to establish a unifying 

concept which points to the most salient aspects of this form of politics while leaving 

room for further specificities to be identified in context. As Giorgos Katsambekis 

(2022, p.58) suggests, ‘the key merit of minimal definitions is that they seek to 

reflect the lowest common denominator among all manifestations of a given 

phenomenon’. There are undoubtedly limitations to a minimal definition approach, 

however, because there exists great diversity among far-right groups based on 
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internal and external factors, so an attempt to bring them together under one 

conceptualisation inevitably entails challenges. As Wodak (2020a, p.238) indicates: 

such complex phenomena can best be studied in an interdisciplinary fashion and 

should always be examined in context-dependent ways. The many different far-right 

populist parties and the reasons for their successes should by no means be tarred with 

the same brush. 

Rather than tar all with the same brush, the definition acts as a starting point from 

which to further probe contextual manifestations of the far right, in whatever form 

they may emerge. Thus, it emphasises the need for further specificity according to 

the nature of the phenomenon described (i.e., parties, campaigns, individuals, 

discourses, etc.) and the context in which it is situated (i.e., national, international, 

local, form of media, etc.). The advantage of this approach is that the topic can be 

explored from a variety of perspectives while maintaining broader coherence. For 

instance, in this case, the aim is to move away from a reliance on far-right parties as 

an entity to frame the research and instead focus on aspects of far-right discourse, 

which can both be attached or unattached to far-right parties or groups. This work 

can therefore be closely linked to far-right party research but is also able to extend 

beyond those remits. 

To establish a minimal definition, it is worth returning to the traditional 

distinction between left and right, which has attracted significant scholarly interest 

over the years (Jahn, 2011; Finlay, Simon and Wilson, 1974; Barnes, 1971). Although 

some have claimed that the cleavage is of waning relevance (Raymond, 2017; 

Giddens, 2013; Giddens, 1994; Kitschelt and Hellemans, 1990), the division and 

associated assumptions still prove informative for characterising the fundamental 

oppositions between them. Noberto Bobbio (1996, p.47) summarises: 

it is precisely this conflict between fundamental choices which, in my opinion, 

characterizes so well the opposing camps which for a long time we have been in the 

habit of calling left and right: on the one hand, people who believe that human beings 

are more equal than unequal, and on the other, people who believe that we are more 

unequal than equal. 

The emphasis on beliefs here places the distinction more at the individual level 

rather than reflecting the power structures at play in producing these positions, but 

the basic tenet of a commitment to inequality captures the essence of right-wing 



24 
 

politics. Of course, it remains a fairly loose description which may be interpreted in 

many ways, but at the same time this openness and flexibility is able to encapsulate 

the various forms of exclusion (e.g., gendered, raced, classed, etc.) that are produced 

by this type of politics. This certainly does not preclude various forms of left-wing 

politics from having contributed to such divisions; for instance, Gurminder Bhambra 

and John Holmwood (2021, pp.82–111) critique Marx’s Eurocentric approach to 

class, while Bice Maiguashca, Jonathan Dean and Dan Keith (2016, p.39) reference 

the gendered hierarchies that are reproduced within ostensibly progressive 

communities. However, the left, in its foundational assumptions, is oriented towards 

the dismantlement of ‘socially constructed and therefore unjust hierarchies 

[towards] a more equal, redistributive society’ (ibid., p.40), whereas the right seeks 

to further entrench these sources of division.  

From a broader characterisation of right-wing politics, it is important to 

determine the place of the far right within this category. As established and as the 

label indicates, the extreme right is located at the extremity, pursuing inequality in a 

most unashamedly violent way, both verbally and sometimes physically. In general, 

this kind of politics is roundly denounced, portrayed as the remnant of a bygone era 

which has no place in liberal democracies (Mondon and Winter, 2020, p.61). The far 

right, as cousin to the extreme, occupies the space between acceptability (i.e., the 

mainstream) and unacceptability (i.e., the extreme) (ibid., p.19). It may encompass 

various exclusionary positions (to which the following discussion turns) but does so 

often in more coded ways, which are seen as less at odds with societal norms. This 

does not mean that it will not stray beyond these bounds, nor that mainstream 

actors will not seek to condemn certain manifestations, but that it occupies a hybrid 

and contingent position on the right-wing spectrum. Its specific location is 

determined through the processes involved in mainstreaming, elaborated in detail 

in Chapter 3. 

So far, the far right’s commitment to inequality has been discussed in a broad 

sense, expressing a generalised reinforcement of hierarchies and division within 

society. In terms of the nature of this commitment, it too remains open to various 

forms of expression, whether pursued through policy, campaigns or more general 

discourses. The aim of the proposed minimal definition is to remain open to 

incorporating various forms of exclusion within our understanding of the far right, 
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because different topics may take on greater or lesser significance depending on the 

environment in which they emerge. The results in Chapter 6 emphasise how 

different discourses coalesce around this general principle of inequality, so studies 

should be able to identify those most prevalent in the context they are investigating, 

whether at the macro-level of society or the micro-level of the speech act itself. That 

said, there appears to be some level of consensus in the literature, though with 

caveats,9 around the far right’s exclusion of racialised, migrant or ‘non-native’ 

groups as a defining feature. Conceptualisations based on nativism, nationalism, 

xenophobia, anti-immigration, etc. are generally oriented towards this kind of 

emphasis. However, rather than these frames, the definition here, like Mondon and 

Winter (2020), places racism as a key cornerstone within the far right today. 

This thesis takes the structural definition of racism proposed by Eduardo 

Bonilla-Silva (1997, p.467) as its baseline: 

Rather than viewing racism as an all-powerful ideology that explains all racial 

phenomena in a society, I use the term racism only to describe the racial ideology of 

a racialized social system. That is, racism is only part of a larger racial system. 

In this way, racism is understood as a way of justifying and reinforcing a system of 

oppression that is fundamentally embedded in societal structures. Unlike accounts 

that place it as an individual affliction, often attributed to only the most extreme 

groups, it is actually part of the very foundations of society. As Stuart Hall (1980, 

p.338) suggested, ‘Appeals to “human nature” are not explanations, they are an alibi.’ 

They detract attention from the way that the racialised system functions day to day 

in multifarious ways. By centralising a structural understanding, we can avoid 

exceptionalising racism as something only found at the fringes of society, as 

something that is necessarily overt and easily identifiable, and as something well 

beyond the norms of what is mainstream in society. This is particularly important 

when dealing with the far right, because by placing racism as its core ideology, it 

does not mean that it is the unique preserve of far-right actors. While they may 

express it in more explicit10 ways at times, we must always be attentive to its 

pervasive presence among other groups, institutions or scenarios. 

 
9 Although there is some level of agreement, scholars frame this form of exclusion in many different 
ways, (i.e., at the level of the nation, directed only at migration, etc.). 
10 It should be noted that when using terms such as ‘explicit’ or ‘subtle’, the implication is not that 
racism is any less tangible or violent in its more implicit forms but that it is less widely condemned 
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Mondon and Winter (2020) distinguish between different articulations of 

racism to understand how it has come to be seen as exceptional and how this 

actually further reinforces its structural embeddedness. They use this distinction to 

offer precision on the difference between the extreme and far right. Where the 

extreme right is associated primarily with illiberal racism (i.e., explicitly racist 

language and actions such as slurs, symbols, physical violence, hate crimes, etc.), the 

far right offers a more coded or ‘subtle’ articulation, straddling the bounds of the 

illiberal and liberal. Liberal racism relies on purported progressiveness to avoid 

identification as a form of racism (e.g., Farris, 2012; Fekete, 2006), using the illiberal 

as an alibi to publicly condemn racism while contributing to its continued suffusion. 

It is therefore a key part of the maintenance of the ‘post-racial’ society (Bonilla-Silva, 

2015). The far right may move between the illiberal and liberal but rely on a more 

‘respectable’ image than the extreme right to occupy this hybrid position.  

In what is otherwise an extremely valuable intervention into definitional 

debates, Carter (2018, pp.172–3) opts to reject the inclusion of xenophobia and 

racism in a minimal definition, choosing instead to maintain a wider conception 

whereby the far right entails a generalised ‘rejection of the principle of fundamental 

human equality’ (ibid., p.176). While there are certainly benefits to maintaining this 

broader view given the way that different forms of exclusion intersect in multiple 

ways (Crenshaw, 1991), the placement of racism as the central component to far-

right exclusion is important for a number of reasons. First, by acknowledging 

racism’s various forms (not just the most easily identifiable illiberal expressions), it 

is able to capture a core component of the far right in its nuanced and varied 

articulations. Conceptualisations using nativism, for example, touch on similar 

issues, but they are somewhat limited to the level of the nation, with nativism being 

understood as a combination between nationalism and xenophobia (Mudde, 2007; 

Higham, 2002). That is not to say that racism is not often expressed in this way by 

the far right, through claims to protect ‘native’ interests from outsiders, but that it 

can extend beyond these realms. For instance, in my analysis of far-right opposition 

to Turkish accession to the EU, hostility towards Turkish people was articulated not 

only in defence of national borders but broader European civilisation and identity 

 
as racist within the confines of the ‘post-racial society’ (Bhopal, 2018; Lentin, 2014; Lentin and 
Titley, 2011). The judgement of explicitness is thereby dictated by what is deemed acceptable 
within the mainstream. 
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(Brown, 2020). For this reason, George Newth's (2021) characterisation of nativism 

as a racist discourse is most useful, because nativism cannot be separated from the 

racism that underlies it, and it becomes a precise way of identifying a specific form 

of racism. In this way, other related concepts proposed by scholars to define the far 

right, such as a commitment to anti-immigration, can also be brought under this 

wider and unifying rubric. 

This links to another key reason for centralising racism in our understanding 

because it helps to avoid concepts which euphemise far-right politics, rendering it 

more palatable (i.e., through ‘populism’) or limited in scope (i.e., ‘just’ targeting 

immigration). Returning to the discussion of ‘nativism’, it too can act as a 

euphemism in this regard, as some conceptualisations place particular emphasis on 

the defence of ‘native-born’ citizens (De Genova, 2016; Alvarez and Butterfield, 

2000) rather than the racialised exclusion that is key to such constructions. The 

problem with relying on ‘nativism’ exclusively in conceptions of the far right is 

illustrated in the title of a recent article by Koen Damhuis and Léonie de Jonge 

(2022): ‘Going Nativist. How to Interview the Radical Right?’ Aside from the ethical 

implications of outlining ‘how to build rapport’ with such respondents, the playful 

use of ‘nativist’ as a pun here trivialises this form of politics. It is hard to imagine 

wide acceptance of the use of ‘racism’ in pun-like form within this scenario, so the 

terms and conceptions we use should not allow us to lose sight of the violence that 

far-right politics entails and the effect this has on those targeted. As Mondon 

(forthcoming) underscores, the lack of engagement with whiteness, race and racism 

within far-right studies has been detrimental to our understanding of the field. In a 

further example, Mudde (2019, p.27) demonstrates a simplistic understanding of 

racism when he claims that ‘even radical right politicians will at times slip into a 

racial or racist discourse.’11 Here, racism is framed purely through the illiberal lens, 

with Mudde’s later choice of examples focusing on its most explicit forms. The claim 

that the far right ‘slips into’ racist or ‘racial’ discourse evokes the idea of an 

accidental association or occasional occurrence, rather than something at the very 

heart of this politics. This example, from one of the most cited scholars in the field, 

demonstrates the need to re-evaluate dominant conceptions of the far right which 

can serve to minimise the types of exclusion pushed by these groups. Furthermore, 

 
11 Italics my emphasis. 
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Carter's (2018, p.173) rejection of racism as a core component of the far right is 

premised on examples such as the Alleanza Nazionale in Italy whose leadership is 

claimed to have ‘repeatedly maintained a clear objection to xenophobia, racism and 

anti-Semitism.’ However, this quote simply takes the party at its word, ignores clear 

examples of anti-immigrant rhetoric (ter Wal, 2000), and does not account for the 

way that the claim of ‘not racism’ is actually key to reinforcing racism:  

“Not racism” entails the constant redefinition of racism to suit white agendas, and 

goes to the heart of the question of who gets to define what racism is. (Lentin, 2020, 

p.56)  

For this reason, a structural understanding of racism is essential to framing the far 

right appropriately. Understanding racist ideology in its illiberal and liberal forms 

as a core component can draw attention to the violent divisions it purports. 

Finally, as mentioned earlier, we must remain attentive to the other forms of 

exclusion that may find expression through the far right, either in combination with 

racism, or in their own right (though ultimately all forms are linked). Scholars such 

as Kathleen Blee (2020, p.427) point to the importance of taking gendered 

considerations into account when defining the far right, suggesting the creation of: 

a conceptual framework for the far right that seriously engages efforts that rely on 

or build support for misogyny, homophobia and transphobia, and gender and sexual 

essentialism. 

Michaela Köttig, Renate Bitzan and Andrea Petö's (2017) edited collection on gender 

and the far right demonstrates the variety of positions adopted by groups on this 

topic, from the rise of explicitly ‘anti-gender’ movements (Kováts, 2017) to the 

purported defence of women’s rights to target Muslim communities (Scrinzi, 2017). 

The intersections of gendered and racialised exclusions are demonstrated clearly in 

the contradiction of supposedly freeing women from oppression by forcing them to 

remove the veil (Chakraborti and Zempi, 2012, p.270). Of course, these positions are 

by no means limited to the far right, with governments in countries such as France, 

Denmark and the Netherlands introducing restrictions on this matter, but it does 

demonstrate that our understanding of the far right must also account for its 

potential to further entrench other inequalities. Wodak's (2020b) conception of the 

‘politics of fear’ can help to bring these different forms of exclusion, and the 

consequent construction of a multifarious threat, to our attention. As such, the far 
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right is characterised by a generalised commitment to inequality, with racism at its 

core. This may be accompanied by a broader ‘politics of fear’ which encompasses 

various forms of exclusion targeting different marginalised groups. The far right’s 

precise configuration is therefore highly context-dependent, and studies should 

seek to identify further specificities in light of this context. 

The place of populism 

Before moving away from the far right individually to focus on the mainstream and 

mainstreaming, it is first important to address the place of populism within far-right 

studies. As has already been established, populism has been used increasingly to 

characterise the far right, either in accompaniment with other terms (populist 

radical right, far-right populism, etc.), or even as a standalone descriptor (populist 

parties, populist politicians, etc.). Studies of ‘populism’ have increased dramatically 

over recent years, and there have been similar shifts in wider public discourse. 

Searching the Web of Science and Lexis databases for academic journal articles or 

UK national newspapers containing populis* (populism, populist, etc.) in the title or 

front matter reveals that in the five-year period between 2015 and 2020, more 

articles were published in both cases than in the entire 40-year period prior to that 

(Goyvaerts et al., forthcoming). Even accounting for articles not registered on the 

databases or for the more general increase in numbers published over recent years, 

these figures still speak to a rapidly growing trend in use of the term. While some 

may hold that its ubiquity is reflective of the so-called ‘rise of populism’, others 

suggest that the rise of ‘populism’ as a signifier should not simply be seen as a 

reflection of societal phenomena, but instead possesses its own dynamics, as well as 

its own effects (Hatakka and Herkman, 2022; Hunger and Paxton, 2022; Brown and 

Mondon, 2021; De Cleen and Glynos, 2021; Glynos and Mondon, 2019; Maiguashca, 

2019; De Cleen, Glynos and Mondon, 2018). In line with the latter approach, it is 

argued here that caution must be exercised when using the term to avoid some of 

the problematic normative effects associated with its over- and misuse. This is not 

to say that the concept cannot prove informative or that its application is not 

warranted in any scenario, but that we must reflect carefully on whether it is the 

most accurate descriptor in each instance. In terms of the far right, while ‘populist’ 

may capture a discursive logic through which ideas are expressed by some parties 
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or actors within the category (or other forms of politics), it is not regarded here as a 

defining characteristic. 

To underscore this decision, it is first important to outline the principal 

divisions within the literature over how populism as a concept should be defined, 

before then looking in greater depth at the implications of it as a signifier. Like 

approaches to the far right, it is almost customary for articles on populism to note 

the problematic nature of defining the term (Katsambekis, 2022; Stavrakakis et al., 

2017; Stavrakakis and Katsambekis, 2014; Hawkins, 2009; Jagers and Walgrave, 

2007; Panizza, 2005; Stavrakakis, 2004; Weyland, 2001), and there remain 

substantial disagreements in the field. In short, there are two main competing 

conceptualisations of populism, which place it either as a thin ideology or discursive 

logic. The ideational approach takes its cue largely from Mudde's (2004, p.543) 

definition: 

an ideology that considers society to be ultimately separated into two homogeneous 

and antagonistic groups, ‘the pure people’ versus ‘the corrupt elite’, and which argues 

that politics should be an expression of the volonté générale (general will) of the 

people.  

Drawing on Michael Freeden's (1998, p.750) work on nationalism, populism is 

regarded as a ‘thin-centred’ ideology, which ‘arbitrarily severs itself from wider 

ideational contexts’.12 The claim is that a thin-centred ideology must be attached to 

other ‘full’ or ‘thick’ ideologies (Stanley, 2008, p.99) and that this form of 

cohabitation can explain populism’s varied expressions in society today. 

The discursive approach, on the other hand, takes inspiration from 

poststructuralism and most notably the contributions of Chantal Mouffe (2019; 

2005) and Ernesto Laclau (1977; 2005). In his earlier work, Laclau characterises it 

as follows: 

populism consists in the representation of popular-democratic interpellations as a 

synthetic antagonistic complex with respect to the dominant ideology (Laclau, 1977, 

pp.172–3) 

While the central people-elite antagonism is shared with the ideational approach, 

there are important differences in what is being expressed. By emphasising here 

 
12 Though it should be noted that Freeden (2017) himself rejects this association. 
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that demands are represented in a particular way, rather than the demands 

themselves possessing particular ‘populist’ qualities, the discursive approach 

establishes how populism forms a mode of articulating different positions. It is 

therefore: 

a discursive logic that primarily refers to the way that specific (ideological and other) 

contents are organized, arguing that this logic can be employed with varying 

frequency, intensity and consistency by political actors, advancing a gradational 

view on the phenomenon. This means that a given actor can be more or less populist, 

at different points in time and in different contexts. It also means that specific actors 

might advance their policies by utilizing a populist discourse, but that these policies 

do not causally derive from their populist or non-populist character. This is crucial in 

order to be able to discern what populism itself does. (Katsambekis, 2022, p.58) 

Thus, in contrast to the ideational approach, it does not ascribe ideological 

characteristics to populism per se, but instead highlights how it may be used to 

express and structure other ideas. 

While an entire chapter (or even thesis) could be dedicated to assessing the 

merits of each of these paradigms, Katsambekis's (2022) latest intervention on the 

topic proves most useful in summarising their differences and evaluating the impact 

on the type of research stemming from them. In particular, he provides a compelling 

critique of the ideational approach, which despite its limitations has proved 

dominant in the field. He takes issue with the essentialisation of populism present 

in such accounts, where it ‘suffices by itself to determine the actions of a given 

political actor or even of voters’ (ibid., p.59). Further, he critiques the dimension of 

moralism within the definition, indicating that the invocation of morality is not 

unique to the populist phenomenon. And finally, the article challenges the 

assumption that ‘the people’ constructed through populism are necessarily a 

homogenous group and that it is anti-pluralist by default. It is argued that these 

factors have led to normative biases in viewing populism as automatically a threat 

to the liberal democratic order (ibid., p.54). While acknowledging some of the 

problems associated with Laclau’s interpretations, Katsambekis (2022, p.62) 

emphasises the benefits of the discursive reading, as ‘it avoids a priori assumptions 

about the specific contents and the ideological or programmatic features of populist 

actors.’ This reading proves useful for interpreting the place of populism within the 

far right (and also the mainstream), because it becomes an articulatory tool 
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available to all rather than a marker for particular ideological qualities. It can 

therefore help to address the major tension deriving from the fact that those 

expressing and perpetuating such discourses are often themselves a part of the elite 

they claim to oppose. 

This takes on further significance when accounting for the implications of the 

use of ‘populist’ to describe far-right politics. A growing body of work points to the 

problematic associations that are created through its application as a signifier 

(Galanopoulos and Venizelos, 2022; Hunger and Paxton, 2022; Mondon, 2022a; 

Thornborrow, Ekstrom and Patrona, 2021), and which largely, though not 

exclusively, derive from ideational-inspired research. First, by implying that there 

are ideological features to populism, credence is given to the idea that the far right 

is a people-led or people-inspired phenomenon in pursuit of a genuinely anti-elitist 

agenda. While of course far-right politics can attract a broad base of support 

(Halikiopoulou and Vlandas, 2020), the populist signifier facilitates its framing as a 

movement rising from the bottom-up, particularly (white) working-class 

communities, and thereby deflects attention from the elitist politicians that often 

lead such parties (Mondon, 2022b). Despite the evidenced limitations of 

characterising far-right voters as predominantly from white working-class 

communities (Mondon, 2022b; Mondon and Winter, 2019; Bhambra, 2017), the way 

in which ‘populism’ is reported in the media, for example, often uncritically accepts 

this as a confirmed association (Brown and Mondon, 2021, p.284). 

Linked to this, populism can act as a euphemisation for the far right if not 

applied carefully, as while it is generally portrayed negatively (Goyvaerts, 2021; 

Goyvaerts and De Cleen, 2020), it acts as a less stigmatising qualifier than ‘racist’ or 

‘far right’, for instance. This has seen far-right politicians such as Marine Le Pen, 

Matteo Salvini and Steve Bannon openly embrace the term (Brown and Mondon, 

2021, p.287) through emphasising how it links them to ‘the people’. In his last 

speech to the European Parliament, Nigel Farage (BBC, 2020) claimed a historic 

battle was afoot between globalism and populism, stating: ‘You may loathe 

populism, but I tell you a funny thing, it’s becoming very popular. And it has great 

benefits.’ Thus, the signifier’s phonetic resonance with ‘popular’ and ideological 

association with the people-vs-elite antagonism allow far-right actors to lay claim to 

it and add their own inflection onto what it means. It is hard to imagine a scenario 
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where an actor would talk about the ‘great benefits’ of racism (at least explicitly); 

even the extreme right Britain First (BF) had a webpage dedicated to the claim that 

they were ‘not racist’ (Lentin, 2020, p.55). Thus, even if ‘populist’ is generally 

employed in a pejorative manner, its more positive inflection leaves it open to 

reinterpretation and manipulation. As the populist hype (Glynos and Mondon, 

2019) continues to abound, the term itself is growing further detached from the 

definitional debates that have surrounded it, leaving it capable of contributing 

further to euphemisation. 

The final point that arises from the populist signifier is its reinforcement of the 

status quo or ‘mainstream’. With its capacity to legitimise and euphemise the far 

right by appearing to confirm its origins among ‘the people’ and by sounding 

‘friendlier’ than other descriptors, it may seem somewhat counterintuitive to 

suggest that the use of ‘populism’ also serves to reinforce the status quo, but the two 

phenomena are linked. As populism in its reified form is often associated with a 

bottom-up revolt, it is commonly portrayed as dangerous, illiberal and irrational, in 

contrast to the ‘moderate and sensible’ mainstream. Both Bice Maiguashca (2019) 

and Emmy Eklundh (2020) put forward fascinating arguments about how 

understandings of populism shape the perceived solutions to it. Maiguashca (2019) 

argues that its blanket use to describe radical politics has served to shift focus from 

divisions between right and left and instead construct a cleavage between populist 

and anti-populist, with detrimental effects for progressive politics: 

This brings us to the last rationality that feeds into this dismantling of the left–right 

divide: the view that tackling populism requires the re-energising and relegitimising 

of the ‘centre ground’ of politics. (ibid., p.783) 

With the central claim of this thesis that the mainstream has been influential in 

normalising far-right politics, it is clear that this dominant framing which almost 

lends itself to a horseshoe theory of politics proves problematic.  

Eklundh (2020) pays particular attention to the performative functions of 

emotions and populism, critiquing the way in which populism is attributed with 

irrationality, emotion and ‘low’ or ‘unrefined’ politics, which has been used 

throughout history to demarcate those who are or are not worthy of inclusion in 

government or political participation: 



34 
 

The challenge of populism studies is to engage with how this exclusionary logic is 

rearticulated within the field, and how distinguishing between the high and the low, 

between the good and the bad manners, is still influenced by a commitment to 

rationality which has in the past produced a highly unequal and often violent reality 

for excluded groups, such as women, non-Europeans, or young people. (ibid., p.119) 

Of course, when dealing with the far right, it is important to not give credence to the 

idea that they are victims of exclusion (ibid., p.125), as is common in their 

victimisation narratives (Sengul, 2021; Oaten, 2014), but the point here is about 

how conceptualisations can actually serve to reinforce the status quo rather than 

articulate real alternatives. What both Maiguashca (2019) and Eklundh’s (2020) 

accounts emphasise is that populism has been portrayed as the source of danger, 

but that this has drawn attention away and detracted from the exclusionary politics 

characterising far-right groups. In creating a frontier between anti-populist and 

populist, between good and bad, between rational and irrational politics, any 

progressive alternatives which do not rely on ‘the centre’ are similarly cast aside. 

Thus, while there are some excellent contributions within far-right studies 

which do apply the concept of populism, and this review certainly does not seek to 

dismiss them, the aim is instead to highlight literature which has problematised 

both dominant definitions and the term’s overuse. For this reason, the discursive 

approach to populism is adopted here, because although far-right ideology may be 

expressed through the people-vs-elite antagonism, the antagonism itself is not 

central to their position. It thereby allows an exploration of populist logics without 

essentialising its role within this group, especially as it is not unique to the far right 

and remains available for other political actors to employ. Furthermore, with the 

problems attached to the use of populism as a signifier, particularly in legitimising 

and euphemising the far right while bolstering the mainstream as the solution, 

attaching ‘populism’ as a core feature of this group actually appears to create more 

problems than it solves. As such, far right alone, with the definition established in 

the previous subsection, is employed in this study. 

Mainstreaming  

Having addressed some of the major points of contention within conceptualisations 

of the far right, the following section turns to the topic of mainstreaming, a growing 
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area of interest in the field. While the previous discussion posits some solutions to 

the terminological and definitional debates about the far right in the literature, the 

review of mainstreaming that follows here is limited more to summarising what has 

so far been written on the topic. The reason for this is that the next chapter is 

dedicated to putting forward a holistic framework for understanding the 

mainstream and mainstreaming, aiming to address some of the issues that are 

identified through this literature review. As such, in order to assess the current state 

of the field, this part is split into two subsections, the first of which considers current 

definitions of the ‘mainstream’ and the second, dominant approaches to the study of 

mainstreaming. Building on what we summarise in our co-authored article (Brown, 

Mondon and Winter, 2021b), it highlights how there has been a generalised lack of 

engagement with the mainstream as a concept, despite its widespread use, and how 

a particular narrative of mainstreaming has developed within the field. What these 

two interrelated trends serve to demonstrate is that there is a need to engage 

critically with these concepts and processes going forward. 

The ‘mainstream’ 

In contrast to the abundance of competing conceptualisations put forward for the 

far-right party family, there has been very little discussion or debate around 

definitions of the so-called ‘mainstream’. It is often assumed, even in works where 

the mainstream forms a crucial category of analysis (Abou-Chadi and Krause, 2018; 

van de Wardt, 2015; Meyer and Wagner, 2013; Minkenberg, 2013a; Wagner, 2012; 

Adams et al., 2006), that its meaning is clear in the context of the study. Where the 

classification of those outside the mainstream usually attracts significant attention 

– in the above cases, these were niche or radical-right parties – approaches to the 

mainstream have instead been characterised by relative silence. Aristotle Kallis 

(2015, p.6) already pointed to a lack of basic engagement at the definitional level, 

arguing that ‘the term is deployed in everyday and academic discourse with a laxity 

that is uncharacteristic for our analytical, definition- and classification-obsessed 

modern mind.’ Rather than a simple oversight, this broad failure to engage with the 

concept is telling in itself. Drawing on insights from Discourse Theory (DT), when 

identities are assumed, with shared ‘common-sense’ understandings of their 

meaning making them seem natural and fixed, they may constitute important sites 

of hegemony which require interrogation. Thus, it is actually part of the power of 
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the mainstream that its identity appears uncomplicated and that it is presumed to 

need no introduction. 

That said, there have been some limited attempts to define the mainstream in 

the context of parties within some prominent works in the field. They generally 

account for two main factors in identification, relying on a party’s perceived position 

on the left-right spectrum and their electoral dominance as benchmarks for 

inclusion. These frameworks provide a useful starting point for identifying 

underlying assumptions about the character of the mainstream, but the absence of 

contingency (see Chapters 3 and 4) as a consideration means they run into some 

difficulties when applied to different contexts. Bonnie Meguid's (2005, p.348) study 

of party competition has been particularly influential in framing understandings of 

mainstream party strategies towards niche parties, employing the following 

definition: 

Mainstream parties are defined as the electorally dominant actors in the center-left, 

center, and center-right blocs on the Left-Right political spectrum. In this 

classification, the center-left parties explicitly exclude left-libertarian parties, 

whereas the center-right categorization excludes right-authoritarian, or right-wing, 

populist parties. The criteria generally yield three mainstream parties per country, 

one in each category. 

The markers of mainstream parties are therefore taken as a generally strong 

electoral performance in combination with centrist political positioning. Of the 

definitions provided within this body of literature, this one is perhaps the most 

useful in that theoretically the notion of the ‘moving centre’ (Bartle, Dellepiane and 

Stimson, 2011) could help to allow for contextually-dependent differences among 

parties and countries. Nevertheless, even within the limits set out above, there are 

some practical classificational difficulties. According to the ideological component, 

for instance, the Partito Democratico, Italia Viva and Forza Italia could be seen as 

representative of mainstream parties in Italy. However, Forza Italia’s positioning on 

the centre-right could be brought into question, particularly given the party’s 

history of coalitions with far-right groups. Additionally, the Partito Democratico and 

Forza Italia’s most recent general election results did not amount to electoral 

dominance, and it remains to be seen how Italia Viva will fare in upcoming elections. 

The emergence of the Movimento Cinque Stelle throws a further spanner into the 
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works, as it has seen strong electoral results as an anti-establishment party (Mosca, 

2014). In the UK, similar issues are faced: the Labour Party, Liberal Democrats and 

Conservative Party would traditionally be identified under this rubric. However, 

following the Cameron-Clegg coalition, the Liberal Democrats saw a huge fall in 

popularity in 2015, challenging the electoral dominance component. In terms of 

parliamentary seats, the Scottish National Party is now the third largest within the 

UK, but the majority of UK citizens are not eligible to vote for them based on their 

regional specificity. Thus, neat classification systems such as this one face challenges 

when situated within the specificities of diverse democratic systems and the highly 

volatile political landscape. 

Other definitions evoke similar ideas around the mainstream, emphasising 

qualities such as moderacy (often associated with centrism) and electoral appeal. 

Grigore Pop-Eleches, (2010, pp.225–6) juxtaposes mainstream parties with 

personalised politics and extreme positions: 

 A political party is classified as mainstream if its electoral appeal is based on a 

recognizable and moderate ideological platform rather than on the personality of its 

leader and/or extremist rhetoric. In other words, a mainstream party represents an 

ideological orientation that can be mapped with reasonable accuracy onto the 

mainstream ideological spectrum of established Western democracies. 

However, taking examples from Italy and the UK again, it could certainly be argued 

that Forza Italia under Silvio Berlusconi and the Conservative Party under Boris 

Johnson’s premiership actually match the description of a non-mainstream party 

under this classification. Like the discussion of populism earlier, the idea of ‘sensible’ 

and ‘respectable’ politics comes through here, with the problematic normative 

implications that entails. Furthermore, by stating that mainstream parties can be 

mapped onto the ‘mainstream ideological spectrum’, there is the assumption that 

this too is fixed and well-defined, so more problems are raised than solved. Liubomir 

Topaloff (in Moscovitz, 2016, p.144) relates it instead to where public opinion lies, 

claiming that the mainstream is: 

positioned in such a way relative to the power centre that it captures the support and 

represents the interests of a major part of the voters. 

Again, more issues emerge here as no space is afforded to problematising the role of 

political actors themselves in shaping the dynamic interests of voters through 
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mediation and agenda-setting (see Chapter 3). Accordingly, mainstream parties are 

seen in this definition to be determined by voters’ positions rather than being key 

players in constructing them (Bartle, Dellepiane and Stimson, 2011, p.260). 

While it is laudable that these contributions have attempted to define what 

others have ignored, there remain some significant issues within these 

conceptualisations that must be addressed. Kallis (2013, p.226) has been 

responsible for some of the most insightful work on the mainstream, starting to 

unpick its relationship with the extreme and therefore its constructed nature: 

[…] the appellation extremist, which is juxtaposed to an alleged mainstream. One 

exists by virtue of the recognition of the other; in theory, however, it is the latter that 

draws the lines of admissibility regarding the former and formalizes the distinction. 

These boundaries have both fixed and mutating contours. 

Here, there is an acknowledgement of the relational difference between the 

mainstream and extreme, where they are significant in determining one another’s 

meaning. In particular, this quote is notable in its recognition of the power held by 

the mainstream itself in being able to establish the conditions of the distinction, 

based on the superior position it occupies in terms of discursive resources. In a later 

piece, Kallis (2015, p.7) revises this somewhat to suggest that both extreme and 

mainstream play an equal role in constructing one another, but his earlier position 

is more reflective of the uneven power dynamics between them that are so often lost 

in analyses. Thus, although Kallis (2013) touches on these themes, they have been 

subject to limited development since. Mondon and Winter's (2020) contribution 

offers one of the first in-depth critical reviews of the concept itself, problematising 

its construction and the generally positive attributes with which it is accorded. This 

marks an important opening in the literature towards studies that take the 

mainstream and ‘mainstream’ as objects of enquiry. This review highlights a 

generalised lack of engagement with the concept or a tendency towards overly rigid, 

prescriptive definitions when the subject is broached, so Chapter 3 aims to address 

some of these issues. 

A linear narrative of mainstreaming 

From the mainstream to mainstreaming now, there has been growing interest in the 

field around this process, particularly in light of recent successes for far-right parties 
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and politics. It should be noted that ‘mainstreaming’ has been applied in various 

contexts outside of far-right studies, most notably in relation to gender (Caglar, 

2013; Zalewski, 2010; Daly, 2005; Walby, 2005) and disability (Windisch, 2020; 

Koistinen, 2018), where the objective is to conversely normalise more equal 

practices. Although it is beyond the scope of this review to explore this literature in 

great depth, with the focus remaining instead on the present field, this body of work 

can serve as an inspiration in the conclusion as we look to ways forward from 

current far-right mainstreaming. In our co-authored article (Brown, Mondon and 

Winter, 2021b, p.6), we identify a linear narrative of mainstreaming (see Figure 1) 

which aims to capture dominant approaches to this process within the current 

literature. Clearly, not all works buy into this broad linear logic, nor do they cover 

all elements of the narrative, but it serves as a heuristic tool for summarising the 

current state of the field and identifying areas that require further development. 

To summarise broadly before detailing individual sections, mainstreaming has 

generally been perceived as an electorally bound process where strategic choices 

are made by parties to increase their electoral appeal (see top row of Figure 1). The 

literature has therefore been characterised by a clear focus on elections and the 

pursuit of electoral success, which to some extent is hardly surprising given the 

notable results of far-right parties over recent years and wider trends within 

political science that privilege this form of analysis (Glynos and Howarth, 2007, 

p.18). Closely related to this point, demand-side explanations have predominated, 

often placing the electorate as the driving force for such political successes. As 

Daphne Halikiopoulou (2019, p.2) summarises, ‘the common denominator is an 

implicit – or at times more explicit – assumption that demand drives supply.’ Clearly, 

Figure 1: A linear narrative of mainstreaming based on current conceptions in the literature 
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there are exceptions to this trend, particularly within CDS, where such power 

dynamics are interrogated carefully (e.g., Wodak, Khosravinik and Mal, 2013), but 

more generally, strategic decisions by parties have been perceived as a way to 

‘capture’ the pre-existing concerns of the electorate.13 As a result, discursive shifts, 

whether from the mainstream or far right, have been largely interpreted in terms of 

their impact on electoral support and whether parties have consequently been able 

to broaden their appeal. Of course, a number of these lines of enquiry are critically 

important, and the insights that they produce are of significant value to 

understanding mainstreaming, but this linear narrative has also narrowed the field 

of view somewhat. Before evaluating some of the issues associated with the 

approach to date, let us first delve into the two main strands of focus within the 

literature. 

To start, as earlier discussions of the field more generally would indicate, the 

focus within mainstreaming literature has similarly centred around the far-right 

itself (see second row of Figure 1). Carter (2005, p.13), for instance, suggests: 

Parties of the extreme right are to some extent “masters of their own success”. That 

is, regardless of the political environment in which they operate and regardless of the 

institutional contexts within which they find themselves, their electoral success will 

depend, in part, on the ideology they espouse and the policies they put forward, and 

on the way in which they are organized and led. 

Although there is acknowledgement here that it is only ‘to some extent’ that these 

parties engineer their own success, the majority of studies have sought to 

investigate this particular facet. Tjitske Akkerman, Sarah de Lange and Matthijs 

Rooduijn's (2016a) edited collection explicitly adopts this approach, regarding 

mainstreaming as an internal party strategy ‘that is designed to promote the pursuit 

of office, policy or votes, or a combination of these goals’ (Akkerman, de Lange and 

Rooduijn, 2016b, p.14). Although they acknowledge the potential ‘radicalisation’ of 

the mainstream (ibid., p.6), they argue that its inclusion adds too great complexity 

and reduces the clarity of the term, so they instead prefer to simplify it to a 

unidirectional process. While a great deal is lost through the exclusion of the 

mainstream (as argued later), the book still demonstrates the merits of such enquiry 

 
13 Such assumptions can be seen underlying some of the attempted definitions of the mainstream 
discussed earlier. 
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and highlights an important element within the broader process. Thus, when 

articulating the framework in the following chapter, these insights are not dismissed 

but integrated into the conceptualisation. 

One of the fascinating areas that the aforementioned book explores is the 

changing discourse of far-right parties, whether towards apparent tempering for a 

more acceptable image (Ivaldi, 2016), further radicalising to maintain a rebellious 

identity in government (Mazzoleni, 2016), or adopting a hybrid approach between 

the two (Christiansen, 2016). Studies have pointed to how this change is most often 

a difference in style rather than substance (Alduy and Wahnich, 2015; Shields, 2013; 

Wodak, 2010), with such parties maintaining their commitment to exclusion while 

expressing it in more coded ways.14 A particularly well-developed case study in this 

area is the adaptation of the Front/Rassemblement National under Marine Le Pen 

in France (Paxton and Peace, 2021; Peker, 2021; Hutchins and Halikiopoulou, 2020; 

Almeida, 2017; Dézé, 2015; Shields, 2014; Almeida, 2013; Mișcoiu, 2012). These 

studies have noted the party’s evolution since Le Pen took over from her father as 

leader, the different strategies of de-demonisation/detoxification that have been 

pursued, and the impact that these changes have had on the electoral results of the 

party. While not all have focused on the latter, there remains within the field more 

generally an orientation towards elections as the baseline for determining the 

success of mainstreaming. Under this logic, the most important questions to answer 

are those that determine whether such strategies have resulted in greater electoral 

success for far-right parties. Despite being a vital object of study, the wider effects 

of these discourses must not be dismissed should the adapted strategy not be 

matched by a higher share of the vote. As Wodak (2010) demonstrates through 

tracing the movement towards more coded forms of racism within the far right, this 

may not only have electoral effects but also broader discursive implications in 

posing additional challenges for combatting racism. The topic of moving beyond 

elections is returned to shortly. 

Although the far right has been at the forefront in mainstreaming literature, the 

role of the mainstream itself has started to attract more interest (see bottom row of 

Figure 1). This is a significant development, because as Kallis (2013, p.236) warned: 

 
14 This aligns with the extreme/far-right distinction established earlier in the chapter. 
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I wonder, however, whether a continuing focus on what the far right is saying or 

doing, as well as on its (mostly electoral) successes and failures, produces a 

dangerously misleading message for contemporary mainstream audiences. 

One of the potential problems from the predominant focus on the far right (while 

clearly still an important factor to consider) is that attention is centred on those 

often not in positions of the greatest power. Meguid (2005, p.352) highlights how 

mainstream parties benefit from their status, arguing that ‘their name recognition, 

media access, and status as governmental players provide them with strategic tools 

unavailable to smaller, less prominent political parties.’ With this in mind, 

accounting for the influence of mainstream actors becomes a fundamental part of 

understanding the broader process of mainstreaming. Approaches with this focus 

on the mainstream remain more marginal in the field, but there are promising signs 

that the role of such powerful actors is starting to be incorporated more seriously 

into analysis. 

Like studies of the far right in mainstreaming, research on the mainstream itself 

has also largely been tied to electoral concerns. Scholars have therefore tended to 

assess the types of strategies that mainstream parties adopt, the reasons behind any 

changes, and the impact they have on their own electoral fortunes and those of their 

far-right competitors. Meguid's (2005) work represents one of the first attempts to 

take the mainstream explicitly as the object of focus, though she does so by placing 

it in opposition to niche parties more generally rather than the far right 

exclusively.15 In particular, she identifies three potential strategies for the 

mainstream in terms of addressing niche party issues: dismissive (ignoring the 

issue), accommodative (adopting the issue as their own), and adversarial 

(challenging the issue). The piece claims: 

Assuming that voters find the niche party’s policy stance attractive, mainstream 

parties can undermine niche party vote with dismissive or accommodative tactics 

and boost it with adversarial strategies. (ibid., p.350) 

Although the study marks an important step in taking the mainstream’s role 

seriously, and it does yield significant results in terms of political competition, it 

offers a potentially harmful message if not carefully nuanced. If we take these claims 

as applicable to the far right (this type of party is key in Meguid’s study), then the 

 
15 The ‘radical right’ is however one of the two key types of niche party included in the study. 
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suggestion is that their position is, first of all, representative of key areas of public 

opinion, pushing the mainstream to act in response and thereby minimising their 

agency somewhat. Second, the claim that accommodating these ideas can harm the 

far right’s progress may apply in terms of votes, but we should certainly be wary of 

overstating the benefits of such an approach because it can serve to legitimise the 

far right in other ways. These issues are certainly not limited to the above study, as 

they are actually characteristic of the broader field. They represent some of the 

dominant modes of interpreting cause and effect mechanisms in relation to the 

mainstream’s role within mainstreaming. 

Indeed, even within works that centralise the importance of the mainstream, 

there is often the implication that external factors force their position. Of course, this 

is accurate to some extent because no entity truly acts in isolation, yet we need to 

consider the impact of where the emphasis is placed in these accounts and whether 

it contributes to masking some of the power dynamics at play. One of the prominent 

metaphors within political science research that has been used to symbolise the 

relationship between the far right and mainstream is the notion of ‘contagion’ (e.g., 

Meijers, 2017; Rooduijn, de Lange and van der Brug, 2014; van Spanje, 2010). As 

many scholars have underlined (e.g., Boeynaems et al., 2017; Bougher, 2012; Mio, 

1997), metaphors play a crucial role in framing political issues and affecting how 

people understand them, with academia no exception. Thus, through ‘contagion’, the 

implication is that mainstream parties or actors are almost infected by the far right, 

placing the latter in a position of power while the former may be considered 

innocent victims of a societal force over which they have no control. Although many 

works may not be so unequivocal in relinquishing the mainstream of any power in 

these scenarios, there still remains the assumption that the far right (and the public 

support underlying it) constitutes the driving force behind such policy shifts (see 

the arrow between the groups in Figure 1). Mainstream actors are seen as ‘reacting’ 

to the far right’s electoral threat (Minkenberg, 2013a; Bale et al., 2010), with some 

going so far as to suggest a causal relationship between the two (Abou-Chadi and 

Krause, 2018). Again, we should certainly pay attention to the far right as a factor, 

but we must not lose sight of the significant agency possessed by the mainstream to 

act of its own volition (see Chapter 3). A study by Sjoerdje van Heerden et al. (2014) 

emphasises how shifting mainstream positions on immigration for instance can 

predate far-right electoral success. Our conceptualisations of mainstreaming should 



44 
 

therefore not overemphasise and hype the far right’s capacity to set the agenda, nor 

alleviate the mainstream of any responsibility. 

These concerns extend also to the way in which the effects of these strategies 

are interpreted, because if we analyse mainstreaming purely through the lens of 

elections, we do not consider the wider effects of the strategies adopted by 

mainstream actors. For example, Tarik Abou-Chadi and Werner Krause (2018, 

p.832) claim the following about accommodative strategies: 

This strategy is especially electorally appealing as niche parties mostly compete on a 

single issue. If they lose their appeal on this issue they are likely to lose a lot of 

electoral support. 

While not denying the way that taking issue ownership from another party can lead 

to improved electoral results, there is a danger in framing such tactics in this way. 

Even at the electoral level, these claims can be disputed; for example, Carl Dahlström 

and Anders Sundell (2012) point to how stronger anti-immigration positions by 

mainstream parties can actually strengthen far-right support through legitimising 

their position. But we also need to move beyond elections to understand the impact 

of mainstreaming, because discourse is powerful in its own right and the effects are 

still felt regardless of the voting outcome. 

Of course, this does not negate the importance of electorally defeating the far 

right, yet there can be little cause for celebration if the ideas with which it is 

associated can be found at the heart of the mainstream. Crucially, we must not lose 

sight of the very real effects for those targeted by these discourses. For example, the 

Tell MAMA 2018 annual report revealed a spike in anti-Muslim incidents towards 

women following an article in which Boris Johnson compared veiled Muslim women 

to ‘letterboxes’ and ‘bank robbers.’ Indeed, respondents reported that a high 

number of these incidents specifically referenced Johnson’s comments (Tell MAMA, 

2019, p.47). Research by Irene Zempi (2020, p.101) similarly highlights the racist 

and misogynistic abuse experienced by Muslim women in the UK, with participants 

also reporting that they had been referred to explicitly as ‘letterboxes’. Attention to 

electoral impact should therefore never eclipse the exclusion and inequalities that 

are reinforced outside of that domain. Particularly as a scholar without lived 

experience of racist abuse, these considerations must never be allowed to slip under 

the radar. 
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These examples also point to the importance of considering the relationship 

between discourse and power through top-down accounts of mainstreaming. 

Rather than purely demand-side explanations, where mainstream strategic 

decisions are based on capturing votes by appropriating issues that are already 

important to members of the public, we must be aware of the privileged position 

held by the mainstream to set the agenda. This point is elaborated in more detail in 

the following chapter, but it is worth highlighting some of the literature that has 

already touched on this theme. As Wodak (2020b, p.252) suggests: 

the slow and gradual normalization of far-right populism does not mean that a 

majority of the population is necessarily adopting far-right positions and views. 

Rather, it indicates that far-right populist ideologies and practices have arrived at 

the centre of society and are thus well within the limits of the sayable – in other 

words, what used to be at the political margins or fringe has become acceptable.  

By framing it in this way, we are able to examine how such positions have come to 

be acceptable and the role played by the mainstream in this process. Ian Down and 

Kyung Joon Han (2020, p.1392) underline how perceptions of the mainstream as 

‘normal’ can translate into how people view the positions on which they campaign: 

The adoption of similar immigration stances by mainstream parties effectively 

signals to voters that such positions are approved and embraced by conventional, 

majority, ‘normal’ political actors. 

Votes and opinions, therefore, are not simply out there to be won but are continually 

shaped by these processes, and the mainstream is especially poised to play an 

influential role. Its connection with centrism is not only electorally important but 

takes on ‘moral significance’ (Bartle, Dellepiane and Stimson, 2011, p.260), meaning 

that associated actors are trusted to represent ‘moderate’ positions. With this 

elevated status and access to public discourse, mainstream actors can play a crucial 

role in knowledge production (Baker et al., 2008, p.280). It is critical therefore that 

the causes and effects of mainstreaming are viewed more broadly than the linear 

narrative has encouraged. 

To summarise this mainstreaming section, fascinating insights have certainly 

been garnered from the various approaches found within the linear narrative, but 

there is a need to reframe them within a more holistic conceptualisation. This 

requirement for a broader perspective derives from the interlinking issues within 
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the current literature that have been highlighted in this review, namely a hyping of 

the far right’s role in the process, an overemphasis on elections as the benchmark 

for mainstreaming, and the resulting minimisation of discourse as a force outside of 

electoral results. With these issues in mind, Chapter 3 proposes a theoretical 

framework that aims to counter some of the challenges identified here. 

Brexit 

Before moving to the framework, it is important to briefly reflect on the literature 

that has surrounded the chosen case study. In the six-year period since the UK voted 

to leave the European Union, numerous studies have emerged that tackle various 

aspects of Brexit as a phenomenon. Scholars have sought to understand both the 

causes and consequences, from individual-level motivations underlying the vote 

(Alabrese et al., 2019; Arnorsson and Zoega, 2018) to the impact on the EU (Martill, 

2021; Jacobs, 2018), the context of Euroscepticism (Usherwood, 2018; 

Vasilopoulou, 2016), the role of traditional media (Rone, 2021; Morrison, 2019; 

Moore and Ramsay, 2017), social media representations (Höller, 2021; North, Piwek 

and Joinson, 2021), perceptions of Brexit outside the UK (Krzyżanowski, 2019; 

Bijsmans, Galpin and Leruth, 2018; Adler-Nissen, Galpin and Rosamond, 2017), the 

influence on post-referendum UK politics (Allen, 2018; Lynch and Whitaker, 2018), 

the impact on other EU countries (Baloge, 2021; Baglioni, Biosca and Montgomery, 

2019; Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2018; De Vries, 2017), among many other lines of 

enquiry. Clearly, it is beyond the scope of this chapter to enter into all such debates, 

so instead the review centres largely around work that explores the context and 

reasons behind the outcome of the vote, from both demand- and supply-side 

perspectives. In this way, it aligns with the period studied in this project and 

emphasises the contribution offered by the mainstreaming lens to interpret the 

wider significance of Brexit. 

Demand-side approaches to Brexit 

A significant amount of attention in the literature has focused on bottom-up 

accounts for the referendum result, exploring voter characteristics and motivations 

through survey analysis (e.g., Dennison, Davidov and Seddig, 2020; Chan et al., 2020; 

Alabrese et al., 2019). Various attributes and values have been ascribed to Leave and 
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Remain voters in this body of work, based on factors such as economic status, 

education level, attitudes towards the EU and immigration, etc. Undoubtedly, 

however, one particular image of the archetypal Leave voter, which brings together 

specific characteristics, has become dominant in political, media and academic 

spheres. This impression derives from the claim that Brexit was delivered by the so-

called ‘left behind’ (e.g., Watson, 2018; Pettifor, 2017). According to these accounts, 

Leave support could be found predominantly among white working-class 

communities, where the vote could be attributed to a form of ‘cultural backlash’ 

(Norris and Inglehart, 2019; Inglehart and Norris, 2016) in which these so-called 

‘losers of globalisation’ (Hobolt, 2016) were expressing their frustration at 

immigration levels and the ‘liberal consensus’. Despite significant flaws in this logic 

(discussed shortly), the notion of the ‘left behind’ has achieved hegemonic, common-

sense status in many circles. Within academia, citational trends illustrate its 

dominance, with eight out of the top ten most-cited articles with ‘Brexit’ in the title 

on the Web of Science database feeding into this perspective.16 It has also been taken 

up in media commentary on both Brexit and the far right more generally (Bounds, 

2019; Glynn, 2019), and politicians too have started to invoke it as a signifier (BBC, 

2019a; BBC, 2019b). It is clear then that it has become a persistent way of framing 

core support for Brexit and the far right. 

There are, however, a number of prescient critiques which both undermine the 

validity of these claims and point to their harmful implications if not carefully 

contextualised (Mondon and Winter, 2019; Antonucci et al., 2017; Bhambra, 2017; 

Stocker, 2017; Dorling, 2016). Studies have shown that there were many more 

reliable predictors of voting to leave the EU than class or income variables, for 

instance a strong attachment to White British identity (McAndrew, Surridge and 

Begum, 2017, p.18) or even support for the death penalty (Stocker, 2017, p.13). 

Furthermore, with abstention and proportional class size accounted for, a much 

more nuanced picture of voting composition emerges (Mondon and Winter, 2020, 

 
16 The work of Matthew Goodwin has clearly been particularly influential in establishing the idea of 
the ‘left behind’, but drawing on Carrie Mott and Daniel Cockayne's (2017) notion of ‘citation as 
conscientious engagement’, it was decided that these works would not feature in my thesis. Certainly, 
a number of the citations that these articles have already attracted are not in the form of an appraisal, 
but the metrics of the neoliberal university mean that high citation counts are valued in whatever 
form they are received. With Goodwin and others’ active engagement in normalising far-right 
politics, the decision was taken here to avoid contributing to the further reification of their position 
as authoritative voices on this topic. 
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p.119), as research reveals an association between identifying as middle-class and 

voting to leave the EU (Antonucci et al., 2017, p.225). Danny Dorling (2017) similarly 

underscores how contrary to common narratives, ‘the elderly (mostly white) middle 

class were a crucial demographic for the Leave side’, and how English retirees may 

have tilted the vote towards Leave in Wales (Dorling in Perraudin, 2019). 

Not only do these details add precision to our understanding of such a complex 

phenomenon, but they also emphasise some of the problematic normative 

implications of the ‘left behind’ thesis. As Bhambra (2017, p.227) suggests, class is 

used ‘as a euphemism for a racialized identity politics [which] is given legitimacy 

through this evasion’. It feeds into the idea of fundamental opposition between the 

interests of racialised minorities and white working-class communities, serving to 

exacerbate existing inequalities and normalise racism (Mondon and Winter, 2019, 

p.522). As discussed earlier in relation to populism and the far right, such 

conceptualisations place these sentiments as originating from the bottom-up, which 

is not to deny their presence among these communities, but this dominant framing 

serves to detract attention from their structural and systemic character and the 

fundamental role of elites in their production and reproduction. Thus, some of the 

issues with prevailing interpretations of Brexit align closely with those associated 

with the far right more generally. 

Supply-side approaches to Brexit 

In contrast to these bottom-up accounts, a growing of body of work has sought to 

understand the influence of supply-side factors in the referendum, which in turn can 

provide crucial context for demand-side explanations. As Samuel Bennett (2019, 

p.453) suggests: 

If we accept there is a knowledge deficit on Europe and that this gap is filled at least 

in part by elite actors (politicians and media), then it is paramount that the 

information provided to voters in referendum campaigns be analysed. 

Discourse studies as a field has been particularly attentive to these features, with 

edited collections (e.g., Koller, Kopf and Miglbauer, 2019) and special issues (e.g., 

Critical Discourse Studies, 2019) dedicated to the analysis of elite discourse in 

Brexit. A variety of approaches and centres of focus have characterised this 

literature, such as the media (Zappettini, 2021; Radziwinowiczowna and Galasinska, 
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2021; Alkhammash, 2020; Maccaferri, 2019; Moore and Ramsay, 2017), political 

campaigns (Van Der Zwet et al., 2020; Achilleos-Sarll and Martill, 2019; Zappettini, 

2019; Hughes, 2019; Bennett, 2019), pre- (Cap, 2017) and post-referendum 

discourse (Daddow, 2019; Meislová, 2019; Leung, 2018), linguistic features 

(Buckledee, 2018) like metaphors (Eaton, 2020; Musolff, 2019; 2017; Berberović 

and Mujagić, 2017), multi-modal studies (Lennon and Kilby, 2020; Silaški and 

Đurović, 2019), and many others. These varied analyses are crucial in gaining an 

understanding of the facets of discourse within the referendum, and consequently 

in reflecting the power held by those with access to discursive resources to influence 

the terms of debate. Already, this work helps to contextualise bottom-up 

explanations by establishing how ideas and the links between them are proliferated 

within the public domain. 

Somewhat understandably given the outcome of the vote, supply-side analysis 

has tended to focus predominantly on the Leave campaign (both official and 

unofficial). Certainly, a number of fascinating insights which inform the findings 

here have emerged from this work, but there is a danger in directing attention at 

one side in particular that harmful false binaries are established (Brown, Eklundh 

and Mondon, 2022). Studies have quite rightly pointed to the racism (Virdee and 

McGeever, 2018), nostalgia for empire (Gildea, 2019) and toxic masculinity 

(Achilleos-Sarll and Martill, 2019) of the Leave campaign, but it should not be 

assumed that these features were absent from the opposing side. This observation 

is not a criticism of the individual studies listed here, as decisions have to be made 

for feasibility in research, but the broader neglect of the Remain campaign within 

the field has important implications. Indeed, interpretations of Brexit from a range 

of angles have emphasised the quality of division (Hobolt, Leeper and Tilley, 2021; 

Menon and Wager, 2019), framing the referendum as representative of a ‘divided 

nation’ (Hobolt, 2016). It may be inferred from such emphasis that Remain 

represented substantial opposition to the kind of exclusionary politics with which 

Leave has been attributed. However, some scholars have already pointed to the 

similarities between them, with Franco Zappettini (2019) highlighting the toxic 

logic underpinning trade and immigration discourses from both official campaigns, 

Bennett (2019) underscoring how ‘crisis’ was used by each as a discursive strategy, 

and Robert Saunders (2020) warning of the dangers of limiting imperial nostalgia 

to one side of the debate when it was clearly mobilised by both. This project takes 
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inspiration from these approaches by exploring areas of continuity between the 

different groups involved in the referendum campaign. 

Overall, it is clear that the principal trends identified through the linear 

narrative of mainstreaming also apply to prevalent interpretations of Brexit; 

popular demand has been portrayed as driving the result and terms of debate, and 

analysis has largely centred on the far-right side of the campaign. By reframing the 

process of mainstreaming and exploring Brexit through this lens, as this project aims 

to do, the assumptions that arise from these dominant approaches to the case study 

can be appropriately contextualised, with particular attention paid to the power 

dynamics involved. It therefore helps us to understand the interactions between 

different groups and elements in the specific scenario of the referendum campaign, 

but also the wider significance of the processes of normalisation that it entailed. 

Indeed, it is crucial to avoid ‘exceptionalising the referendum result [as it] distracts 

from the structural forces underlying it’ (El-Enany, 2020, p.212). An important body 

of literature underscores the impact on the lived experience of those targeted in 

exclusionary discourse that was normalised in the campaign (Abranches et al., 2021; 

Fitzgerald and Smoczyński, 2021; Redclift and Rajina, 2021; Lahuerta and Iusmen, 

2021; Luthra, 2021; Benson and Lewis, 2019; Rzepnikowska, 2019; Burnett, 2017), 

so it is crucial that we understand the lasting effects of mainstreaming from the 

Brexit referendum. 

Summary 

This review has summarised literature from three key areas that inform this project, 

identifying influential contributions and highlighting potential areas for 

development which this work aims to address. Terminological and definitional 

debates in far-right studies have been evaluated, before delineating the way in 

which the far right is understood in this project. Prominent approaches to the 

mainstream and mainstreaming have been discussed, establishing how a fixed and 

linear understanding of both can lead to problematic assumptions. Dominant 

interpretations of the case study Brexit are then evaluated, pointing to how the 

mainstreaming lens can address some of the issues identified. Ultimately, all three 

areas are brought together and informed by the theoretical and methodological 

approaches outlined in the following two chapters.
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework 

A holistic approach to mainstreaming 

In order to address the issues with current approaches to mainstreaming identified 

in Chapter 2, the aim of the present chapter is to put forward a theoretical 

framework which both incorporates these insights and suggests alternative avenues 

of enquiry. Chapter 4 goes on to emphasise the importance of constant interplay 

between the macro- and micro-level, between theoretical and empirical insights, so 

the objective here is to develop the theoretical dimension of mainstreaming before 

it is explored empirically through the case study. This chapter derives from and 

builds on the contributions offered in our co-authored article (Brown, Mondon and 

Winter, 2021b), where we present an account of the mainstream which challenges 

unproblematised definitions, and of mainstreaming which recognises the 

multifarious and complex interactions at play between different actors. With the 

additional space afforded through the format of a chapter, these contributions are 

further developed and expanded here, in particular drawing on discourse-

theoretical and critical discourse perspectives17 to shape an understanding of the 

crucial role played by mainstream elite discourse in mainstreaming the far right. 

To broach these issues, the chapter first outlines the core assumptions that must 

be accounted for when attempting to understand and examine the so-called 

‘mainstream’. These considerations are critical in reframing our conception of the 

mainstreaming process towards an acknowledgement of its significant 

complexities, a topic addressed in the second part of the chapter. The framework 

established to do so emphasises the multidirectional nature of this process and the 

centrality of discourse within that. The final section of the chapter is dedicated to 

developing this particular element further; it thereby extends beyond the scope of 

the original article to establish a detailed account of the precise role played by 

mainstream elite discourse in mainstreaming. Specifically, it introduces the notions 

of talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ the far right to delineate the mainstream’s importance 

in both normalising far-right discourse and reifying its own position as fixed and 

moderate, both of which are crucial to mainstreaming. 

 
17 A broad overview of DT and CDS is presented in the following chapter, but individual concepts of 
critical relevance to the theoretical framework are elaborated here first. 
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Towards a definition of the ‘mainstream’ 

As highlighted in the literature review, definitions of the mainstream have often 

proved elusive. This may be in part due to its ‘status as a functional floating signifier’ 

(Brown, Mondon and Winter, 2021b, p.5), used in a variety of contexts both as a 

noun or adjective, whether that be to describe specific subjects (politicians or 

parties, media outlets, music genres, education systems, etc.) or to refer more 

generally to societal phenomena (the mainstream, mainstream society or ideas, 

etc.).  Where attempts have been made to provide precision over the term within 

the literature, they have largely been centred around party politics (Akkerman, de 

Lange and Rooduijn, 2016; Pop-Eleches, 2010; Meguid, 2005) and the desire to 

situate ‘mainstream parties’ among other party types. Although perhaps suitable for 

certain kinds of studies, this form of categorisation has engendered limited 

interrogation of the term and concept itself. Indeed, the lack of reflection on its more 

general use, as well as the set of normative assumptions that consequently surround 

it, mean that ‘common-sense’ interpretations have rarely been questioned or 

challenged. Discourse Theory (DT) emphasises the importance of probing 

seemingly natural or established identities, because they represent a closure of 

meaning, masking the inherent contingency that operates in society, and thereby 

exercise considerable power (Alejandro, 2021a; Farkas and Schou, 2018, p.301). 

Thus, we must approach the signifier of the ‘mainstream’ critically and consider the 

implications of its current construction and interpretation of meaning. 

Building on the work of Mondon and Winter (2020, pp.115–7), in our article we 

outline two key points when engaging with the concept of the mainstream,  namely 

(1) acknowledging its constructed, contingent and fluid nature, and (2) challenging 

assumptions that it is essentially good, rational or moderate (Brown, Mondon and 

Winter, 2021b, p.5). Using these points (further elaborated below) as a foundational 

starting point, the mainstream can be defined as follows: 

a contingent identity that is hegemonically positioned, both through internal and 

external construction, as representative of the norm or centre however defined in a 

particular context. 

As a result of this hegemonic association, the mainstream may appear fixed in its 

identity and be assumed to represent accepted moderate and rational positions 

typically associated with the political or ideological ‘centre’. However, through 
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centralising the role of discursive construction in its formation, it is critical that 

when engaging with the mainstream, we acknowledge its contingency and ability to 

define, be defined and redefine itself across different contexts. If we take the political 

mainstream as an example, there are many actors implicated in its construction, 

whether that be external sources, such as politicians who identify as outsiders to it, 

or the often-overlooked internal aspect, whereby the mainstream itself is powerful 

in building its own identity. Clearly, this thesis is no exception, also playing a role in 

the construction of the mainstream, but with the aim of opening the floor to more 

varied and critical accounts of its identities. Indeed, it is the apparent stasis of the 

mainstream that makes its interrogation all the more important and urgent because 

it represents a closure of meaning and therefore a site of hegemony. When 

uncritically aligned with normative assumptions of goodness, moderacy and 

rationality, it becomes a particularly powerful identity which largely evades 

scrutiny. Thus, in order to address these issues, three core premises and constitutive 

elements of the above definition are elaborated below. 

Rejecting the mainstream’s fixedness 

The first key assumption that underscores the definition and directly draws from 

our article is a rejection of the perception that the mainstream is fixed in its identity 

and possesses essential qualities, instead positing that it is capable of 

transformation and evolution. This principle is grounded in one of the core 

foundational premises of discourse-theoretical work, namely the notion of 

contingency. As Johan Farkas and Jannick Schou (2018, p.301) summarise: ‘Laclau’s 

work stresses the political and contingent dimensions of meaning, arguing that 

social reality is the product of continuous hegemonic struggles rather than innate 

essences or immanent laws.’ Indeed, as Chapter 4 elaborates, DT rejects positivist 

conceptions of ‘truth’ (Sutherland, 2005, p.185), including in its view of the subject, 

where it holds that identities are discursively determined and do not possess 

essential qualities free from discursive influence (Wilkinson, 2021b). Although well-

established within poststructuralist work, contingency has rarely formed a 

constituent part of the way the mainstream is commonly conceived in both 

academic and public discourse, an oversight which this chapter seeks to address. 

The importance of incorporating contingency into a definition of the 

mainstream is twofold, as it both produces (1) a clearer understanding of an 
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evolving rather than static mainstream, and (2) a basis from which to challenge 

taken-for-granted assumptions which derive from its perceived continuity. First, it 

means that the definition can adequately reflect the mainstream’s dynamic nature 

in whatever context it emerges, varying across time, sector, place and other relevant 

factors. Indeed, as we point to in the article, ‘what is mainstream one day can be 

reviled as extreme the next’ (Brown, Mondon and Winter, 2021b, p.5), and vice 

versa. To take a simple example from music, what was considered mainstream in 

the 1970s, for instance, would no longer be considered so in the present day. This 

does not mean that it could not become mainstream once more, but its 

reestablishment would entail further processes of evolution and the reframing of 

contingent norms. Political ideas too are not stable and unchangeable, with 

universal suffrage in the UK, for example, far from mainstream at the turn of the 20th 

century, whereas now it would be unusual for a party to not at least openly campaign 

on such a platform. Again, however, this does not mean that this principle is now 

fixed in stone, with proposals for voter ID requirements potentially impacting the 

access of certain groups to the polls (Electoral Reform Society, 2021). Similarly, as 

discussed in Chapter 2, the varied fortunes of the Liberal Democrats in the UK 

between 2010 and 2015 underscore the importance of accounting for contingency 

in the context of parties. Under Meguid’s popular definition (2005, p.348), the 

Liberal Democrats would move between inclusion and exclusion from the 

mainstream category. It is therefore fundamental that our understanding of the 

mainstream reflects an ever-changing identity so that its evolution and reframing 

can be tracked over time, place and context. 

Furthermore, not only does the centralisation of contingency entail more 

accurate analyses of the mainstream and its development, but it also allows us to 

challenge dominant perceptions of its identity which can lend it, and those 

associated, even greater power and legitimacy. The nature of these perceptions are 

dealt with in detail in the third subsection, but at this stage it is important to 

establish how an acknowledgement of contingency is critical to challenging 

unproblematised assumptions and therefore to addressing the political aims of the 

project. This aligns with the main objective of discourse-theoretical work, which is: 

not merely to provide novel descriptions or facts about specific objects of 

investigation but to produce new interpretations either by rendering visible 

phenomena previously undetected by dominant theoretical approaches, or by 
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problematizing existing accounts and articulating alternative interpretations. 

(Howarth, 2005, pp.320-1) 

Indeed, when an identity appears ossified, a hegemonic conception of it has 

prevailed which excludes alternative possibilities available in the field of meaning. 

As Mark Wilkinson (2021a) establishes, drawing on the work of Sean Phelan and 

Lincoln Dahlberg (2011, p.23), this leads to sedimentation, whereby contingency is 

obscured and ‘routinized social practices’ prevail (ibid.). In this way, the lack of 

reflection on the mainstream has bred further paucity in this regard, allowing its 

position and associated assumptions to be further sedimented over time. For those 

benefitting from its sedimentation, there is an interest in maintaining a fixed 

conception of its identity, because it allows its capacity to shift and adapt to go 

unscrutinised. If we take contingency as a core foundation of the mainstream then, 

it is not simply an element of interest within the process of mainstreaming but a 

fundamental driver which often evades analysis. Taking the explicitly political aims 

of CDS established in the following chapter (Wodak and Meyer, 2009b), an 

examination of the role and changing faces of the mainstream is therefore critical to 

challenging dominant power structures and sites of hegemony. As a result, this 

reframing of the definition has a dynamic influence on the direction of research. 

Acknowledging the mainstream’s construction 

Closely related to the above point, in rejecting the fixedness and essentialisation of 

the mainstream, there must consequently be an acknowledgement of how its 

identity has still come to be formed and sedimented. Drawing again on discourse-

theoretical and critical discourse perspectives, discursive construction is 

understood to be key to its development: ‘the identities of social agents are 

constituted within structures of articulatory practice’ (Howarth, 2005, p.317). Thus, 

rather than possessing innate qualities which exist in a vacuum, the mainstream is 

constructed and reconstructed through discursive processes, particularly in relation 

and opposition to other identities. Indeed, it is this relativity that is core to 

contingency, which ‘describes how any entity is dependent on relations with other 

entities, rather than self-grounded’ (Phelan and Dahlberg, 2011, p.16). To exist 

relationally, the construction of identities therefore relies on the drawing of 

antagonistic frontiers between different groups, creating in- and out-groups, or 

what Teun van Dijk (2015, pp.73-4) terms the ‘ideological square’. If we are to 
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approach the mainstream critically therefore, we must examine the interactions of 

these different groups and their constitutive role in identity formation. 

Returning to Kallis's (2013, p.226) insightful work on this topic, where he 

highlights the significance of the relationship between the mainstream and extreme 

in articulating one another’s very existence, we can see how antagonism feeds into 

the mainstream’s identity. Of course, the mainstream-extreme binary relies on the 

mainstream’s implicit association with a moderate centre or norm, to which the final 

subsection turns, but a more general point can be established pertaining to the 

fundamental role of out-groups in mainstream identity. Constructed out-groups to 

the mainstream can take on many forms according to the context (political parties, 

music styles, education systems, etc.), but in whatever case, the opposition created 

between them is constitutive of both their identities. In this way, the construction of 

the mainstream relies on both an internal process of delineation with the out-group 

(i.e., establishing what it is not), and an external process whereby the out-group 

itself may ascribe characteristics to the mainstream (i.e., also establishing what it is 

not). Thus, the antagonism constructed by both in- and out-groups plays a 

fundamental role in this identity-building process. 

Although they are both constitutive of each other, we must also consider the 

respective capacity of each group to influence how the other is perceived. Insights 

from CDS are instructive in this regard, because power is conceived at the actor level 

too, thereby relating to ‘an asymmetric relationship among social actors who 

assume different social positions or belong to different social groups’ (Reisigl and 

Wodak, 2009, p.88). Under this rubric, it is clear that those associated with the 

mainstream are in a position of greater power than those outside of it.  Indeed, by 

way of its association with the centre or norm, and the set of assumptions that 

accompany it (discussed shortly), the mainstream gains legitimacy, authority and 

resources. As a result, it has significant power to determine what is or is not 

mainstream, indicating that ‘[it] is self-perpetuating [and] active in defining itself’ 

(Brown, Mondon and Winter, 2021b, p.4). This does not mean that out-groups 

cannot play a role in constructing its identity, but we must account for the relative 

positions of power occupied by different groups in influencing such conceptions. 

The particular role played by mainstream elite discourse is elaborated further as the 

chapter progresses. 
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Challenging associated assumptions 

The final key point to support the proposed definition is that this more critical view 

of the mainstream allows us to re-evaluate and contest common assumptions which 

serve to reinforce its position. As has already been established, the mainstream is 

portrayed as representative of the centre or norm, entailing certain expectations 

around what this means for its character. Inherent in the appellation of centrist, for 

instance, is the idea that there are elements either side which may be pushed to their 

extremity; in being placed between them, the mainstream becomes emblematic of 

balance and fairness, a moderate ‘middle-ground’. Equally, a positioning within the 

norm means that there is an expectation that others fall outside of it, making them 

‘abnormal’, and therefore less acceptable and reasonable in comparison. Crucially, 

these antagonisms place the mainstream in a position of automatic legitimacy and 

hegemony, associated with the ‘positive’ values of moderacy and rationality. The 

implication is that these qualities should be aspired to and are not possessed by 

those within the out-groups. However, if we acknowledge the mainstream’s 

constructed and contingent nature, these attributes no longer become a given and 

we can challenge notions pertaining to the mainstream’s intrinsic ‘goodness’. Given 

that out-groups can take on many different forms, it is important to emphasise here 

that this is not a general point about them, but rather about how we understand and 

view the mainstream itself. This is particularly important in light of the limited 

scrutiny it has faced to date. 

It should also be noted that the mainstream’s association with positive values 

may seem to run counter to some common and increasingly prevalent portrayals, 

whereby the signifier is used derogatorily. Indeed, the right-wing acronym MSM for 

‘mainstream media’, for example, has gained ground as a mode of criticising 

traditional media outlets and news sources (Phelan, 2021). Furthermore, it would 

be rare for a politician to wear it as a badge of honour and state explicitly that they 

themselves form part of the ‘mainstream’. However, even though it may be used 

negatively to denote something as run-of-the-mill or protective of the status quo, 

and may be avoided for the same reason, similar ideas to those described in the 

previous paragraph remain underlying. Even though a politician may not openly 

describe themselves as mainstream therefore, they may still seek to portray 

themselves as possessing the qualities associated with it. This can clearly be 
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observed in Theresa May’s 2017 UK General Election ‘strong and stable’ campaign 

message, or in statements attesting to Keir Starmer’s ‘sensible leadership’ of the 

Labour Party (Norman, 2020). For those outside of the mainstream too, laying claim 

to such attributes is not uncommon, with far-right actors often depicting themselves 

as purveyors of ‘common sense’ for instance (Newth, forthcoming). Thus, while as a 

label it may not be openly embraced by those attached to it, it is clear that it still 

denotes a certain type of ‘respectable’ politics which is dominantly portrayed as 

desirable. 

This discussion points to the importance of questioning seemingly 

uncontentious assumptions, whether they are framed negatively or positively, 

because they can serve to further sediment contingent identities. Indeed, whether 

‘mainstream’ is used as an insult or attribute, its hegemonic positioning as 

representative of the ‘centre’ has meant that it is often presumed to at least 

epitomise an innocuous or benign form of politics, if not the only worthy and 

respectable kind. Through such perceptions, the mainstream has not only evaded 

much scrutiny around its role in normalising exclusionary politics, but it has also 

developed a reputation as the solution to the far right within much academic and 

public discourse. However, by placing contingency at the heart of our definitions for 

both the mainstream and centre, we can reflect more critically on their capacity to 

change and evolve. As such, neither are automatically representative of intrinsic 

goodness and they can indeed be the vectors of exclusionary politics. Hence, the 

mainstream does not necessarily act as a bulwark against the far right and can 

actually play a central role in its mainstreaming, altering what is deemed acceptable 

or legitimate in society, and shifting where the ‘centre’ lies on such topics. It is 

therefore critical to challenge assumptions relating to the morality of the 

mainstream in order to establish its fundamental role in mainstreaming. 

A framework for mainstreaming 

Clearly, the definition of ‘mainstream’ and its associated assumptions have a 

dynamic influence on our understanding of the mainstreaming process. As the 

literature review outlined, under previous conceptions, a linear narrative of 

mainstreaming has emerged, which places the mainstream in a largely static 

position. Accordingly, if the mainstream is acknowledged to shift at all, it is 
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presented as the result of pressure from other actors. However, if we take a more 

flexible approach to understanding the mainstream, which specifically accounts for 

its contingency, we can move away from positioning it as a passive bystander in the 

mainstreaming process. Instead, it becomes a central component with an active and 

evolving role both as part of the process and in being defined by it. Indeed, 

mainstreaming becomes constitutive of the mainstream itself, because the process 

is critical in determining and redetermining the ever-fluctuating position of the 

mainstream, while also playing a role in its apparent fixedness. In this way, reflecting 

on the mainstream’s contingency, construction and assumed qualities not only helps 

to form a definition but can drive the direction of research; if we accept that the 

mainstream is not static nor essentially good, then we necessarily need to 

interrogate the process by which these characteristics have come to be associated 

with it. We must consider how what is or is not mainstream, what is or is not the 

norm, and what is or is not acceptable is determined within a particular context. 

From this perspective, we can start to examine the complex interactions at play in 

the process of mainstreaming, not only focusing on out-group influence but also on 

the powerful role of the mainstream itself. 

Using this understanding of the mainstream as a foundation, and building on the 

conception developed in our article (Brown, Mondon and Winter, 2021b, p.9), 

mainstreaming can be defined in the following way: 

The process by which parties/actors, discourses and/or attitudes move from a 

position of unacceptability (outside the norm) to one of legitimacy (within the norm). 

These norms themselves are not fixed and are subject to discursive construction and 

reconstruction. 

Thus, mainstreaming is a dynamic and complex process, with many contributing 

factors and intersecting components. Using this definition as a baseline for 

understanding the process, it is possible to examine the multidirectional features 

that bring these changes about in particular contexts. This is what we aim to do in 

our article, where we propose a framework to establish how mainstreaming occurs 

in relation to far-right politics (see Figure 2). It specifically considers the role of both 

mainstream and far-right actors, the effects of discourse on elections and the 

electorate, and the cyclical place of discursive normalisation in establishing what 

lies within the bounds of acceptability and thus what forms part of the mainstream. 
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To summarise, before covering individual sections of the diagram in greater depth, 

the framework reconfigures constitutive elements of the linear narrative (see p.39), 

placing them in a more cyclical and reciprocal format to reflect the complex 

interactions between them. Starting from the top, both mainstream and far-right 

parties/actors may enact discursive shifts (Krzyżanowski, 2020a), understood as 

more micro-level transformations of discourse (Krzyżanowski, 2018b), changing 

their positions on particular topics either as an independent strategy or as a form of 

delineation from one another. Crucially, this does not imply that one is forced to do 

so by the other, so instead, we should acknowledge the agency and respective power 

held by each group to influence the discursive landscape. Next, discourse is 

instrumental in electoral outcomes through its strategic use, such as a party trying 

to claim issue ownership over another (Green and Jennings, 2017), and through 

mediation by helping to construct political knowledge among the electorate, for 

instance through agenda-setting (McCombs, 2014). The significance of these 

features is not simply their material outcome however (i.e., whether or not a party 

comes to power), but also in how they are interpreted (i.e., as representative of 

‘public opinion’ (Mondon, 2022b)), because their construction feeds into the wider 

process of discursive normalisation (Krzyżanowski, 2020b). A focus on discourse 

Figure 2: Framework for understanding the mainstreaming of the far right 
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therefore should not merely be centred around its impact on electability but rather 

incorporate an acknowledgement of its individual power beyond elections, because 

‘such politics and political shifts have violent and real effects for those at the sharp 

end of these discourses’ (Brown, Mondon and Winter, 2021b, p.8). As CDS 

emphasises (Jäger and Maier, 2009, p.36), we must keep these effects and the desire 

to combat them at the forefront of our research in order to pursue the political aims 

of fighting oppression. Finally, through the process of normalisation, lines of 

admissibility are continually drawn and redrawn, delimiting what is perceived to be 

acceptable in public discourse, which feeds back into what is possible at the 

party/actor level. Having summarised how the framework fits together, the 

remainder of this section examines individual parts of the diagram in more depth. 

As is clear from this description, discourse is at the heart of the framework, so each 

subsection is centred around its relation to other elements. 

Mainstream and far-right parties/actors 

The first section of the diagram (see 

Figure 3) focuses on the role and 

agency of parties or actors, with the 

aim of accounting for the significant 

power held by certain groups to 

influence the process. The structure 

of the linear narrative (see p.39) 

emphasises how bottom-up accounts 

have placed power in the hands of the 

electorate and deflected attention from elite-driven factors, compounded by the 

proliferation of ‘populism’ as a signifier (De Cleen and Glynos, 2021; Glynos and 

Mondon, 2019; De Cleen, Glynos and Mondon, 2018). However, CDS in particular has 

been influential in centralising the importance of power in terms of agency, by 

underlining the uneven relationship between different actors (Reisigl and Wodak, 

2009, p.88). This acknowledgement of unequal agency, and consequently of elite 

access to symbolic power, all forms part of what Majid KhosraviNik (2014, p.289) 

terms ‘power behind discourse’, which involves the broader structures that have the 

capacity to shape meaning in society. This does not mean that bottom-up 

approaches are redundant, nor does it deny the ability of grassroots movements, for 

Figure 3: Section 1 of the framework 
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instance, to resist and challenge hegemonic structures, but that top-down power 

dynamics must be embedded in our understanding of social phenomena. For this 

reason, mainstream and far-right parties/actors are placed at the top of the diagram, 

accounting for their capacity to influence the discursive landscape by setting the 

agenda. 

One aspect which has not been so prominent, even in more critical approaches, 

is a consideration of the power differential between the mainstream and far right 

themselves. Indeed, despite the clear legitimacy that the mainstream gains through 

its position and perceived positivity, the far right is often framed in the literature as 

the key actor driving the mainstreaming process. Of course, the far right is not 

without agency in this scenario, and another form of legitimacy can certainly be 

garnered from being positioned or positioning oneself18 as an outsider in some 

contexts (i.e., as an ‘underdog’ fighting ‘the establishment’). However, by 

overemphasising the far right’s influence, the mainstream’s powerful role is 

sometimes minimised and obscured. It is clear that mainstream actors benefit from 

reputational and material advantage, with perceptions of respectability lending 

greater credence to their claims and heightened access to discursive platforms and 

resources accelerating their capacity to set the agenda. For instance, government 

ministers within a ruling mainstream party gain authority through their 

institutional role and have various opportunities to exert influence, through their 

ability to partake in parliamentary debates, develop and enact policy, communicate 

these actions to the public, etc. To portray the mainstream as a second-order 

component therefore, simply reacting to public demand and the far-right threat, is 

to ignore crucial power dynamics at play. It is a vicious circle, as not only does such 

an interpretation provide an incomplete picture of the contributing factors to 

mainstreaming, but it also serves to further embed the mainstream’s hegemonic 

identity, which in turn enables it to further normalise exclusion while facing limited 

scrutiny. As a result, it is essential in holistic, critical and politically engaged 

accounts of mainstreaming to reflect on these inter- and intra-group power 

differentials. Again, this does not mean that far-right actors are powerless or passive 

 
18 It must be stated that this positioning can be a strategic choice for a variety of actors, who may 
wish to appear more or less ‘mainstream’ at different times. Christopher Pich (2020) discusses the 
changing faces of the ‘Boris Johnson brand’ for instance, where there is an attempt to take on more 
or less ‘traditional politician’ characteristics in different scenarios.  
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in this regard, but we must consider the elevated position of the mainstream itself 

when it comes to setting the agenda. 

To illustrate this point, the decision to hold the EU referendum has often been 

attributed to the influence of UKIP pushing David Cameron and the Conservative 

Party into making such a strategic choice (e.g., Bale, 2018). However, while we 

should certainly not dismiss UKIP’s impact entirely, it is crucial, as CDS suggests, to 

consider the asymmetrical relationship between actors within this scenario. When 

Cameron announced that there would be a referendum should the Conservatives 

win the next election (BBC, 2013), UKIP had never received more than one million 

votes in a general election, nor had they won a single seat in parliament (Cracknell 

and Pilling, 2022). While their growing profile may have exerted some pressure, the 

decision to hold the referendum lay ultimately in the hands of the already-governing 

mainstream party. It is critical not to lose sight of such significant power dynamics 

when providing interpretations of social phenomena, and CDS offers fundamental 

principles from which to approach such issues. 

These tenets apply also outside of the party-political domain. ‘Actors’ within the 

framework are not limited to the field of politics in its traditional and institutional 

form (i.e., government, parties, politicians, etc.), but encompass a range of different 

sectors, groups or individuals. These may include media outlets, academia, 

literature, art, social media influencers and many others. Clearly, there are 

disparities in the reach and power held by different groups to shape discourse, and 

again, our accounts must be attentive to such unevenness, but we must be aware of 

the role of and intersections between various groups in this process. For example, 

the media has played a crucial role in amplifying UKIP’s message and influence. A 

study revealed that between 2010-17, UKIP actors appeared in over a quarter of 

BBC Question Time episodes despite the party’s limited electoral success (Bennett, 

2017). The literature review also highlighted how academic research proposing the 

‘left behind’ thesis has served to legitimise far-right talking points and has been 

taken up within political and media discourses. Ideas are therefore not generated in 

isolation, nor do they simply gain ground organically, so consideration of the power 

behind discourse is crucial. Of course, not all influential groups can be covered 

within a single study, but choices must be thoroughly contextualised and justified to 

account for those not included. The first section of Chapter 5 is dedicated to doing 
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precisely that, while the conclusion points to how other sectors and groups may be 

incorporated in future within the same case study. 

Whichever group forms the particular focus of the research project, some 

common assumptions remain about the type of relationship between mainstream 

and far-right actors in terms of discourse. By attributing to them a two-way arrow, 

the framework acknowledges their ability to each enact discursive shifts, moving 

closer or further away from one another on different topics. As highlighted earlier, 

contingency is a key quality of discourse, and identities are relationally constructed, 

so the acknowledgement of such movement is essential for understanding how 

mainstreaming can occur. Indeed, this enables us to interrogate the mutability of 

positions and identities, as well as explore the dynamics between different actors. It 

is important, however, not to overstate or misinterpret the nature of these shifting 

boundaries as this could lead to problematic conclusions being drawn from the 

diagram. As such, the arrows do not necessarily equate to a concrete change of 

ideological position by these actors and can instead constitute a repackaging of 

similar messages. For instance, the outward dismissal and avoidance of illiberal 

racism by many far-right parties should clearly not be interpreted as a genuine 

rejection of racism, as they have found other modes of reinforcing such positions. 

Furthermore, if a mainstream politician employs more explicit exclusionary 

discourse, it does not mean that such inequalities were not present within the 

mainstream prior to their overt articulation. When assessing discursive shifts, 

therefore, it is vital to contextualise their development appropriately. 

The dynamics of such changing positions can be illustrated by returning to 

examples from French politics. As the literature review emphasised, studies have 

explored the Front/Rassemblement National’s strategy of ‘detoxification’ to appear 

more mainstream (Ivaldi, 2016; Crépon et al., 2015; Dézé, 2015; Mondon, 2014). 

Under Marine Le Pen, taking over from her father, the party sought to rearticulate 

its racism within classic frames of the Republic, such as using laïcité (French 

secularism) to target Muslims (Almeida, 2017; Mondon, 2015). This movement from 

illiberal to liberal articulations of racism (Mondon and Winter, 2020; Mondon and 

Winter, 2017) denotes an attempt to soften the image of the party while maintaining 

its exclusionary core. However, this represents just one part of a wider story, 

because mainstream actors have also sought to modify their own discourse to take 
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a harder line on topics such as immigration. Nicolas Sarkozy’s 2007 and 2012 

presidential campaigns are indicative of this strategy to occupy the discursive 

ground traditionally held by the far right (Mondon, 2013). More recently, Emmanuel 

Macron has pushed through an ‘anti-separatism bill’ which threatens to further 

stigmatise Muslim communities (Khemilat, 2021), the Senate voted in favour of a 

proposed law to ban the wearing of  ‘conspicuous religious symbols’ in sport, clearly 

targeting the hijab (Boubaya, 2022), and presidential candidate for Les Républicains 

Valérie Pécresse made a direct reference to the far-right ‘great replacement’ 

conspiracy theory in a speech (Onishi, 2022). These examples highlight how shifts 

can occur from within both sets of actors and how modes of exclusion can be 

reformulated across different groups and contexts. 

Impact on electoral features 

The next section of the diagram (see Figure 

4) pertains to the electoral impact of such 

discursive decisions, both in terms of the 

outcome of elections and the effect on the 

electorate. As underlined in the literature 

review, the strategic use of discourse to 

achieve success at the polls has been the 

most comprehensively covered part of the 

framework so far and has formed the 

baseline for many interpretations of 

mainstreaming to this point. As such, this 

topic does not need to be conveyed in great detail here, so a brief summation will 

suffice. Discursive shifts at the party/actor level can form a strategic function for the 

purpose of success in elections. According to theories of voting behaviour, such as 

the spatial and valence models (McAllister, Sheppard and Bean, 2015), parties may 

be able to ‘capture’ votes through adopting certain strategic positions. In this way, 

discourse takes on a functional role to achieve delimited objectives within the 

electoral domain. Certainly, this is a worthy area of study, and Sarkozy’s strategy to 

appeal to the FN electorate in 2007, to ‘go and get them one by one’ (Sarkozy in 

Mondon, 2013, p.37), is a clear example of how shifts may be used for these ends. 

However, as the next section of the diagram emphasises (see p.68), electoral success 

Figure 4: Section 2 of the framework 
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or failure is not where mainstreaming ends. In Sarkozy’s case, the Front National 

may have faced defeat at the polls, but key ideas on which the party campaigned had 

been normalised through a mainstream politician. This is reflected in Marine Le 

Pen’s claim following the election that it was a victory of her father’s ideas (Mondon, 

2013, p.22). Consequently, there is a danger in placing too great an emphasis on 

electoral results because it can distract from other crucial facets. 

Before looking in more depth at the impact of certain interpretations of electoral 

politics, it is important to consider the mediatory effects of discourse on the 

electorate. This derives from the DT position that ‘there can be no unmediated 

access to the real-concrete’ (Howarth, 2005, p.322). Purely bottom-up accounts of 

political phenomena can sometimes serve to obscure the role of mediation and 

instead suggest that the electorate is the key driver in both electoral outcomes and 

the types of ideas that are prioritised by parties/actors at the elite level. However, it 

is crucial to pay attention to where people get information from in order to establish 

their views and priorities. Indeed, people do not simply form their opinions 

internally and organically, nor simply from their own personal experiences: 

Knowledge of our political context is always based on a mediated process. It would 

simply be impossible for any of us, no matter our level of education and access to 

knowledge to hold an objective and complete view of all matters pertaining to local, 

national and/or international policy and politics. Political decisions must therefore 

be based on the limited and selective knowledge we acquire through others, whether 

these be politicians, the media, religious communities, trade unions, the workplace, 

family etc. (Brown, Mondon and Winter, 2021b, pp.12–3) 

While the respective importance of each of these groups may vary among different 

people, we must again be attentive to the power structures at play and how 

particular actors have substantial access to discursive platforms, as well as 

perceived legitimacy as a result of their position. This thereby gives them far greater 

reach in terms of who accesses their discourse and contributes to their reputation 

as an authoritative source on certain topics. Again, the aim is not to deny the power 

of social movements to bring about change, whether electorally, discursively or 

otherwise, but the power structures that feed into the construction and 

reconstruction of common knowledge, affecting ‘public opinion’, must be accounted 

for proportionately. 
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The media are particularly influential in this sense because they are often 

responsible for conveying political issues to the public, whether that be through 

providing a platform for politicians to reach their audience, reporting and 

prioritising particular topics over others, or encouraging ‘debate’ around certain 

issues, etc. Maxwell McCombs (2014) points to the agenda-setting capacity of the 

media, whereby they may influence what is seen to be of note among 

readers/viewers: ‘journalists focus our attention and influence our perceptions of 

what are the most important issues of the day’ (ibid., p.1). This does not 

automatically mean that the media will influence how people view particular topics, 

whether positively or negatively, but that it plays a role in putting them on the 

agenda and on people’s minds. Martin Moore and Gordon Ramsay's (2017) study of 

the media during the Brexit referendum demonstrates how topics and actors can be 

foregrounded and given greater prominence in the news, with immigration 

featuring heavily on the front pages for instance and Nigel Farage being the fourth-

most covered individual after David Cameron, Boris Johnson and George Osbourne. 

Such choices can influence who and what people deem important in different 

scenarios.  

Far-right actors in particular have had significant success when it comes to their 

presence and portrayal in the media. Ruth Wodak (2021, p.161) underscores how 

‘their well-crafted strategic performance on frontstage, in traditional and new 

media’ has been highly salient in their success, emphasising how charismatic 

performances in such domains have heightened their appeal among the electorate. 

Again, however, while this is partly the result of strategy and execution by far-right 

actors, such influence would not be possible were these groups not provided with 

coverage and a platform to reach wider audiences. We must therefore again turn our 

attention to the role of mainstream actors in these scenarios, as established and 

respected media outlets have provided often disproportionate and ineffective 

coverage of far-right politics (Sengul, 2022). Léonie De Jonge's (2021) work on this 

topic in the Benelux countries illustrates the potential impact that different 

reporting strategies have on far-right success, indicating the significance of such 

approaches in the context of mainstreaming. Thus, our accounts of this process must 

pay attention to mediatory processes and dynamics when approaching ideas around 

public opinion, and in particular the powerful role played by the media in allowing 

far-right actors and discourses to gain exposure and influence. 
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Normalisation 

The final section of the diagram (see 

Figure 5) focuses specifically on 

discourse itself, not simply as a factor 

in elections (though clearly it is 

influential in this regard), but as 

worthy of scrutiny in its own right. 

This means that it is not only of 

interest when matched by electoral 

success. Indeed, if we are to approach 

mainstreaming holistically and 

critically, with the effects on those 

targeted by exclusionary discourse at 

the heart of the research agenda, it is 

fundamental to move away from 

these purely electoral accounts. It is for this reason that I conceptualise 

mainstreaming as a broader process encompassing numerous political factors and 

effects, whereas normalisation is used to refer specifically to the discursive 

dynamics that play a key role in this wider mainstreaming process. In so doing, we 

are able to acknowledge their interrelatedness but also place sufficient and targeted 

emphasis on discursive factors. In this vein, Michal Krzyżanowski's (2020a; 2020b) 

work on discursive change proves informative. He develops a model to account for 

the way in which discourses may move into the public domain and become 

normalised. However, rather than Krzyżanowski’s more linear visualisation from 

enactment to normalisation, a cyclical account is offered instead here whereby 

discursive norms are being repeatedly determined and redetermined. Clearly, the 

details will vary according to the context, but this is a process that is never complete; 

as DT suggests, there may be temporary fixation, but this does not represent a final 

closure of meaning as the boundaries of what is acceptable within public discourse 

evolve. Thus, shifts may occur in either direction, instigated and sedimented by 

various actors, meaning that what is mainstream may move closer or further from 

the far right depending on the context. In this way, an idea may become acceptable 

and remain so for some time, but it could later be challenged or taken beyond its 

Figure 5: Section 3 of the framework 
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original remit to become further entrenched. These shifts then feed back into the 

party/actor level by re-establishing what is acceptable. 

One of the mechanisms for normalisation that has been under-explored in the 

literature and that relates to the previous subsection is the way in which electoral 

phenomena are commonly construed. This places emphasis and responsibility on 

those involved in reporting on and interpreting political events, including within 

academia, the media and other sectors. If we take far-right electoral failure, for 

instance, as evidence that mainstreaming more broadly has not occurred, we may 

neglect to account for its presence in other areas, such as discursive normalisation. 

Furthermore, in other outputs (Brown, Mondon and Winter, 2021a; Brown and 

Mondon, 2021), we point to how coverage of elections can hype the place of the far 

right, portraying them as democratic contenders and lending them legitimacy as a 

result. In a similar vein, interpretations of survey data can play down the role of 

mediation, with public opinion becoming ‘uncritically reified as the voice of the 

people’ (Brown, Mondon and Winter, 2021b, p.14) and with a failure to account for 

the fact that polls themselves can influence voting intentions (Barnfield, 2020). In 

relation to the far right, this lack of engagement with mediation can imply that it is 

driven by demand from below, and therefore if mainstream actors adopt similar 

ideas, that they are guided by the electorate to do so. Thus, the way in which 

electoral phenomena are interpreted can help to legitimise certain discursive 

positions and deflect attention from power structures. 

Crucially, we must understand the way that power plays into this establishment 

of norms, pointing to the significant role of elite actors in the normalisation process. 

As Paul Baker et al. (2008, p.280) highlight: 

Because prejudices are not innate, but socially acquired, and because such 

acquisition is predominantly discursive, the public discourses of the symbolic elites 

are the primary source of shared ethnic prejudices and ideologies. 

For example, following the condemnation by members of the UK government of 

racism directed at Marcus Rashford, Jadon Sancho and Bukayo Saka who missed 

penalties for England in the Euro 2020 football final, responses from players such 

as Tyrone Mings highlighted the role of politicians in legitimising racism and the 

hypocrisy therefore of their response: 
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You don’t get to stoke the fire at the beginning of the tournament by labelling our 

anti-racism message as ‘Gesture Politics’ & then pretend to be disgusted when the 

very thing we’re campaigning against, happens. (Mings in BBC, 2021) 

Clearly, this does not at all alleviate responsibility from those physically involved in 

the racist abuse of these players, but it demonstrates the role of elite discourse in 

enabling such violence. As Michael Bankole (2021) summarised, ‘we have a political 

culture in this country that has created the environment for this abuse.’ This 

situation highlights the very real effects of normalisation for those who are targeted, 

which is why it is so critical to challenge these forms of exclusion. 

Talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ the far right 

Extending further beyond what was covered in our article, the following section 

aims to build on some of the key points discussed above to examine the critical, yet 

often overlooked, role of mainstream elite discourse in mainstreaming. As has 

already been emphasised, power dynamics and discourse form central features 

crosscutting the proposed definitions of both the mainstream and mainstreaming, 

which means that this final portion of the chapter is an attempt to bring these 

elements together for the purpose of exploring a particularly salient component in 

the process. This does not mean that we should ignore other influential factors, such 

as far-right discourse, and indeed our framework encourages engagement with a 

range of elements, but detailed attention to this particular component is long 

overdue. By focusing on mainstream elite discourse therefore, two crucial under-

explored features are addressed: (1) the power of discourse in its own right, and (2) 

its expression by actors who themselves possess significant power. In this way, we 

must consider how the mainstream can contribute to normalising far-right politics 

while maintaining its stable and ‘respectable’ identity. These dual elements which 

are mutually important in determining the mainstream’s role in mainstreaming are 

theorised here under the concepts of talking ‘with’ and talking ‘about’ the far right. 

Mainstream elite discourse 

Before elaborating on these two specific notions, it is important to first reiterate the 

reasons underlying the choice of mainstream elite discourse as the focus. As 

highlighted above, discourse is central to the processes at play in establishing what 
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the mainstream is/is not and in triggering or enacting the various elements of 

mainstreaming: it constructs the relative subject positions of different 

parties/actors, determines what is perceived to be mainstream or far right, has 

strategic implications for elections and mediatory effects on the electorate, forms 

dominant interpretations of these phenomena, and is itself constantly shifting. 

When discourse emanates from those in powerful positions, it has greater reach and 

weight behind it. With the mainstream’s constructed subject position in relation to 

out-groups building a sense of respectability, discourses purported by those 

deemed to be part of it take on further significance. Despite this, the way its 

positioning has been developed and sedimented means that it has faced little 

scrutiny as a vector of reactionary politics, making it all the more important to 

unpick its role. It is for this reason that the title of my thesis references the need to 

put the mainstream in mainstreaming. 

Clearly, the ‘mainstream elite’ can mean different things in different contexts, as 

already discussed, so it is necessary when approaching the topic to be precise and 

contextualise decisions thoroughly. William Harvey (2011, p.432) underlines that 

there is great heterogeneity in how scholars have defined and applied the word 

‘elite’; indeed, this diversity of interpretations leads Katherine Smith (2006) to 

reject the category completely. While it can be difficult to establish clear rules for 

identifying ‘powerful people’ or to determine the kinds of resources controlled by 

elites (ibid., p.645), the category is still useful and necessary for critical research. As 

the next chapter emphasises, CDS has been particularly attentive to the role of elite 

discourse, and it is from this literature that a definition for ‘elite’ is derived: 

we define elites precisely in terms of their symbolic power (Bourdieu, 1982), as 

measured by the extent of their discursive and communicative scope and resources 

(van Dijk 1993, p.255) 

Thus, elites are identified by their ability to exert discursive influence in whatever 

context they may be situated. As discussed earlier in relation to asymmetric 

relationships between actors, the mainstream elite is in a position of particular 

discursive power, which makes it crucial for studies to take seriously their role in 

mainstreaming. 

To reiterate an earlier point, the mainstream elite may encompass different 

groups in different scenarios. Here, the case study centres on politicians, but the 
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category should be understood more broadly so that future research can explore the 

involvement of different groups. Jana Goyvaerts’ (2021) characterisation of the 

intersections between various actors proves particularly instructive in this regard. 

In other work conducted individually and with colleagues, we have explored the role 

of further sectors, including the media and academia, in mainstreaming far-right 

politics (Brown, 2021; Brown and Mondon, 2021). In each case, the specific 

identification of mainstream elite groups must be carefully contextualised and 

justified. Wider studies which examine these different groups are necessary to 

redress the imbalance in terms of the responsibility afforded to the mainstream in 

this process, and it is argued that future research should consider the interrelations 

between different mainstream groups, exploring elements of intertextuality and 

interdiscursivity. Through examining the dual process of talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ 

the far right among these various actors, we can start to critically map the role of the 

mainstream in mainstreaming. 

Talking ‘with’ the far right 

The following sections are dedicated to defining these two ideas. Talking ‘with’ 

refers to shared discourses between the mainstream and far right, encompassing 

any similarities between them, both in terms of content and style. As the literature 

review highlighted, far-right ideology is characterised by a generalised commitment 

to inequality with racism at its core. However, this does not mean that these features 

are the exclusive domain of such groups, and indeed, viewing them as such 

contributes further to the neglect of the mainstream as an object of study. 

Consequently, a focus on talking ‘with’ allows us to turn our attention to these 

shared features, make comparisons between them and specifically account for the 

mainstream’s role in discursive normalisation and mainstreaming more broadly. It 

is critical to reiterate that a core premise underlying the exploration of talking ‘with’ 

is that there is no assumption that the mainstream is pushed into adopting such 

positions by the far right or other groups, such as the electorate. The power 

dynamics discussed earlier in this chapter are at the heart of this conception, with 

the aim of bringing accountability for the mainstream’s actions. There is also no 

expectation that these ideas originated within the far right, because as diverse 

research traditions within post- and de-colonial thought, critical race theory, gender 

studies and others have shown, exclusionary politics and discrimination have been 
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woven into the fabric of our society for many years. For instance, scholars such as 

Gurminder Bhambra (Bhambra and Holmwood, 2021; Bhambra and Holmwood, 

2018), Emmy Eklundh (2020) and Uday Mehta (1999) underscore how liberalism, 

often now associated with the mainstream in politics, has been and still is implicated 

in racism, misogyny, classism, etc. Addressing the role of the mainstream therefore 

is critical in approaching the structural and institutional foundations of these forms 

of exclusion. 

Studies of talking ‘with’ may adopt a comparative approach in order to establish 

areas of congruence and disparity between mainstream and far-right discourse. The 

main question to be answered in this endeavour, therefore, is the following: do 

mainstream elite actors and the far right express similar ideas and perspectives, and if 

so, which ones and how? Studies can either take the form of a broader comparison 

which encompasses various positions adopted by the groups in question or focus on 

comparing the formation of specific discourses between them. In either case, the aim 

is to identify similarities and differences in both content (i.e., topics and arguments) 

and style (i.e., discursive strategies and textual features). Although the focus is on 

what the two groups share, differences should not be dismissed or viewed 

uncritically as evidence that talking ‘with’ has not occurred. It is important to 

question whether disparities do indeed point to significant differences between the 

two groups (and if so, what could explain this?), or if they are instead still indicative 

of shared discourses which are nevertheless communicated in different ways. In 

summary, talking ‘with’ represents an opportunity to explore the mainstream’s 

shifting position, free from the assumption that this is driven by outside forces. In 

Figure 3 (see p.61), it is therefore associated with the two-way arrow positioned 

next to the mainstream, with a focus on its potential to shift rightwards. 

Talking ‘about’ the far right 

Moving now to talking ‘about’, this idea denotes the way in which mainstream actors 

discursively construct the far right, either explicitly through direct references or 

implicitly through more subtle allusions. Of course, this plays a role in constructing 

the subject position of the far right itself, but also critically that of the mainstream. 

Thus, through exploring how the mainstream refers to the far right, we can learn 

about how it wishes to itself be viewed. This relates back to the discussion of 

identities earlier in the chapter, whereby DT underlines the importance of relativity 
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in this constitutive process; in particular, attention is paid to the construction of 

antagonistic boundaries to determine in- and out-groups. While certainly a salient 

element of talking ‘about’, in relation to the far right we can draw on Lasse 

Thomassen's (2005, p.290) view that ‘social identities are not necessarily 

constituted around antagonistic frontiers, and that there are only degrees of 

antagonism, never “pure” antagonisms.’ In this way, we should remain open to the 

varied possibilities in the mainstream’s construction of the far right, with the ability 

to distance itself through antagonism but also draw closer in certain instances. We 

must, in particular, pay attention to how perceived antagonism at the level of 

subjectivity may instead reinforce elements of talking ‘with’ and contribute to 

normalisation, elaborated in more detail shortly. Talking ‘about’ is therefore a 

complex and dynamic phenomenon, which may appear overtly antagonistic, and in 

some cases not, but with a clear capacity to legitimise the mainstream’s position and 

consequently also the discourses it espouses. It is an overlooked area of study but 

one that is critical in understanding the mainstream’s ability to shift discursively 

while ostensibly remaining static. 

Studies of talking ‘about’ can examine the ways in which mainstream actors 

refer to their far-right counterparts, exploring the strategies that are used and their 

potential effects. The principal question posed is: how do mainstream elite actors 

discursively construct the far right (including groups, individuals and their 

ideas/discourse), and what does this mean for the identity of the mainstream? Analysis 

is therefore centred around references to the far right, which may be obvious (e.g., 

through discussing a specific individual or group like Nigel Farage or UKIP), or more 

subtle (e.g., through the use of euphemisms such as ‘populist’). These references 

must be critically assessed to determine the kinds of ideas they establish about the 

far right and the relative positioning of the mainstream as a consequence. In this 

way, the mainstream itself has significant power to construct and reinforce 

antagonisms between in- and out-groups, friends and enemies, playing a decisive 

role in defining what or who falls within or outside its bounds. It thereby constitutes 

an exercise of hegemony, with the mainstream in a self-perpetuating position of 

privilege to delimit the lines of admissibility. Attention to the implications of such 

strategies is crucial to understanding how the mainstream solidifies and sediments 

its reputational identity regardless of its role in pushing exclusionary discourses. 
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Talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ together 

To close this section, it should be emphasised that the relationship between talking 

‘with’ and ‘about’ is interdependent and symbiotic. By using these elements as a 

baseline for exploring mainstream elite discourse in relation to the far right, we can 

uncover their reciprocal role in obscuring the mainstream’s significant contribution 

to mainstreaming; talking ‘with’ explicitly acknowledges the mainstream’s capacity 

to further exclusionary positions, while talking ‘about’ establishes how it is still able 

to maintain its ‘good guy’ image in spite of this. We must place an understanding of 

how these two reinforce one another as key, not only in the object of study but also 

in how we approach our own interpretations. Given our involvement in conveying 

and mediating people’s understanding of political events, we must take heed of how 

talking ‘about’ the far right in certain ways can actually contribute to talking ‘with’ 

it too. We have seen evidence of this with the proliferation of the ‘left behind’ 

characterisation, for instance. This way of talking ‘about’ far-right support has 

further entrenched some of its claims in terms of representation and oppositions 

between different groups. It is hoped therefore that by drawing attention to these 

features and the way they work in unison, we can start to move away from placing 

the mainstream in a neutral and passive position, instead pointing to its 

fundamental and driving role in mainstreaming. Only through doing so can we 

understand that it is not simply the far right that we must challenge to strive for 

equality (though of course this remains critical), but also that exclusion is at the very 

heart of what is deemed to be representative of the norm or centre in society. 

Summary 

The aim of this chapter has been to elucidate key assumptions when approaching 

the process of mainstreaming, including how we define the mainstream itself, the 

constitutive elements of mainstreaming and the specific role of mainstream elite 

discourse. It is hoped that this theoretical framework can encourage holistic 

accounts of mainstreaming which pay particular attention to the place of discourse 

and power structures in this process. Through the reframing around these core 

ideas, we can identify key actors who possess significant discursive power and 

further probe their contribution, addressing elements which may have been 

somewhat neglected to date. Furthermore, this framework can form a starting point 

for further refinement or application to other scenarios. 
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Chapter 4: Methodology 

Towards a methodological tree 

It is clear from the previous chapters that insights from the field of discourse studies 

are crucial in every facet of this research project, for instance in establishing the 

ontological position adopted, forming definitions for key notions, and driving the 

central focus of the study. While individual concepts from this field have already 

been elaborated when relevant to the theoretical framework, this chapter is 

dedicated to detailing the methodological approach in full. Its positioning within the 

thesis structure is based on the role it plays in bringing the theoretical and empirical 

components together. Given that the methodology presented here is a novel 

combination of three diverse traditions, and that its development constitutes one of 

the main aims of my project, this chapter offers a more general overview of how the 

framework fits together, rather than situating it purely within the context of the case 

study. Thus, although examples may be drawn from mainstreaming as a topic, the 

central focus of this chapter is to put forward an innovative approach which could 

easily be replicable in other studies. Chapter 5 is where more depth on how the 

framework is implemented in this specific project is presented. 

The mixed methodology established here combines Discourse Theory (DT), 

Critical Discourse Studies (CDS) and Corpus Linguistics (CL). The flexibility and 

openness of discourse analytic work towards embracing a range of traditions and 

techniques presents many advantages for the field, explored and elaborated upon in 

this chapter.  As Marianne Jørgensen and Louise Phillips (2002, p.4) state: 

Such multiperspectival work is not only permissible but positively valued in most 

forms of discourse analysis. The view is that different perspectives provide different 

forms of knowledge about a phenomenon so that, together, they produce a broader 

understanding. 

Indeed, the decision to combine these three approaches derives from their potential 

to work complementarily, drawing on individual strengths to provide a robust 

philosophical, methodological and analytical framework. Furthermore, by 

acknowledging the possible limitations associated with each one, triangulation can 

be used to mitigate such issues and produce a thorough and balanced structure for 

the study. 
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To combine them effectively, it is 

important that ‘one weighs the approaches 

up against each other, identifying what kind 

of (local) knowledge each approach can 

supply and modifying the approaches in light 

of these considerations’ (ibid.). Here, this 

weighing-up process and the resulting 

framework are visualised through the 

metaphor of a methodological tree (see 

Figure 6). First, poststructuralist DT forms 

the roots of the tree, grounding the research 

philosophically, establishing its underlying 

assumptions and providing strong theoretical foundations. Next, CDS constitutes the 

trunk of the tree, which remains closely interlinked with theoretical concerns, but 

most significantly provides a strong structure for multi-layered empirical analysis. 

Finally, CL adds branches to extend the range of insights and put additional weight 

behind interpretations, as well as establish further avenues for exploration. 

Critically, all these components are intimately linked, so they have a dynamic 

influence at each level, informing and building on one another. 

This methodology chapter works through each of the above layers, focusing on 

the principal approach associated with them, but equally addressing how the other 

traditions contribute at different stages. Thus, it first outlines the ontological and 

epistemological foundations undergirding the study based largely on concepts 

developed through DT, which have a considerable impact not only on the mode of 

analysis but on the choice of topic, data and the definitions of core ideas. Within this, 

it is critical to consider the role of the researcher, underlining how this concern is 

reflected within the research design. The second section is dedicated to linking these 

philosophical concerns with problem-oriented research, as has been most 

successfully articulated in approaches to CDS. Its primary focus is on the practical 

implementation of such concepts to conduct detailed empirical analysis. Next, the 

role of CL techniques is introduced as a mode of further supporting, strengthening 

and broadening the impact of the findings. Finally, these three levels are pieced 

together to form an analytical framework which provides a guiding structure for 

analysis of the case study. 

Figure 6: The methodological tree 
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The roots: philosophical and theoretical foundations 

Literature on the many forms of discourse analysis is quick to emphasise that its 

reach extends far beyond purely methodological or analytical concerns. As Linda 

Wood and Rolf Kroger (2000, p.3) underline, it is ‘not simply an alternative to 

conventional methodologies; it is an alternative to the perspectives in which those 

methodologies are embedded.’ Consequently, it is important to first address the 

philosophical and theoretical assumptions on which the approaches adopted here 

have been established. At this level, poststructuralist DT is selected as the principal 

foundation based on its sophisticated account of discourse formation and 

reformation. It must be emphasised at this stage that CDS also offers a great deal 

ontologically and epistemologically, so insights are incorporated from this body of 

work too,19 but arguably its most prescient contribution lies in the translation of 

such concepts into empirical analysis (addressed in the second section). There are 

some philosophical, as well as practical, disparities between DT and CDS, which may 

explain their limited cross-pollination to date, but it is argued here that these are 

not irreconcilable differences, particularly in terms of normative implications for 

operationalisation and analysis. CL plays a less fundamental role at the 

philosophical level because of its grounding in more quantitative forms of 

measurement, but its relevance to the criticisms associated with the philosophical 

orientations of DT and CDS are discussed in this section. Given that this level anchors 

the research, a significant proportion of the chapter is dedicated to addressing its 

complexities. 

The kernel of the approach 

Reflecting on philosophical concerns is critical to social scientific research (Hall, 

2003, p.374; Winch, 2007, p.6). As such, before exploring the assumptions of DT and 

poststructuralism in greater depth, it is important to lay out the most basic 

ontological and epistemological divisions within the social sciences, because they 

determine the way in which knowledge is conceived and research is conducted. This 

grounding is particularly significant in multiperspectival work, because it means 

that additional approaches which may derive from other research paradigms can be 

incorporated carefully without undermining the core ontological position of the 

 
19 CDS is labelled on some of the roots in Figure 6 to illustrate its role at this level. 
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project. Although there are a number of ways to label and conceptualise the 

paradigms of research philosophy, Alan Bryman's (2012, p.36) summary is used 

here to introduce the major divisions, with objectivism and positivism on the one 

hand, and constructionism and interpretivism on the other. The former has 

traditionally been associated with quantitative analysis, while the latter has seen 

more qualitative approaches incorporated. Clearly, this is a simplified 

representation, and there is considerable variation and nuance in terms of research 

strategies and their associated philosophical orientation, but this division proves 

useful in introducing some of the fundamental debates within social scientific 

research. 

While it is not necessary to delve fully into each grouping given the abundance 

of literature on the topic (e.g., Gilbert and Stoneman, 2016; Moses and Knutsen, 

2012; Benton and Craib, 2010), in summary, the objectivist-positivist tradition holds 

that ‘knowledge comes from objective, unbiased observations of the world and that 

there is a true or accurate description of people, events, and things that science 

endeavors to reveal’ (Burr, 2018, p.4). The constructionist-interpretivist paradigm, 

on the other hand, regards knowledge as ‘something that people create and enact 

together’ (ibid., p.6), which means that social phenomena are constructed and 

contingent, and that research itself cannot be situated outside of this realm. There 

are a range of theories and positions within each paradigm which may be further or 

closer to the assumptions of the other – for example, DT, CDS and CL fall in different 

places on this spectrum – but this first subsection addresses the divisions in their 

purest form. Before evaluating the appropriateness of these paradigms for social 

scientific research, it should be stated that the aim is not to lump all quantitative 

techniques together and dismiss them completely.20 Not all quantitative approaches 

are located within a positivist epistemology, and they can be used effectively and 

critically to address social issues. The role such techniques can play in 

constructionist work is discussed in greater detail when exploring the use of CL in 

discourse analysis. 

Taking the objectivist-positivist paradigm more generally however, there are 

two main reasons it is ill-equipped to deal with the complexities of the social world: 

 
20 Indeed, CL utilises quantitative measures so it would be hypocritical to do so. 
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1) By assuming that it is possible to find ‘the truth’ through measurement and 

scientific method, it ignores ‘the inherent contingency that inhabits social 

systems’ (Glynos and Howarth, 2007, p.105) and the importance of language 

in constructing and reconstructing the social world. In this search for ‘the 

truth’, it therefore bypasses critical features of social practice and provides 

an incomplete, and often misleading, account. 

2) It rejects the role of the researcher in the process, suggesting that they are 

able to separate themselves from bias through the use of testable and 

replicable techniques. Objectivity, understood as ‘a standpoint on the world 

from which we have access to the world as it is in itself, in no way mediated 

by either our human interests or even our mental structure’ (Nussbaum, 

2001, p.884), becomes the ultimate goal for ‘reliable’ research. This 

problematic idea stems from the first point, with insufficient 

acknowledgement of the role of language allowing an uncritical dismissal of 

the researcher’s situatedness within discourse. 

In sum, this paradigm conceives of the social-scientific research process as able to 

filter through the disruptive noise of language to find reality free from personal 

influence, as if the researcher is able to put the social world into a petri dish, 

observing it neutrally through a microscope as different variables are introduced 

and tested. Of course, as feminist scholarship has long suggested (Tuana, 1989; 

Gregg, 1987), nor are the natural sciences free from these concerns either. 

The constructionist-interpretivist paradigm, on the other hand, rejects such 

essentialist readings and instead emphasises the central role of discourse in 

constructing the social world (Gill, 1996, p.141). It holds that ‘our knowledge of the 

world, including our understanding of human beings, is a product of human thought, 

language, and interaction rather than grounded in an observable and definable 

external reality’ (Burr, 2018, p.2). As such, ‘the truth’ of social phenomena is not to 

be unearthed from beneath the debris of language, rather language itself forms not 

only a legitimate focus of research, but one that is essential for faithful accounts. It 

is important to clarify that this does not mean subscribing to relativist principles in 

which ‘anything goes’ (Cilliers, 2005, p.260), because as Vivien Burr (1998, p.15) 

suggests, ‘important social phenomena, such as inequality and oppression, […] 

threaten to become casualties of relativism and turn into just another story, just 
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another way of interpreting the social text.’ Furthermore, Rosalind Gill (1995, p.174) 

notes the problematic absence of accountability in relativist work, as the academy 

is seen as ‘divorced from the political and personal’, and therefore the implications 

of scholarly contributions are minimised or ignored. To submit to these assumptions 

of relativism would be detrimental here, because the project rests on the desire to 

fight forms of oppression through active scholarly engagement. More detail on how 

DT navigates this delicate balance between materiality and construction, as well as 

what we can learn from CDS’s focus on reflexivity, is provided in the following 

sections. 

Constructionism, firmly separated from relativism, offers a nuanced approach 

to research, because it not only allows us to adopt a more critical position, it also 

accounts for the place of research itself within social practice. Despite this, the flaws 

of objectivism and positivism for interpreting the social world have not led to its 

waning role within political science, far from it. Instead, the methods associated with 

it may often be held up as the benchmark for ‘evidence-based’ and ‘bias-free’ 

research, as if there were only one type of evidence and as if it were possible to 

remove one’s preconceptions completely through the use of mathematical formulae. 

A powerful and harmful discourse has emerged from such logic, used to separate 

supposedly ‘scientific’ work from ‘unscientific’ work by attempting to discredit 

research which does not adhere to the assumptions of positivism. However, even in 

statistical analysis, the researcher is able to decide which variables to control for, 

which to exclude, which tests to carry out and which results to report on, so they are 

able to influence each phase. The suggestion here is certainly not that quantitative 

methods should be abandoned in the social sciences, but that presenting them as the 

way to conduct ‘objective’ research is misleading and therefore harmful. Instead, 

these methods should be employed carefully, reflexively and transparently, with an 

awareness of the role of discourse, an acknowledgement of researcher influence and 

an openness about how the findings were reached. 

The current reluctance in some circles to critically evaluate objectivist and 

positivist principles in social science, as well as the dismissal of the work of those 

who try, has led to its logic and discourse permeating even those approaches 

situating themselves within a more interpretivist epistemology. Dominant 

conceptions of ‘rigour’ and ‘reliability’ are loaded with connotative meaning based 
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on positivist criteria. Alan Irwin (2019, p.197) underlines the importance of how 

such ideas are defined, advocating that ‘it becomes necessary to ask what – and 

whose – version of rigour/relevance should prevail’, and Jason Glynos and David 

Howarth (2019, p.119) argue that it is not a case of rejecting the terms associated 

with positivism but transforming their meaning and significance to match the 

demands of interpretivist approaches. Here, transparency and reflexivity are taken 

as the benchmarks for reliable and rigorous work. The aim, therefore, is not to try 

to appease those who are sceptical by importing unsuitable principles and concepts, 

but rather to stand firm in the conviction that a constructionist ontology is not only 

adequate but essential for interpreting the social world. 

Poststructuralist discourse theory 

There are a range of theories and approaches falling within a constructionist 

ontology, which accept to varying levels the role of language in social practice. 

Poststructuralism, on which Laclau and Mouffe's (2014) DT is based, is regarded 

here as a subcategory of constructionism, despite little clarity or consensus in the 

literature over the relationship between the two (Jørgensen and Phillips, 2002, p.6). 

Were there a spectrum of constructionism, poststructuralism could be placed at its 

most radical extremity, because it holds that ‘all objects are objects of discourse, as 

their meaning depends upon a socially constructed system of rules and significant 

differences’ (Howarth and Stavrakakis, 2000, p.3). In this view, there can be no 

escaping the influence of discourse because it is integral to all interpretations of the 

social. It thereby rejects ‘any arbitrary distinction between the so-called discursive 

and non-discursive’ (Horner, 2014, p.4) which is found in approaches to CDS, 

reducing discourse ‘to a subset of a broader range of social practices’ (Torfing, 2005, 

p.7). Poststructuralism may therefore be misinterpreted to eschew the existence of 

materiality in the world. However, it does not deny that objects exist but simply 

regards it as impossible to step outside of discursive context to interpret their 

meaning (Eleveld, 2016, p.76) and therefore futile to draw such distinctions. Recent 

work (Bartlett and Montessori, 2021) has highlighted the need within DT to further 

elaborate and integrate the discursive-material nexus into analysis, marking an 

important area for development. As Nico Carpentier (2021, p.125) suggests, 

‘discourse theory acknowledges the importance of the material component of social 

reality, not even reluctantly, but then proceeds to focus on the discursive.’ 
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Despite these limitations in relation to the material, the centrality of 

ineliminable discursivity has led to the development of a sophisticated theory of 

discourse within the field. Indeed, Howarth (2000, p.4) argues that 

poststructuralists ‘put forward much more comprehensive concepts of discourse’ 

than other disciplines. Benjamin De Cleen et al. (2021, pp.24–8) elucidate three 

levels of meaning to the term ‘discourse’ within DT, placing it as (1) ‘an ontological 

category’, (2) ‘relational structures of meaning’ and (3) ‘different kinds of texts’. 

They underscore how these understandings move ‘from the more abstract to the 

more concrete’ (ibid., p.24), starting from a discursive reading of the social, to the 

way that discourses form this reality, to how they are embodied through texts. As a 

result, DT offers us a way to connect these different levels to understand the 

dynamics at play. It is precisely this comprehensive approach that makes DT an ideal 

foundation on which to build this framework. 

Establishing how discourses function at different levels within DT relies on an 

understanding of the contingency and instability of meaning in the social world (as 

has already been discussed in relation to the mainstream), so it is important to turn 

first to this key assumption. While poststructuralism draws on structuralism for its 

conception of the web of meaning produced through signs, it rejects the supposed 

stasis of the resulting structure. Jørgensen and Phillips (2002, p.10) summarise the 

relationship: 

Poststructuralism takes from structuralism the idea that signs derive their meanings 

not through their relations to reality but through internal relations within the 

network of signs; it rejects structuralism’s view of language as a stable, unchangeable 

and totalising structure. 

Like a web, discursive elements are understood to be organised around one another, 

with the links between them at once affecting their own individual signification and 

forming a broader body of meaning. Unlike a web, however, which would generally 

be interpreted as a fixed structure, or one that only grows larger, DT sustains that 

signs and the relationships between them (articulation, see shortly) are not static 

and unchangeable; instead, it holds that there are a range of possibilities within the 

field of discursivity, and that meaning is therefore able to be shifted, transformed or 

reconstituted from the multiple residual options available. Annika Sjölander (2011, 
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p.27) regards this strong emphasis on radical contingency as ‘a crucial part of the 

novelty in the DT approach.’ 

Articulation, described as ‘any practice establishing a relation among elements 

such that their identity is modified as a result’ (Laclau and Mouffe, 2014, p.91), is 

critical to this process, because the way that signs relate to one another affects their 

meaning and the structure of the web in its totality. The process of articulation and 

re-articulation, and its effect on meaning, can perhaps best be conceptualised 

through the metaphor of a team formation in football, with the players as discursive 

elements or signifiers and the way in which they interact as the process of 

articulation: the team may remain consistent and unchanged for numerous games, 

but players can be moved around, new ones introduced, or others forced to retire 

either for the purpose of changing the current state of play or maintaining it if a fresh 

approach is needed. Moving existing players so that they link up with others or 

introducing substitutes can dramatically alter or reinforce the dynamics between 

individuals and the team as a whole. Critically, there is often an imbalance in the 

resources available for different sides, meaning that challenging a powerful team 

may be difficult, but is nevertheless possible. Although clearly not as simple as a 

quick tactical change in sport or an underdog snatching victory, understanding the 

inconstancy of meaning is critical to comprehending the power, but ultimate 

fragility, of discourse. 

According to DT, discourse is ‘an attempt to fix a web of meanings within a 

particular domain […] to the exclusion of other meanings’ (Rear, 2013, p.6). It 

therefore imposes (temporary) stasis on the movable structures described above by 

reducing what is ostensibly conceivable within the field of meaning. Articulation is 

key because it constitutes the ‘hinge that links contingent elements together’ 

(Glynos and Howarth 2007, p.208), organising privileged signifiers to coordinate a 

web which limits the opportunities for alternative interpretation. As Howarth and 

Yannis Stavrakakis (2000, p.4) state, discourses therefore exercise considerable 

power because ‘their formation is an act of radical institution’ which narrows rather 

than broadens the range of possibilities seemingly available. Discourses can 

establish dominant ways of conceiving phenomena to the extent that they can 

become naturalised and considered common-sense, leading to the dismissal and 

denigration of alternatives. 
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To conceptualise this and understand its impact, scholars of DT draw 

extensively on Antonio Gramsci’s notion of hegemony, which Peter Thomas (2009, 

p.160) summarises under four key assumptions: (1) it constitutes a strategy which 

seeks to produce consent rather than coercion, (2) it targets the level of civil society 

as opposed to the state, (3) its field of operation is ‘the West’ in its distinction from 

‘the East’, and (4) it can be ‘from above’ or ‘from below’ as it is a general theory of 

social power. It is important to note that in their seminal work, Laclau and Mouffe 

(2014) adapt Gramsci’s theorisation, which focuses on hegemony solely in terms of 

class, to include other domains of social life (Rear, 2013, p.8). This is critical to 

poststructuralist thinking, because there is a rejection of any notion that society is 

divided objectively into different groups; instead, groups ‘are always created in 

political, discursive processes’ (Jørgensen and Phillips, 2002, p.34). This means that 

hegemony and its effects are opened up to have wider significance in society and in 

studying discourse. 

The first of the features identified by Thomas (2009, p.160) is critical to 

understanding the power of discourse, because it signifies that social consensus can 

be manufactured without ostensible force, instead relying on the intricacies of 

language to achieve this aim: 

[Hegemony] involves a leading social group securing the (active or passive) consent 

of other social strata, rather than unilaterally imposing its decrees upon unwilling 

‘subjects’. It relies more upon the subtle mechanisms of ideological integration than 

direct recourse to arms. (ibid., p.161) 

Given the capacity of such subtle techniques to build hegemony, discourse analytic 

research, particularly within CDS, often endeavours to uncover hidden features 

within language use and ‘make the implicit explicit’ (Flowerdew and Richardson, 

2018a, p.1), with the aim of challenging these pillars of power. As discussed above, 

the instability and contingency of meaning conceptualised within DT leaves space 

for such counter-hegemonic practice: ‘While there will exist, more often than not, 

dominant world descriptions and prevailing patterns of subjectivation, these will 

nonetheless be contested’ (Nonhoff, 2019, p.64). Particularly highlighted within CDS 

is the role of the critical researcher in their work to attempt to oppose and challenge 

these structures of domination. 
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Discourse Theory vs Critical Discourse Studies 

This leads on to a discussion of what CDS can offer at this philosophical and 

theoretical level, because its detailed consideration of researcher positionality 

proves vital to planning and conducting critical research, and indeed should form 

part of all social scientific research. Before evaluating this contribution, it is 

important to briefly justify the selection of DT over CDS to form the principal 

theoretical grounding for this research. The features that the two approaches share 

mean that they can be combined successfully, discussed more extensively later, but 

caution must be exercised based on some important theory-level differences. 

First, the two traditions derive from different theoretical backgrounds, with DT 

‘firmly situated in the fields of democratic theory and political theory more broadly’ 

(De Cleen et al., 2021, p.23), while CDS draws its origins more from critical theory 

and linguistics (Rheindorf, 2022). As such, they have tended to pursue somewhat 

different objectives, with DT centred more on theoretical contributions while CDS 

has pursued current social problems through linguistic analysis. These 

characterisations are to some extent generalisations, because both schools have 

contributed at other levels too, but these have been their dominant orientations. In 

this way, their baseline differences make them ideal companions in a combined 

approach to discursive analysis, because the theoretical depth of DT in 

conceptualising the social and political can be complemented by the empirical and 

methodological rigour of CDS. This latter point is the focus of the second section of 

this chapter, but it is worth addressing criticisms of DT in this regard here: 

much of the methodological criticism of DT, as lacking a clear method for textual 

analysis, rests on the mistaken assumption that Laclau and Mouffe developed their 

DT as an approach to discourse analysis as a form of linguistic analysis, rather than 

a discursive reading of politics. (De Cleen et al., 2021, p.26) 

This clearly leaves space within DT for these kinds of analytical inroads to be 

pursued, supported by CDS, but it also underscores how developing theoretical 

insights has been foundational within the tradition. As such, it is well-suited to the 

demands of the methodological framework proposed here. 

These differing origins have resulted in some diverging conceptualisations. As 

previously stated, CDS distinguishes between the discursive and non-discursive, a 

division which is rejected by DT. Although this has few normative implications in 
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terms of analysis, separating the two, as advocated in CDS, can potentially serve as 

a distraction from the core focus on discourse. Given that both disciplines centre on 

its study, such a delineation may detract from the decisive role it plays in social 

practice, adding a potential loophole from which sceptics or those within the 

positivist tradition could claim to access truth beyond discursive influence. In line 

with this assertion, Wilkinson (2022, p.2) suggests that CDS ‘often assumes a pre-

discursive subject which is being represented or, indeed, misrepresented’, whereas 

DT emphasises the radical contingency of identities and calls into question the 

categories themselves. As a result, the construction of subject positions (for 

instance, here ‘the mainstream’) becomes a key part of the enquiry. Thus, with 

materiality in the world still accepted, DT can articulate an approach which does not 

fall into the relativist abyss but which necessarily places discourse as the 

fundamental focal point of research. 

Finally, there are a number of assumptions shared by both DT and CDS, which 

certainly facilitate a combined approach, but DT is able to offer a clearer link 

between them through its conceptualisation of discourse. Similarities within CDS, 

relating to the features of DT discussed earlier in this chapter, include an 

acknowledgement that discourses exclude other possibilities within the field of 

meaning and that ‘sometimes what is not said or written is more important than 

what is there’ (Baker, 2006, p.19). Furthermore, CDS scholars recognise the 

potential dynamism of discourse, noting that it ‘is not a closed unit, but a dynamic 

semiotic entity that is open to reinterpretation and continuation’ (Reisigl and 

Wodak, 2009, p.89). The relationship between discourse and power is similarly 

central to CDS, and indeed, its emphasis on the role of powerful actors proves useful 

at the analytical stage. However, Bucholtz (2001, p.170) states that ‘if we are to do 

critical analysis, we will need a better concept of power than critical discourse 

analysis offers’, arguing that there should be greater consideration of power as both 

hegemony and counter-hegemonic agency. In this way, DT provides the tools for 

such an understanding of power by creating a coherent link between articulation, 

discourse, hegemony and contingency. Through its conceptualisation of how 

discourses are formed and how they can become hegemonic via the articulation of 

signifiers around nodal points, but equally how they are contingent and can be 

challenged via articulation/re-articulation, DT brings together all these elements to 

form a cohesive whole. Critically, this leaves clear space for the possibility of 
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articulating powerful alternative discourses through collective action. Many of the 

contributions within CDS that work towards developing a comprehensive research 

programme communicate these features effectively (e.g., in Wodak and Meyer, 

2009b), but DT amalgamates them, offering a firm and coherent grounding for 

understanding, evaluating and challenging discourses. 

Reflexivity and transparency in critical research 

Clearly, DT and CDS diverge somewhat on their underlying assumptions about the 

role and scope of discourse, yet this does not mean that CDS should be discarded at 

the philosophical and theoretical level. Its orientation towards practical application 

and studying social problems means that it has dedicated a significant amount of 

attention to evaluating the role of the researcher within this process. Although DT 

acknowledges the researcher’s situatedness within discourse, and indeed the 

inescapability of discursivity constitutes one of its distinctive features, there has 

been surprisingly limited explicit consideration of how this translates in terms of 

the role reflexivity should play: ‘the problem is largely ignored by Laclau and Mouffe, 

their theory and analysis being presented as if they were objective descriptions of 

the world and its mechanisms’ (Jørgensen and Phillips, 2002, p.22). These 

considerations have been introduced in the work Glynos and Howarth (2019, p.112) 

for example, but it has long formed an integral part of the development of CDS. For 

this reason, the principles of reflexivity and transparency, as advocated in CDS, can 

be incorporated to strengthen the framework. 

Reflexivity refers to the ‘active acknowledgement by the researcher that her/his 

own actions and decisions will inevitably impact upon the meaning and context of 

the experience under investigation’ (Horsburgh, 2003, p.308). A great deal has 

understandably been written about reflexivity in data collection and analysis 

involving live participants (e.g. Berger 2015; Billo and Hiemstra 2013; Pérez 2006) 

because of the potential for the researcher to influence and affect those who are 

being researched. However, studies which do not involve direct contact with 

participants are certainly not devoid of these concerns, as CDS underlines, because 

the researcher shapes the entire approach, from research design to the presentation 

of findings. To work reflexively, the analyst must engage in a process of ‘continual 

internal dialogue and self-evaluation of [their] positionality’ (Berger 2015, p.220) 

and these internal processes, as well as the methods used to obtain results, must be 
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openly acknowledged in the work. Transparency can be defined as ‘the principle 

that every political scientist should make the essential components of his or her 

work visible to fellow scholars’ (Moravcsik 2014, p.48). While some have limited 

these ‘essential’ components to practical matters such as data collection, analysis 

and production (ibid.), the considerations and outcomes of the researcher’s 

reflexive processes are equally critical and should be reported: 

In such an approach, the analyst’s choices at every step in the research process are 

visible as part of the discourse under investigation, and critique does not stop with 

social processes, whether macro-level or micro-level, but rather extends to the 

analysis itself. (Bucholtz 2001, p.180) 

Consequently, readers are cognisant of the relevant influences, aware that they have 

been considered and conscious that critique is not only outward but inward.  

With these principles of reflexivity and transparency in mind, there are three 

important questions to ask, and answer candidly, when conducting research: 

1) What am I coming to the research with? 

This question addresses the before phase of research, considering prior 

influences, motivations and biases. Given that our understanding of the world 

is embedded in discourse, researchers cannot approach a project as neutral 

observers free from preconceptions. Indeed, they must be ‘aware that their 

own work is driven by social, economic and political motives’ (Wodak and 

Meyer 2009a, p.7). Viviane de Melo Resende (2021, p.38) demonstrates how 

we can openly stated and critically reflect on these issues in our work: 

I am a Brazilian, middle class, white, heterosexual, female scholar. It is from 

this position that I write this text. What I am able to state here is inseparable 

from the complexities linked to this subject position. If it is true that I have 

suffered the Latin American women condition, with the implied violen[t] 

experience, it is also true that I have not experienced the racist violence or 

the LGBTT phobia violence, that I have never been hungry or homeless; I have 

indeed inherited the white privileges that lead me to the opportunities that 

put me in the position of writing this text. 

Before carrying out a study, when selecting the topic, methodology and 

research questions, there are many choices that rely on the researcher’s 
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judgement, itself derived from the range of experiences they have undergone. 

For this reason, it is essential to reflect consciously on one’s own identity and 

the processes involved in arriving at these decisions. 

2) How does this affect the way in which I conduct my research (data selection, 

analysis, interpretation)? 

This question addresses the during phase of research, reflecting on how the 

answer to the first question may impact the way a project is conducted, 

interpreted and reported. Various suggestions have been made to respond to 

the influence of the researcher at this stage. For example, in what is otherwise 

an excellent book, Jørgensen and Phillips (2002, p.21) suggest attempting to 

‘imagine oneself as an anthropologist who is exploring a foreign universe of 

meaning in order to find out what makes sense there.’ While they 

acknowledge that there are limitations to this analogy, here it is regarded as 

broadly unhelpful because preconceptions would still be influential in this 

scenario. Like other disciplines, anthropology is unable to separate itself 

from bias and has been used to push certain agendas, for example to further 

racist practices in some cases (Trask, 1991). Rather than seeking to attain 

unfeasible objectivity, the ‘analyst needs to be clear about the fact that her 

critique is not situated outside discourse’ (Jäger and Maier, 2009, p.36). Thus, 

by engaging in reflexivity, asking and answering these questions openly 

instead of shying away from the inevitability of bias, the researcher can 

conduct their work with integrity and present their interpretations honestly. 

3) What am I leaving the field with? 

This question addresses the after phase of research, evaluating the potential 

impact a project may have, how it might be received and what it could be used 

for. This form of reflection is essential given that: 

humanities and the social sciences in particular are inseparable from 

moralising projects; [they] do not simply elucidate the world but establish 

regimes of knowledge and truth that regulate our approach to ourselves, 

each other and our surroundings respectively (Andersen, 2003, p.3). 

For this reason, justifying interpretations with clarity and transparency is 

critical to communicating research, attempting to avoid possibilities for 
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misinterpretation or misuse. Consideration of the impact of research is 

central within CDS, because it forms one of the foundational principles 

guiding the approach. CDS advocates active engagement on a political as well 

as an academic level, with scholars expected to identify and challenge ‘social 

“wrongs”’ (Fairclough, 2009, p.163), aiming to create ‘a fairer, more 

transparent society, in which people are given more opportunities, and 

vulnerable groups are empowered rather than exploited’ (Baker et al., 2013, 

p.22). It therefore fully accepts and embraces the role of academia in allying 

itself with social causes for the purposes of facilitating change. This explicit 

aim stems from the core assumption of critical research, which holds that 

‘social theory should be oriented towards critiquing and changing society, in 

contrast to traditional theory oriented solely to understanding or explaining 

it’ (Wodak and Meyer, 2009a, p.6). Even when theory is directed towards the 

latter, it has the capacity to invoke change and influence the way in which 

social phenomena are understood, discussed and responded to in society. 

Reflection on the role such work can play is therefore crucial. 

Too often, these questions are neglected or pushed aside in political science, when 

they should form the basic reflexive requirements of all social scientific research. 

Audrey Alejandro's (2021b) work on reflexive discourse analysis proves instructive 

in emphasising the importance of reflexivity in achieving the socio-political 

objectives of critical research, so these reflections become fundamental in both 

conducting and communicating our analysis.  

Despite such necessary reflection, much of the criticism directed at CDS cites the 

influence of researcher bias and preconceptions at each stage; critics argue that such 

explicit political influence means that the design, execution and results will be 

approached in a way that will prioritise certain interpretations while failing to 

identify, or omitting, any which may contradict them (Widdowson 2004, p.103). 

These may be valid concerns, but ones that should apply to all social scientific 

research regardless of method. It seems that CDS is punished by some for its 

transparency regarding the role of the researcher, whereas others are absolved 

because of the outward importation of positivist ideals, using scientific method to 

lay claim to objectivity. As Paul Baker (2012, p.255) suggests, bias can be regarded 

as unavoidable when conducting social research, and ‘the aim for neutral objectivity 
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is in itself a “stance”.’ The emphasis on critically evaluating the role of the researcher 

within CDS provides a foundation from which to build an ethical way of approaching, 

conducting and reporting research which does not aim for neutrality but openness 

instead. My own reflections in relation to this project are presented in Chapter 5. 

Introducing quantitative techniques 

Beyond reflexivity, there is a growing body of work which aims to address concerns 

about certain forms of bias by incorporating corpus linguistic techniques. The 

majority of the literature discussing a combined approach comes from CDS (e.g., 

Subtirelu and Baker, 2018; Baker, 2012; Mautner, 2009) as there have been very few 

attempts to do the same with DT (e.g., Wilkinson, 2022; Nikisianis et al., 2019), 

though this project aims to demonstrate their compatibility if approached carefully. 

The additional analytical tools provided by CL are discussed at length within its own 

section, but the implications of using what is predominantly quantitative analysis 

must be considered first on a philosophical level. It is necessary to tread a fine line 

here, because given the open criticism of positivist framing earlier in this section, 

what follows must not be susceptible to misinterpretation as a contradiction. There 

is understandable reticence by some to combine the approaches. Potter's (1996, 

p.139) assertion that some researchers ‘have assumed that it is part of the meaning 

of constructionist work in general and of discourse analysis in particular that it is 

qualitative’ presents a plausible explanation for this reluctance. Indeed, for 

‘paradigmatic purists’ (Dieronitou, 2014), the two traditions could be placed in 

opposing and incompatible camps. However, it is argued here that if considered 

carefully, CL can have a place in constructionist work without undermining its 

ontological and epistemological position. 

To introduce CL effectively into a project, the weight it is given in relation to 

other methodological approaches is critical. Some proponents of combining CL with 

CDS have suggested that they can both play an equal role in the process: ‘neither 

CDA nor CL need be subservient to the other’ (Baker et al., 2008, p.274). This faith 

in CL derives from the wide-ranging techniques it puts at the disposal of discourse 

scholars, and indeed, the framework below draws on a number of these. However, 

while undoubtedly a powerful tool, it is argued here that CL should take on a more 

supportive role within discourse analytic research because it does not have the 

same capacity to offer an appropriate philosophical and theoretical basis from 
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which to build. As this section has demonstrated, DT in particular, and CDS too, 

provide a fully-fledged set of theories and perspectives from which research designs 

can be formulated; elements such as the assumptions of constructionism, the 

articulation and re-articulation of discourse and the role of the researcher are 

absolutely fundamental to framing our understanding of the social world and the 

place of research within it. CL cannot therefore be viewed on an equal footing in this 

regard, with this imbalance also feeding into analysis and its subsequent weighting. 

Without DT/CDS, CL would offer limited insights, whereas without CL, DT/CDS may 

not have the same breadth, but its absence would not profoundly hinder their 

capacity to present perceptive analysis. It is for this reason that CL forms the 

branches of the tree; it has the capacity to extend the range of insights and open 

further avenues, but it is not as fundamental to the tree’s structural integrity. 

In terms of the role CL can play, it has been suggested by scholars favourable 

towards its inclusion that it can reduce the influence of bias in discourse analysis 

(Baker et al., 2013, p.25; Thornbury, 2010, p.273). Through the use of specialised 

software, a number of tests can be run automatically on the data, allowing certain 

phenomena to be quantified. As regards the usefulness of CL in this respect, it can 

help to counter attempts to discredit findings based on the influence of bias by 

producing replicable results (Baker et al., 2013, p.26). Given the political objectives 

of critical research, this is an attractive prospect for the purposes of increasing 

credibility and widening impact. However, this should be considered only a 

beneficial offshoot of the real aim of its incorporation. By framing it as a way to 

reduce bias, there is an attempt to appease objectivist and positivist influences 

within the social sciences, rather than unashamedly defending constructionism. 

Baker (2006, p.12), who proposes it as a bias-reducing tool, acknowledges that ‘we 

cannot remove bias completely. Corpus researchers can theoretically be just as 

selective as anyone in choosing which aspects of their research to report or bury.’ 

One of the aims here is to articulate the way in which CL can be integrated without 

bowing down to the demands or discourse of positivism. As such, the objective of 

including CL must be to broaden the range of insights available, add greater depth 

and improve transparency, rather than placing it in terms of bias, dictated by 

positivist definitions of what rigour is. In this way, CL can be incorporated without 

threatening the constructionist foundations underpinning the methodology. 
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The trunk: core analytical structure 

One of the principal reasons that DT and CDS can work well in unison is their 

respective aims and focal points. As the previous major section has underlined, DT 

presents a highly developed meta-conceptualisation of social practice, discourse 

and its relation to power. It is associated with building theories on a larger scale 

(Sjölander, 2011, p.21), in line with the targeted contribution of the previous 

chapter. CDS, on the other hand, has dedicated significant attention to how theory 

can be applied to problem-driven research based on empirical analysis (Reisigl, 

2018, p.49), which is the focus of the chapters to come. This section examines the 

way that CDS links theory to analysis by developing a series of concepts and tools to 

explore the construction of discourses in real-world situations, as well as a clear set 

of aims based on the desire to challenge the discourses of the powerful. There are a 

number of schools within CDS, making it a flexible resource, and the Discourse 

Historical Approach (DHA) guides this study, for reasons outlined shortly. Although 

DT’s primary role within this project is to articulate a solid theoretical grounding, 

and indeed, work within the tradition has often been based on more abstract 

conceptions of discourse, it should not be dismissed at this level. In fact, the depth 

of its theoretical grounding means that it also establishes a number of useful 

concepts on which analysis can build, and in so doing, it can address some of the 

analytical limitations associated with the DHA. Finally, CL can also be used to 

facilitate analysis based on CDS or DT concepts, but this topic is explored in its own 

major section and is included in the analytical framework provided at the end of the 

chapter. Given the practical focus, examples from this project are used for 

illustrative purposes, but more detail is provided in the upcoming results chapters. 

Critical Discourse Studies: linking theory to analysis 

Many scholars highlight the need for theories to be explored through real-world 

situations. For example, Resende (2021, pp.26-7) underscores that ‘[t]heories are 

necessary; however, they must be confronted with situated reality’, and Jacob 

Torfing (2005, p.2) suggests that ‘there is still a dearth of books in the social sciences 

that systematically deploy a connected body of theory and methods in empirical 

studies of mainstream topics’. For CDS to successfully build the bridge between 
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theory and practical application, its core assumptions and values can be used to 

determine the overarching aim, design and analytical structure of the project: 

1) Aim 

This has already been addressed to some extent in the roots section, but its 

influence in terms of approaching analysis must be emphasised, because the 

overarching objective of all CDS work is fundamental to each phase of the 

research design. Drawing on theories of power and hegemony, CDS aims to 

uncover opaque relationships between discourse and society which serve to 

reinforce structures of inequality (Fairclough, 2010, p.93). In so doing, it 

specifically ‘places itself at the side of those who are subject to harsh and 

authoritarian treatment and against the dominating groups’ (Samaie and 

Malmir, 2017, p.1353). Per Ledin and David Machin (2019, p.498) summarise 

this: 

CDS is, broadly, a critical investigation of diverse social phenomena, with 

language as its core focus, aiming at challenging what is usually taken for 

granted, in order to draw out buried discourses which support the interests 

of specific ideologies and dominant groups in society. 

It is therefore explicitly political, seeking to expose, critique and challenge 

harmful discourses which further inequality. 

Within CDS, critique is conceptualised by Ruth Wodak (2009, p.312) as 

being composed of three interconnecting aspects: text or discourse 

immanent critique, socio-diagnostic critique and prognostic critique. The 

first relates to problematizing internal contradictions within a text or 

discourse (Forchtner, 2011, p.3), the second then broadens this to embed the 

discourse in the wider social and political context, and finally the third 

contributes to transforming and improving communication. Norman 

Fairclough (2010, p.45) regards this extension of analysis to higher levels of 

social phenomena, looking beyond the ‘local’ context and immanent critique 

(i.e. taking it to socio-diagnostic critique), as essential for moving from a 

descriptive to critical perspective in research. This means that the dialogue 

between the theoretical and empirical contributions of this project are 

essential, because they can combine to formulate a coherent and powerful 
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critique of the role of the mainstream in the process of mainstreaming, which 

can be used at the prognostic level to challenge and transform. 

2) Design 

If it is to achieve this aim, it is natural that CDS should turn to the sources of 

these dominant discourses when developing a research design. CDS holds 

that ‘language is not powerful on its own – it gains power by the use people 

make of it and by the people who have access to language means and public 

fora’ (Baker et al., 2008, p.280). As Chapter 3 emphasised, when 

operationalising this perspective into empirical studies, most work within 

CDS has focused on elite discourse (van Dijk 1993b, p.250), because of the 

asymmetric relationship between different groups in society (Reisigl and 

Wodak, 2009, p.88). Elites are identified through their ability to access 

discursive platforms and resources (van Dijk, 1993b, p.255), which allows 

them to exert influence on dominant modes of framing certain topics. With 

its focus on ‘real-world examples of language in use’ (Flowerdew and 

Richardson, 2018a, p.1), CDS often uses pre-existing texts from these actors 

or institutions rather than generating data through interviews, etc. (though 

this is not always the case (e.g., Krzyżanowski, 2018a)) to explore how 

hegemonic discourses are reinforced in everyday scenarios. These 

considerations are influential in determining the design of case study 

analysis because elite discourse forms the central focus. 

Furthermore, in line with the overarching aim, the topics of research are 

determined by current social problems (Thurlow, 2018, p.330) which 

negatively impinge on certain people in society. Given that the number of 

race-related hate crimes has increased in the UK since Brexit (BBC, 2019), 

this marks an area that requires investigation. CDS takes on an ‘advocatory 

role for socially discriminated groups’ (Wodak and Meyer, 2009a, p.19) and 

is therefore associated with challenging a set of social issues which reinforce 

inequality. As a result of its objective ‘to shed light on the ways through which 

discourse helps to sustain social and political inequalities, abuses of power, 

and domination patterns’ (Gavriely-Nuri, 2018, p.121), CDS has focused on 

sites of inequality related to topics such as race (Guillem, 2018; Gaudio and 

Bialostok, 2005; Teo, 2000; van Dijk, 1993a), gender (Barca, 2018; Lazar, 
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2007), disability (Van Aswegen and Shevlin, 2019), sexuality (Coates, 2013; 

Blain, 2005), etc. Thus, by operationalising theories of discourse and power, 

CDS succeeds in articulating a comprehensive research design strategy which 

determines the group and topic of interest. 

3) Analysis 

Finally, CDS uses its theoretical grounding to formulate a range of 

investigative tools which can be applied to the analysis of real-world 

examples of text, talk and, with multimodal approaches, image too (e.g., 

Machin, 2013; Ledin and Machin, 2019). This process involves crucial 

interplay between macro- and micro-levels (Fairclough, 2010, p.45), both 

regarding theories of discourse and the wider context in which a discourse is 

embedded. In order to analyse text at the micro-level, CDS creates a link 

between how textual features form part of broader discursive strategies 

which then feed into the construction of hegemonic discourses. This chain of 

reasoning allows analysis to be integrated into wider conceptualisations of 

discourse formation, and if combined with DT, as discussed shortly, this 

association can be strengthened further. Different schools within CDS 

prioritise different aspects in analysis, but all follow a structure linking local 

manifestations to broader phenomena. This also applies to context, where 

the micro-level position of a text or discourse must be situated within the 

extended societal and historical context in order to comprehend its 

significance beyond the immediate situation. Thus, CDS emphasises the need 

for these various levels of theory and context to come together for a 

comprehensive and critical analytical strategy. 

Additionally, given that its constructionist ontology leads it not towards 

the pursuit of ‘truth’ but instead ‘for any usefulness that the researcher’s 

“reading” of a phenomenon might have in bringing about change’ (Burr, 

1995, p.112), CDS allows a dynamic approach to analysis. This means that it 

has great internal diversity in terms of approaches, explored in the following 

subsection, and that it welcomes input from other methodological traditions 

(Wodak and Rheindorf, 2022; Rheindorf, 2019). As it is not confined by the 

seemingly strict regulations of scientific method, and that results are openly 

acknowledged to be interpretations requiring examples to support them, 
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researchers are free to adopt ‘any method that is adequate to realize the aims 

of specific CDA-inspired research’ (Baker et al., 2008, p.273). With an eclectic 

approach, transparency is key so that methodological decisions can be clearly 

justified, but ultimately, this allows analysis to be adapted to suit the specific 

needs of the project and it is strengthened as a result. 

A range of schools 

Adhering to these core assumptions and the approach they entail, there are a 

number of schools within CDS which differ in some of the features they include or 

focus on. This is one of the reasons that Teun van Dijk's (2015) choice of the term 

CDS is preferred to the more common (though decreasingly so) CDA (Critical 

Discourse Analysis), because ‘analysis’ could imply a unitary whole rather than a 

range of approaches, and it equally suggests that its scope is limited to analytical 

concerns when, as discussed, it successfully bridges the gap between theory and 

analysis. Wodak and Michael Meyer’s (2009b) edited collection, Methods of Critical 

Discourse Analysis, and later edition, Methods of Critical Discourse Studies (2015), 

provides the most concise and clear account of possible approaches, notably with 

contributions from van Dijk and Fairclough, who have been influential protagonists 

in developing different schools within CDS. The more recent Routledge Handbook of 

Critical Discourse Studies (Flowerdew and Richardson, 2018b) adds further depth to 

this summary by incorporating analytical methods, interdisciplinary approaches 

and examples of its application to different social issues and domains. These edited 

collections demonstrate the heterogeneity of CDS and its capacity to approach 

multidimensional phenomena with flexibility, creativity and rigour. 

The different schools within CDS have divergent centres of focus in their 

approach to analysis. For example, van Dijk develops the socio-cognitive approach 

(e.g., 2011; 2006a; 1997a; 1997b; 1997c) in which he argues that few studies 

integrate the cognitive element, understood as ‘the set of functions of the mind, such 

as thought, perception and representation’ (van Dijk, 2009, p.64), into their 

conceptualisation of discursive influence, or what he terms the discourse-cognition-

society triangle. The approach draws on psychological theories of cognitive 

processes such as mental models to explore the mediatory role they play between 

social cognition, structures and texts (van Dijk, 2018, p.28). Fairclough (e.g., 2010; 

2009; 2003; 1992), on the other hand, develops the dialectical-relational approach 
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which is understood as ‘a form of practical argumentation which gives prominence 

to the connection between critique, explanation and action’ (Fairclough, 2018, p.16). 

Thus, there is a strong emphasis on the relationship between discourse analytic 

work and the social action that it can stimulate.  

Although these approaches and others within the umbrella of CDS have not been 

selected as the specific school adopted here, some of the concepts and perspectives 

they provide can be integrated into the research design and subsequent analysis. 

For example, the theorisation and study of metaphor (e.g., Boeynaems et al., 2017; 

Charteris-Black, 2014; Bougher, 2012; Ahrens, 2009; Hart, 2008) has often been 

associated with the socio-cognitive tradition, because of the way that metaphors 

mediate interpretations of the social world. With the flexibility of CDS, this form of 

analysis can be included even in approaches which do not specifically focus on 

cognition. Further ways of introducing concepts from other schools are elaborated 

in the framework in the final section of the chapter. Given that all these approaches 

adhere to the core assumptions of CDS, they can be integrated carefully but 

seamlessly into the methodology, and while not quite like pick and mix, techniques 

can be included to match the requirements of the specific text or study at hand. Such 

openness to incorporating multiple approaches, with the additional analytical tools 

and range of insights this entails, represents one of CDS’s greatest strengths. 

The Discourse-Historical Approach 

Clearly, there are a number of options available within CDS, but the specific school 

adopted here is the Discourse-Historical Approach (DHA), developed largely by 

Wodak and associates (Wodak and Rheindorf, 2022; Reisigl, 2018; Wodak, 2011; 

Forchtner, 2011; Reisigl and Wodak, 2009; 2015; Wodak, 2009; van Leeuwen and 

Wodak, 1999), which has become ‘one of the most prominent critical approaches to 

the study of discourse’ (Reisigl, 2018, p.44). There are three main reasons for this:  

1) Emphasis on context 

Context is central in all approaches to CDS, yet it plays a particularly 

important role in the DHA because scholars adopting this approach are 

especially interested in situating discourse within its historical formation. 

Indeed, Wodak (2011, p.359) regards the ‘attempt to integrate all available 

background information systematically’ as the distinctive feature of the 
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school. Beyza Tekin (2008, p.733) agrees, stating that ‘[t]he distinguishing 

quality of the discourse-historical approach is its endeavor to transcend the 

purely linguistic dimension and to include historical, political, sociological 

and psychological dimensions in the analysis of a specific discursive event.’ 

Four dimensions of context are identified within the DHA: (1) internal within 

a text, (2) intertextual and interdiscursive across multiple texts, (3) the 

specific social context of a situation (i.e. time, place, target audience) and (4) 

the broader socio-political and historical context (Reisigl, 2018, p.53). All 

these features of context play an important role in solidifying the dominance 

of certain discourses and can help to track articulation patterns. They can 

also help to structure analysis, by focusing first on the individual text, 

identifying the specific situation in which it emerged, then how it relates to 

other texts within the study and beyond, and finally how it fits into the 

broader system. The DHA pays particular attention to this final dimension, 

and it is critical to the present study; to theorise mainstreaming, it is essential 

to comprehend the development (or lack thereof) of our understanding of 

what is and is not ‘mainstream’ across time, because its apparent stasis as a 

signifier and resultant ‘common-sense’ meaning can serve to mask its 

considerable contingency across time and place. 

2) Principle of triangulation 

The principle of triangulation refers to the combination of ‘various 

interdisciplinary, methodological and source-specific approaches’ (van 

Leeuwen and Wodak, 1999, p.92), therefore emphasising the need for 

multiple perspectives when conducting research. It can be applied to a 

number of elements in the research process, such as theoretical traditions, 

data collection procedures and methodological approaches (Potts et al., 

2014, p.67). It means that a project can develop a range of insights based on 

information, examples and techniques derived from various sources. As 

Markus Rheindorf (2019, p.5) suggests: 

Discourse, being a social practice, should arguably be studied not only 

through varied linguistic or semiotic methods but an even broader array of 

social science methodology. 
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This thereby emphasises the potential openness of the DHA to incorporating 

theoretical insights from DT as well as analytical techniques from CL. Again, 

this principle is not exclusive to the DHA, but it is followed more 

systematically than in other approaches to CDS (Reisigl, 2018, p.49). 

Triangulation is clearly at the heart of the current framework as it combines 

three methodological orientations and supports this with interdisciplinary 

insights from political science, sociology and linguistics. 

3) Clear analytical framework 

Despite the emphasis on practical application within CDS, some schools have 

less clear guidelines for translating concepts into analysis. This derives from 

the desire for the discipline not to fix a prescriptive set of methods, and 

indeed, the intention here is not to create a rigid formula to follow. However, 

failing to engage at this level can result in unclear ways to proceed with 

analysis, difficulty condensing and structuring results, and subsequent 

complications when presenting findings, which can leave the work open to 

criticism. Michael Stubbs (1997) is particularly critical in this regard, arguing 

that many schools of CDS are contradictory, claiming on the one hand that 

there is a list of significant features to explore within texts, but then on the 

other that this cannot be completed in a mechanical way. Although Stubbs’ 

(ibid., p.113) critique is framed through typically positivist criteria, such as 

‘the testability of underlying hypotheses’, he raises an important point about 

structuring analysis. For this reason, it is suggested that a rough analytical 

framework can be used as a starting point, then when some techniques are 

excluded or others introduced, there should be transparency and 

justification for these decisions. This means that there is structure, but also 

significant and open flexibility, as required by the demands of the project. 

Of all the schools in CDS, the DHA seems to provide the most useful 

toolbox for structuring and conducting in-depth analysis. In particular, 

Reisigl and Wodak's (2009) contribution offers a broad framework for 

analysis and then a set of micro-level guidelines and questions to address in-

text discursive strategies. They propose a three-stage process involving the 

broader identification of topics, the investigation of discursive strategies and 

the establishment of how these are realised linguistically (ibid., p.93). They 
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dedicate a significant amount of attention to the second two phases, offering 

a useful table (ibid., p.94) outlining the ways to identify strategies 

(nomination, predication, argumentation, perspectivisation and mitigation/ 

intensification) and the textual devices potentially used to achieve such an 

effect. These procedures for in-depth analysis are followed closely in the 

analytical framework, discussed in the final section of the chapter. However, 

the first phase of the DHA’s three-stage process has potentially less clear 

guidelines and it is to this that the next subsection turns and seeks to address. 

Applying Discourse Theory 

Although DT’s greatest intervention is at the theoretical level, it should not be 

overlooked at the analytical stage and can constitute an effective partner for CDS, 

because many concepts overlap, or address weaknesses associated with the other. 

As David Rear (2013, p.22) suggests, ‘despite their epistemological differences, the 

two approaches share enough in common that the analytical constructs they provide 

can be operationalised in conjunction with each other in the discursive analysis of 

texts.’ In particular, with its wider theoretical focus, DT provides the means and 

vocabulary, or ‘theoretical grammar’ (Horner, 2014, p.8), by which a broad map of 

the data can be established. In particular, its focus on structures of meaning and 

articulatory practice (Glynos et al., 2020) facilitate this endeavour.  It therefore 

addresses the first stage of the DHA by identifying major topics and providing an 

initial overview. However, its use extends beyond this first phase, because through 

later detailed analysis and the operationalisation of key concepts within DT, it can 

become a more intricate reflection of the discursive field. It adds greater depth by 

establishing links between topics, assessing the effect this has on their meaning and 

on the wider discourse. Crucially, it can provide a clear picture (and visual 

representation) of how micro-level results feed into the broader system of meaning 

and macro-level structures of domination, while acknowledging the potential for 

change and transformation. 

To build this map, key DT concepts – namely signifiers, nodal points and 

articulation – are integrated into the various phases of coding. Signifiers can refer to 

a number of entities such as phrases and symbols (Dabirimehr and Fatmi, 2014, 

p.1284), but here they largely denote word forms or clusters which acquire meaning 

based on the articulatory relationships formed between them. Many signifiers may 
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be present in the data, so it is important to identify ones that are salient, either 

through their own individual repeated use or the prominence of related signifiers 

which could be grouped under an umbrella concept. By establishing how these 

signifiers interact through articulation, a web of association can be formulated and 

particularly strong relationships identified. This may indicate the presence of nodal 

points, or privileged signifiers, which ‘bind together a particular system of meaning’ 

(Howarth and Stavrakakis, 2000, p.8) and are critical to the formation of discourses. 

The purpose of this exercise is to uncover and expose any attempt ‘to weave 

together different strands of discourse in an effort to dominate or organise a field of 

meaning so as to fix the identities of objects and practices in a particular way’ (ibid, 

p.3). By deriving an initial map based on these concepts and then revising it 

continuously throughout the process of coding, analysis can be focused and always 

contextualised within the broader discourse. Further details about the way this 

approach may be coupled with the techniques of CDS and CL, as well as the 

integration of other DT concepts, are provided in the final section of this chapter. 

The branches: extending the range 

Clearly, CDS provides a number of tools enabling the translation of theory into 

critical empirical analysis, with DT, often overlooked in this regard, offering 

additional or overlapping concepts to complement the approach. It is now important 

to add the final layer to the methodological tree which consists of incorporating 

corpus linguistic techniques to add greater breadth and depth to interpretations. As 

stated, combined approaches have generally been composed of CDS (rather than 

DT) and CL, so examples or criticisms are mostly drawn from this literature. 

However, while there is a growing trend towards this synergy (Breeze, 2011, p.505), 

which has accelerated over recent years, CL techniques remain ‘not yet generally 

regarded as being at the core of CD[S]’s methodological canon’ (Mautner, 2009, 

p.122). This section suggests how CL can be integrated into a methodological 

framework which does not bow down to positivist demands, instead drawing on its 

extensive capacities to bring a greater range of insights into analysis. This is 

achieved through broadening the scope of a project based on CL’s ability to 

synthesise and perform complex tests on large amounts of data. Although more 

quantitative in its origins, the wide-ranging tools offered by CL allow it to also 
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facilitate closer readings and qualitative interpretations. Through these capacities, 

it can both guide the analyst to previously unidentified phenomena and 

solidify/challenge prior analysis. Thus, CL can offer fresh insights which may extend, 

deepen and strengthen the understanding gained from the analytical application of 

concepts within CDS and DT.  

Breadth 

CL can be defined as ‘a collection of methods that use specialist computer 

programmes to study large collections of machine-readable text’ (Wright and 

Brookes, 2019, p.62). With such a capacity for automated analysis on large corpora, 

CL provides the researcher with greater scope and range in terms of the amount of 

text utilisable within a project. The relative ease with which data can be collected 

using online tools and databases (Potts, 2015, p.285) can now be matched by the 

analytic capability of CL, because ‘computers don’t get tired’ (Scott, 2010, p.136). 

What would manually take a significant period of time (or be almost impossible to 

achieve) can be completed in a matter of minutes using CL software. This means that 

the overall corpus can be composed of significantly more words than it would be 

possible to code by hand within a reasonable time period. This ability to extend the 

range of analysis presents two main benefits for a research project combining CL 

with CDS and DT: it can be used as a basis from which to sample a smaller subset of 

data for in-depth, qualitative analysis, and it can help to uncover broad patterns 

which may point to the dominance and hegemony of certain discourses. 

First, building a large corpus allows the analyst to gain a broad picture of the 

data, achieving what Susan Hunston (2017) terms a ‘helicopter effect’, in which a 

distant but wide-ranging overview is derived, indicating areas for more detailed 

investigation. Consequently, a complete dataset based on certain conditions can be 

analysed initially (albeit perhaps superficially), rather than skipping immediately to 

the selection of a more specific and manageable set of texts for coding by hand. For 

sample selection, CL provides analysts with a range of options which extend beyond 

those available generally such as random selection or timeframe specification: texts 

in which particular terms are high in frequency may be included; dispersion plots 

can help to identify the most salient time period; or a sample may be created simply 

from concordance lines around specific lexical items. One of the common 

accusations directed at CDS scholars is that they select texts ‘which they either 
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incorrectly believe to be representative or have been chosen in order to “prove a 

point”’ (Baker et al., 2008, p.283), so CL provides tools which may help to address 

such criticisms. However, the way in which it is framed to facilitate this process is 

important. For example, when Alon Lischinsky (2011, p.155) indicates its capacity 

to alleviate some of the issues associated with generalisability in CDS, positivist 

criteria are imported where they need not be. Instead, it must be understood as a 

way to guide sample selection towards one most likely to be representative of the 

wider discourse while still accepting potential variation. 

Certainly, rather than linking it to positivist forms of measurement, it proves 

useful to situate what CL offers within the theoretical assumptions of DT and CDS, 

because we are able to better see its contribution within the philosophical 

framework of constructionism. In this respect, the ‘bird’s eye view’ (Taylor, 2020, 

p.5) it provides can help to identify prominent patterns across a large corpus, 

potentially pointing to hegemonic forms of discourse which exclude other 

possibilities within the field of meaning. Siegfried Jäger and Florentine Maier (2009, 

p.38) highlight the difference between a single text which ‘has minimal effects’ and 

the cumulative weight of discourse ‘with its recurring content, symbols and 

strategies’. CL allows these potential ‘patterns and commonalities of knowledge and 

structures’ (Wodak and Krzyżanowski, 2008, p.6) to be detected on a large scale, 

then explored, probed or challenged in more qualitative forms of enquiry. Constant 

interplay between analysis of the corpus and sample can therefore help to establish 

whether dominant patterns and discourses emerge, focusing equally on how they 

are constructed through textual strategies and devices. 

Depth 

With such a capacity for expanding the scale of discursive analysis has come 

susceptibility to criticisms of superficiality and decontextualisation: 

While corpus tools allow researchers to track, tally and plot the surface features of 

discourse – such as its linking devices, discourse markers and instances of lexical 

repetition – these remain simply that: surface features. (Thornbury, 2010, p.275) 

It is argued that ‘the corpus can only ever reveal its own contents’ (Baker et al., 2013, 

p.30) and that the insights derived from CL cannot go deeper than what is explicitly 

written. This is due to the automated nature of enquiry and that results rest on the 
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identification of salient words or phrases within texts. This is a valid criticism and 

one which highlights the need for CL to take on a supportive, rather than leading, 

role in discourse analysis. With DT’s conceptualisation of discourse as a closure and 

reduction of meaning, methods which cannot account for what is absent or implied 

within the field of discursivity are insufficient for a critical approach.  

However, the notion that the pursuit of breadth comes at the expense of depth 

is not wholly representative of what CL can offer in this field. In fact, its breadth can 

be the source of depth when exploring the discursive construction of certain topics. 

Through the use of collocation and concordance (introduced fully in the final 

section), CL can investigate the immediate context of a recurring word or phrase 

across the whole corpus. This means that surrounding words can be analysed for 

commonalities and dominant modes of construction. CL is therefore able to extend 

beyond simply distinguishing potentially salient recurring words towards 

identifying patterns within patterns, a form of in-depth analysis across an extended 

corpus. Of course, if dealing with fragments of a text, the problems of 

decontextualisation are still prevalent. As Lynne Flowerdew (2009, p.395) suggests, 

there are concerns surrounding the implications of ‘truncated concordance lines 

[being] examined atomistically.’ This is why such analysis is combined and 

complemented with techniques from DT and CDS, ensuring that the bigger picture 

is not lost. For this reason, and the other issues introduced above, it is critical to 

reflect on and define the specific role CL should play in analysis. 

Defining CL’s role 

Earlier, the implications of introducing quantitative techniques into constructionist 

work were discussed, highlighting that there is an important balance to achieve 

which must be carefully considered and justified. This section has underlined the 

way that CL can add both breadth and depth to the study of discourse, but there are 

also some valid criticisms which should imply exercising caution and adopting a 

measured approach to its incorporation. There are many examples of the varying 

ways it has been used to drive or support discourse analytic work, from adding 

further techniques to explore the contents of one corpus (Rheindorf and Wodak, 

2018; 2020; Baker and McEnery, 2015; Bachmann, 2011), to investigating the 

construction of certain lexical items within a corpus (Bednarek, 2019; Bevitori, 

2015; Hunt, 2015), to comparing different corpora in their entirety (Taylor, 2014; 
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Baker, 2006) or just certain features (Fotopoulos and Kaimaklioti, 2016; Musolff, 

2004). With such heterogeneity in its use, as well as potential limitations, CL must 

be understood as a way to support, extend and deepen analysis, but with the caveat 

that the primacy of DT and CDS, both philosophically and analytically, is paramount. 

There are two principal ways to incorporate CL into analysis, either through 

corpus-driven or corpus-based approaches. The main difference is found in the 

starting point for analysis: corpus-driven approaches allow the research to be 

guided by what corpus techniques reveal to be salient, whereas corpus-based 

approaches test existing theories on the data (Baker et al., 2013, p.26), roughly 

mirroring inductive and deductive reasoning (Halperin and Heath, 2016, p.31). 

Given the emphasis here on CL’s supportive rather than leading role in analysis, as 

well as the importance of theorising mainstreaming before conducting the studies, 

the latter approach most closely resembles its place in the research process. 

However, the style adopted here should be understood somewhat as a hybrid of the 

two, because while often CL is used to probe ideas and results further, the openness 

of the framework means that should it highlight features previously unidentified by 

the analyst, it will be allowed to drive the direction of further enquiry. As such, it 

does not lead from the outset but can pick up the baton in certain circumstances, 

before relinquishing it again to take on a facilitatory role. 

Approached in this way, with an open acknowledgement of its strengths and 

limitations, CL can be an insightful tool. It is worth reiterating that although it uses 

quantitative measures to conduct automated tests, CL is not able, nor should it aim, 

to access a mythical objective reality. We need to understand CL’s contribution to 

the field as an opportunity to derive further interpretations with a high level of 

transparency regarding the processes involved in arriving at them. The tests are 

replicable in the sense that another researcher would obtain the same results were 

they to follow the same procedures (Baker et al., 2013, p.26), so this can potentially 

foster greater levels of trust in the work, important in politically oriented 

approaches. However, replicability in terms of interpreting these results must not 

be over-emphasised, because CL does not remove the researcher’s agency in 

determining the way that findings are presented. Stubbs (1994, p.218) suggests that 

some corpus techniques help ‘to ensure that analysts do not merely pick evidence 
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to fit their preconceptions’, but it is entirely possible for analysts, presented with the 

same results, to emphasise or play down certain aspects to suit their agenda. 

Most proponents of CL argue that it has the capacity to reduce bias, but if an 

analyst still has the ability to select the texts, techniques and findings that they deem 

appropriate, we need to frame the role of CL differently. Nicholas Subtirelu and Paul 

Baker (2018, p.109) state that ‘[t]he extent to which corpus approaches reduce 

subjectivity (or whether this is desirable or possible) is still open to debate’, yet the 

question of its desirability is rarely contested. Most argue that its grounding in 

scientific principles makes research more convincing, allowing it to be separated 

from polemic and improve the standing of discourse analytic work (Baker, 2012, 

p.255). These influences are important because they can help to further the political 

aims of DT- and CDS-inspired research, but we need to turn away from definitions 

of credibility that rely on its supposed bias-reduction capabilities. Instead, honesty 

and reflection on the impact of researcher positionality and consistent candidness 

regarding the methods used to derive interpretations, free from false promises of 

objectivity, should be the measure of credible and convincing work. 

The whole: an analytical framework 

This chapter has demonstrated how DT, CDS and CL can be harmonised into a 

coherent approach to discourse analytic work, which may be used both to build 

broader theories of discourse (re)construction in a particular field and to conduct 

detailed empirical analysis with great scope and depth. Given the importance 

accorded to transparency, as reiterated throughout, the following analytical 

framework (see Figure 7) has been produced to guide empirical analysis. Within DT, 

there is significant reticence about generating such step-by-step procedures 

(Sjölander 2011, p.35), and as Gill (1996, p.142) suggests, ‘discourse analysis is not 

simply a method that can be used off the shelf’. It must therefore be emphasised that 

this is not a prescriptive model. Instead, it fits within the logic of retroduction, which 

denotes ‘a kind of restless “spiral” because as we move from one “moment” to the 

next, and back again, revising aspects of our account in light of adjustments made in 

other moments, we never return to the same spot’ (Glynos and Howarth 2019, 

p.118). As such, the below framework is used as a starting point and as a set of initial 

parameters from which analysis can proceed and evolve. 
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Figure 7: Analytical framework incorporating DT, CDS and CL 
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Phase 1: Data collection 

Given the common criticism of ‘cherry-picking’ data to prove a point within 

constructionist work, and in particular CDS (Baker, 2012, p.247), clear criteria for 

data selection are laid out to produce a comprehensive overall corpus. This includes 

a specified timeframe, a justified selection of sources and clear guidelines for 

including texts. These elements should be carefully considered and fully justified, 

because while the overall corpus need not be limited by size (given CL’s capacity to 

work with large datasets), it must be precise in order to yield the most relevant 

interpretations. If needed, a smaller sample is then selected from the overall dataset. 

This is not always necessary as the corpus may be sufficiently large to justify the use 

of CL but also manageable in terms of manually analysing texts (e.g., Brown, 2020). 

For a sample to be chosen, it may be based on pre-determined criteria, such as 

timeframe, author/speaker, source, etc., or it may be derived from the phase of 

preliminary analysis in order to identify the most relevant selection. These choices 

are based on the aims of each individual study and in relation to this project are 

presented in Chapter 5. 

Phase 2: Preliminary analysis 

This phase consists of two separate forms of analysis which are to be conducted in 

a specific order according to the requirements of the study. If using the entire corpus 

for both quantitative and qualitative insights, or if the sample is pre-determined, the 

first stage of preliminary analysis involves the manual coding of ‘macropropositions’ 

(van Dijk, 1997b, p.27), which are understood as the main topics of a text and are 

what ‘we usually remember best of a discourse’ (van Dijk, 1997a, p.11), introducing 

a cognitive element. These can be identified through skimming each text to pinpoint 

the core topics. Where possible, this manual coding should be conducted first as it 

allows the analyst to scan the data free from the influence of the computerised 

results which remain unchanged whatever the order of completion. 

Second (or if sample choice relies on it, first), the corpus undergoes a test of 

keyness to identify potentially salient topics. Keyness is defined as ‘the statistically 

significantly higher frequency of particular words or clusters in the corpus under 

analysis in comparison with another corpus, either a general reference corpus, or a 

comparable specialized corpus’ (Baker et al., 2008, p.278). By comparing the 
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specialised corpus collected in Phase 1 with a general corpus such as the British 

National Corpus, unusually frequent words in the data compared to everyday 

language can be identified which may point to their centrality in the discourse. CL 

therefore provides a more sophisticated account than the one offered by 

conventional frequency tests, because it is able to distinguish between common 

words which reoccur in many settings and those that are particularly prevalent 

within the corpus (Touri and Koteyk, 2015, p.605). Furthermore, if allied with the 

concepts of DT, they may indicate prominent signifiers or even nodal points which 

have a critical bearing on the formation of discourse, developed in Phase 3. If sample 

choice relies on testing keywords and their dispersion (where they are more/less 

frequent) or concordance (surrounding context), these parameters should be 

defined at this stage and tests conducted to derive the final sample. 

Phase 3: In-depth analysis 

From this identification of initial signifiers, themes and topics, the third phase can 

proceed to develop such insights further and extend analysis to different areas 

based on theory or corpus-driven results. This stage requires multiple close 

readings of the texts and constant interplay between qualitative and quantitative 

techniques, as recommended by Baker (2012, p.248), to build analysis around the 

interconnected concepts of DT, CDS and CL. Any signifiers identified in the 

preliminary phase which convey very similar ideas can be grouped under umbrella 

themes for an initial set of nodes for coding. A first in-depth reading should start by 

coding smaller units such as phrases, sentences or groups of sentences to this list of 

themes, while adding further nodes if other topics emerge during the process. This 

should produce a clearer image of potentially the most salient ideas across the data 

(though this list should never be closed, with opportunities to add or remove topics 

as the analysis progresses). 

Next, collocation and concordance tests can be conducted on recurring lexical 

items of interest, determined by the themes identified above. Collocation denotes 

the ‘above-chance frequent co-occurrence of two words within a pre-determined 

span’ (Baker et al., 2008, p.278) and is used to establish cases of semantic prosody. 

Whereas semantic preference signifies the natural occurrence of two words 

together (e.g., ‘glass of’), semantic prosody refers to the evaluative and connotative 

meaning produced through co-occurring words (e.g., ‘far-right activist’) (ibid., 
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p.278). Prosodic features may point to important nomination and predication 

strategies, as identified in the DHA and discussed shortly. Concordance extends this 

to include more words either side of the search term, with results able to be subject 

to more statistical tests or qualitative enquiry. If concordance produces sufficient 

data, it is possible to explore the most frequent words found in close conjunction 

with the term of interest, which may point to a strong association between themes 

and articulatory patterns. Qualitatively, concordance provides an overview of the 

construction of certain words across the corpus and can be used to explore the 

strategies and textual devices that fix their meaning. For talking ‘about’, these tests 

can be used to study how certain actors or ideas are presented, for example 

establishing the most prominent adjectives and their role in terms of predication 

strategies. 

The next round of coding relies on the five principal discursive strategies 

identified within the DHA (Samaie and Malmir 2017, p.1354). The range of textual 

devices used to achieve each strategic effect are numerous, so only some examples 

are given.21 Brief illustrative examples are provided here, but more detail is 

presented when reporting the findings in Chapters 6 and 7: 

• Nomination 

This refers to the construction of social actors, situations, objects, events, 

processes, etc. through the use of membership categorisations, metaphors 

and the choice of nouns/verbs. For example, in the reporting of politically 

motivated attacks, the choice of descriptor for the attacker as a ‘lone wolf’ or 

‘terrorist’ is an important nomination strategy which often has racialised 

connotations. 

• Predication 

This concerns the way that the persons or things described above are 

qualified, whether positively or negatively, through evaluative attributions, 

stereotypes or comparisons. For example, when Nigel Farage (in UKIP, 2016) 

referred to those supporting a vote to remain in the EU ‘hysterical’, a range 

of negative and gendered connotations were implied. Both nomination and 

predication strategies contribute to the ‘ideological square’ (van Dijk, 2015, 

 
21 For a more comprehensive list, see Reisigl and Wodak (2009, p.94). 
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pp.73–4), which involves the construction of positive in-group 

characteristics in opposition to some ‘other’, necessitating negative out-

group depictions. 

• Argumentation 

This strategy relates to the arguments that are employed to substantiate the 

positions defended in a discourse, using typical topoi which ‘justify the 

transition from argument to conclusion’ (Wodak and Rheindorf, 2020, p.122) 

to make claims of truth and rightness (Boukala, 2019). For example, the 

‘topos of economic resource limitation’ (Wodak and Rheindorf, 2020, p.124) 

is often used in anti-immigration discourse to claim that immigration puts a 

strain on a country’s resources and negatively impinges on citizens of the 

receiving country. 

• Perspectivisation 

This involves the writer or speaker positioning themselves in accordance 

with what they are expressing, either drawing closer to or distancing 

themselves from the topic, through reported or direct speech, metaphors or 

narration. For example, a quotation from an academic may be used to support 

the argument put forward in a newspaper article, attempting to increase the 

authority of the piece and, at least superficially, distance it from being simply 

the opinion of the columnist. 

• Intensification/mitigation 

This refers to modifying the accent placed on certain phenomena, whether 

emphasising or playing down various features. This may be achieved through 

diminutives, hyperbole and modal verbs. For example, water metaphors such 

as a ‘wave’ or ‘flood’ are often associated with migration to intensify the 

supposed threat it poses (Taylor, 2020). 

These strategies and their associated textual devices may be overt or subtle 

depending on the immediate context of the situation, audience, aims of the 

speaker/writer, etc. It is the role of the researcher to uncover such strategic work, 

identify patterns and link them to broader societal context. These aspects may 

produce interesting points of comparison between the mainstream and far right, 
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because while actors within the two groups may express similar ideas, the way in 

which they present them may be more nuanced or overt depending on their 

position. 

Within the coding process, there should be an explicit focus on the articulation 

of signifiers to build a web of meaning. The analytical procedures described above 

open avenues for exploring the relationship between themes. For example, 

concordance can be used to establish a ‘connectivity index’ which assesses the 

frequency of keywords within +/- 5 words of context around another keyword. 

Nikos Nikisianis et al. (2019, p.280) outline that this process can indicate important 

nodal points, because they should not only themselves be among the most powerful 

keywords but also have strong associations with other keywords. Although DT and 

CL have rarely been combined, this example demonstrates their great potential to 

work in unison. Once the connectivity index has been established, these associations 

among signifiers, or the broader themes identified in the first round of coding, 

should be explored through qualitative enquiry, employing the discursive strategy 

framework from the DHA to assess the nature and strength of the relationships 

between them. Consequently, a detailed web indicating nodal points, associated 

signifiers and the way they are linked should be drawn up.22  

The above processes constitute a general starting point for analysis, but it 

should be noted that further coding based on theory must be added according to the 

needs of the specific study. For example, if exploring Islamophobic discourse, Deepa 

Kumar's (2012, pp.41–60) five Islamophobic myths developed from Orientalism can 

form a useful set of nodes to initially investigate these issues. The incorporation of 

such theories forms a vital part of the process of contextualisation, which, as 

emphasised, is critical within the DHA (represented by its centrality within Phase 3 

of the diagram). This principle must be considered throughout, whether it be 

contextualising utterances within the text, addressing elements of intertextuality 

across the corpus and beyond, considering what is absent among the possibilities 

available within the field of discursivity and situating what is said/written within 

the historical development or societal function of that discourse. Flexibility and 

triangulation form cornerstones to this approach, enabling the inclusion of a diverse 

range of insights which can be interpreted with strong theoretical backing. It should 

 
22 For an example of how this can be visualised, see p.643). 
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be noted that this openness also applies to the concepts used to present the findings, 

as they may be drawn from different traditions according to analytical needs. In the 

following chapters, I use terms such as nodal points, signifiers, themes, topoi, etc., 

drawn from both DT and CDS, to present the outcomes of my analysis.  

Finally, it must be added that should there be a comparative element to the 

study, this framework can be implemented and adapted to facilitate both 

simultaneous and subsequent comparisons. For example, in addition to the test of 

keyness above based on a general corpus, it is possible to compare two specialised 

corpora in order to find terms of greater saliency within one corpus in contrast to 

the other. If this is completed before further in-depth analysis, it may allow the 

researcher to have a clear focus from the outset on potential differences between 

the two, while remaining open to further examples. Beyond this, rounds of coding 

should follow the above framework and are conducted in rotation between the 

corpora to allow consideration of similarities and differences throughout. An 

additional period of analysis should be expected to allow for subsequent 

comparisons when all results have been collated. 

Phase 4: Findings 

Once coding is complete, the results must be condensed and organised into a 

coherent presentation of the key findings. One of the issues that has been raised in 

relation to combined approaches involving CL is that they can produce a ‘Pandora’s 

Box of results to contend with’ (Potts, 2015, p.285). However, one of the aims of the 

proposed framework is to approach analysis with some structure, allowing enough 

flexibility to encourage creativity able to match the demands of the project while 

ensuring that results can be cross-referenced with relative ease and sorted 

accordingly. With the emphasis on contextualisation, particularly at the level of 

society and theory, the findings are presented in relation to broader structures, 

facilitating criticality and highlighting their relevance beyond the case study. 

Furthermore, with the emphasis on reflexivity, the communication of findings is not 

separate from societal processes, so we must remain attentive to the potential 

implications of how our work is presented. Finally, as Fairclough (2018, p.16) 

emphasises, and as the three levels of critique demand, there should be 

consideration of what can be done to overcome the problems identified, ‘advocating 

action to change the existing state of affairs “for the better”.’ 
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Summary 

In summary, this chapter has sought to develop an intricate framework involving 

the combination of DT, CDS and CL with a specific focus on linking theory to analysis 

in order to approach discourse at both the macro- and micro-level. By amalgamating 

the theoretical depth of DT, the applied capacity of CDS and the analytical range of 

CL, it is hoped that these varied influences can form a coherent whole. With the 

exception of CDS and CL, there have been very few examples to date of studies 

combining these approaches, which, as Sjölander (2011, p.36) underlines in relation 

to CDS and DT, has ‘led to missed opportunities for dialogue and critique’. Indeed, 

despite some theoretical and practical differences, there are a number of areas of 

convergence across each approach which make them compatible methodological 

partners. By visualising this combination through the methodological tree, their 

respective strengths and weaknesses can be offset against one another to form a 

balanced and grounded structure. This has then been translated into a concrete but 

flexible analytical framework which serves as a starting point for empirical analysis. 

This chapter has focused on introducing the new framework, while the following 

one situates it within the requirements of this specific study. 

There is particular emphasis within this chapter on the notion that the 

introduction of analytical techniques beyond the traditional realm of DT and CDS, 

particularly quantitative measures within CL, should not be based on an attempt to 

appease the demands of positivism within the social sciences. Instead, their 

incorporation must rest on the principles of extending and deepening the range of 

insights available, with openness and reflexivity, rather than measurement and 

objectivity, constituting the cornerstones of rigour and credibility. If consciously 

grounded philosophically within constructionism, and in particular 

poststructuralism, the incorporation of additional techniques does not threaten the 

ontological and epistemological integrity of the work. On the contrary, it strengthens 

the premise of interpretations by providing multiple perspectives, which, if 

presented appropriately, improve transparency and provide support to justify the 

findings. Approached in this way, discourse analytic work does not lose its 

fundamental roots, with them instead becoming more entrenched. At the same time, 

further avenues are opened up for exploration, allowing it to blossom into a fully-

fledged philosophical, methodological and analytical structure. 
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Chapter 5: Reflexivity, case study and data 

The Brexit campaign 

It is now time to turn towards the case study specifically, which marks an important 

step in translating the theoretical and methodological frameworks into empirical 

analysis. Given the emphasis placed on linking theory with empirical research 

through the methodological tree, this chapter is crucial in forming the bridging point 

between these two features. It draws on the insights established in previous 

discussions to situate the research appropriately; in particular, the format of this 

chapter is guided by the importance of transparency, both with regard to 

positionality and research design/conduct, and of contextualisation when analysing 

discourse and dealing with contingent identities. The aim is to introduce my 

approach to the case study and data, explaining their relevance to the topic of 

mainstreaming, qualifying the choices made in data selection and providing an 

initial overview of the content. Although some of these features could have been 

included in earlier chapters, particularly the methodology, they are brought 

together here in order to set out the key information required for contextualising 

the findings in Chapters 6 and 7, something particularly important given the focus 

on context within the DHA. It should therefore provide a comprehensive 

introduction to the case study so that relevant results can be interpreted effectively 

in future sections. 

The chapter first offers some reflections on my own role as a researcher in 

developing, conducting and presenting this project. This discussion is crucial at this 

stage in underlining how decisions were made throughout the process. The next 

part presents the case of Brexit, emphasising why it is an appropriate choice for 

exploring the role of mainstream elite discourse in mainstreaming and equally why 

a mainstreaming perspective helps us to better understand the implications of 

Brexit itself. A detailed outline of the specific decisions made when compiling and 

sorting the data for the study is then explained; it covers group selection criteria, 

data organisation strategies and associated analytical techniques. Consequently, it 

establishes the way in which the principles presented in Chapter 4 can be 

implemented empirically and then communicated as part of the output. Finally, a 

more descriptive overview of the broader findings from the study is presented, 
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illustrating the interactions between discourse topics among the different groups. 

This wider-angle picture of the data thereby paves the way for more focused, critical 

interpretations of talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ the far right, which are at the heart of 

the following chapters. 

Reflexivity and positionality 

Before introducing the case study more thoroughly, it is time to directly address 

another key area outlined in the methodology, notably the importance of reflexivity 

and positionality. As such, this section aims to respond to the three fundamental 

questions (pp.90-9) put forward in Chapter 4 to engage with these ideas at the 

before, during and after stage of research. It should be clear, however, that although 

these topics receive dedicated attention here, ethical concerns are instrumental 

throughout this project, shaping its direction, fulfilment and presentation. In earlier 

passages, the influence of such principles has already been signposted, for example 

in the explicit political stance taken and need for terminological clarity, and I 

continue to highlight further instances of their pertinence in the following chapters. 

Thus, even though this subsection is devoted specifically to addressing these issues, 

the role of reflexivity, positionality and ethics is not just part of a chapter to be lost 

amongst others; these concerns have a dynamic influence throughout which should 

not be minimised. That said, it is also important not to centre myself and my 

experiences too much in this thesis. Nadena Doharty (2019) underlines the harmful 

impact of engaging with Black histories through the frame of white guilt, because it 

concerns ‘a preoccupation with the redemption of innocence rather than the 

marginalised other’s needs.’ Thus, as a white researcher examining racist discourse, 

there is an important balance to strike between conveying the limitations that my 

identity brings and not putting myself at the centre when other groups are at the 

sharp end. Finally, I certainly do not claim to have all the answers here, and to do so 

would in fact be an indication of limited self-reflection. The aim is to present some 

of the aspects that I have been thinking about throughout this process. These are 

difficult ethical questions which require continuous re-evaluation, so this section is 

just a starting point for developing better practice going forward. A key point is to 

welcome critique on these issues and accept where improvements can be made.  
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What am I coming to this research with? 

In reflecting on what influenced my approach going into the project, there are two 

main elements to address: the first, referring to political positioning, has already 

been discussed somewhat so is reiterated here; the second relates to the impact of 

my own identities on how I am able to conduct this research. In relation to the 

former, it should be clear throughout this thesis that I reject the fundamental 

assumption within a positivist epistemology that as researchers we should strive for 

a neutral and dispassionate observation of the social world. Not only is it an 

impossibility, but in the context of oppression and exclusion, such a position 

becomes untenable (Joseph-Salisbury and Connelly, 2021). Indeed, the only ethical 

position to take in such work is one of sustained opposition, because if research does 

not seek to challenge these sources of oppression, then what purpose does it serve? 

My opposition to far-right mainstreaming is unequivocal, and there is no doubt that 

its mechanisms and effects must be combatted in society. The way that we see 

inequalities persistently reinforced in various contexts, not only by the far right but 

by those at the heart of what people consider mainstream, is what motivated me to 

pursue this project in the first place and what continues to do so now. Of course, 

these issues require multidimensional approaches and have no easy solutions, so 

this project makes no lofty claim to finding the answer, but it is a desire to contribute 

to this struggle that drives it forward. That this topic is of enduring relevance is a 

sign that much more must be done in this regard. 

If we accept that the researcher cannot, and in fact should not, be a neutral 

observer in these scenarios, we must necessarily reflect on our own position within 

the research process. Many people are targeted in far-right and mainstream 

exclusionary politics, such as racialised groups, women, LGBTQIA+ communities, 

disabled people, working-class populations, etc. While my position as a woman 

allows me to understand first-hand the tangible effects of the misogyny often at the 

heart of these discourses and wider society, the crosscutting privileges of being 

white, cisgender, heterosexual, non-disabled and middle-class mean that I cannot 

directly understand the lived experiences of many of the targeted communities. As 

a result, I must consciously reflect on the limitations my perspective brings and the 

impact it has on the insights I offer. As Michael Messner (2011, p.12) suggests, it is 

crucial to develop an understanding of and empathy for the experiences of 
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marginalised groups. There are abundant means of accessing such knowledge, 

whether through academic literature, fiction, social movements, music, art, etc., so 

it is my responsibility to educate myself on these topics. Of course, these are societal 

issues that cannot be solved at the individual level, nor can active engagement plug 

the gap even at this level, but if I want to approach the topic ethically, reflexively and 

critically, such participation is a minimum. It is not only imperative in understanding 

the issues at hand but also in driving the motivation of the project, linking back to 

the first point. Mainstreaming is not an abstract concept devoid of consequence; it 

has very real effects for those at the sharp end. DT and CDS emphasise the power of 

discourse, that words are not just words but can be used to reinforce systems of 

oppression and exclusion. The experience of those who face the effects most acutely 

must never be lost from view.  Thus, while my various identities may shield me 

personally from much of the harm produced by this form of politics, this position of 

privilege must never be allowed to translate into complacency. 

How does this affect the way in which I conduct my research? 

As the framework in Chapter 3 underscored, mainstreaming is a multifaceted 

phenomenon, and there are consequently many ways in which it can be studied. The 

considerations described in relation to political positioning and identity have had a 

significant influence on the way I chose to approach this topic and project. My 

decision to focus on the elite level, and particularly the mainstream elite, derives 

from the need to address power dynamics if we are to dismantle structures of 

inequality. This is in line with much of the work in CDS, where elite discourse is seen 

as a site of significant power and influence. Of course, exclusion and discrimination 

are prominent also at the localised and individual level, so it is vital to understand 

how they play out in everyday life too. Many excellent works have sought to 

understand the experiences of different communities in the face of discrimination 

in the workplace, education settings, sports teams, etc. (Brown and Ramlackhan, 

2022; Osbourne, Barnett and Blackwood, 2022; 2021; Pflaeger Young et al., 2021; 

Hargie, Mitchell and Somerville, 2017). As highlighted in the literature review (see 

p.50), studies have explored the impact of Brexit on various groups. However, based 

on matters related to insider/outsider positioning in interview or focus-group 

settings (Bhopal, 2010; Ochieng, 2010; Egharevba, 2001), I feel that I am not best-

placed to be the one to convey the experiences of marginalised groups in these 
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scenarios. Thus, as stated, such concerns remain front and centre of the project, yet 

I do not add my own voice to this body of work. 

Another form of participant-based research potentially an option within this 

project would have entailed elite-level interviews with politicians involved in the 

case study. In fact, there were plans in my original proposal to conduct such data 

collection and analysis. However, as the project has progressed and as my own 

thinking has evolved, I have realised that this is not something that I wish to pursue. 

Politicians from the far right and mainstream who have contributed to 

normalisation already receive ample space to air their opinions in a range of public 

fora. I do not wish for my work to be another outlet for such views. Instead, my 

analysis centres around publicly available content so that I am not directly 

contributing to additional modes of expressing these positions. The decision to use 

quotes from these texts is still not devoid of ethical concerns (see shortly), but my 

choice to focus on pre-existing content is one of the ways that I try to minimise the 

impact of my work in this regard. 

Besides the overall design of the project based around elite-level, publicly 

available data, case study selection also required careful reflection. Work in post- 

and de-colonial thought has crucially emphasised how Eurocentrism has shaped 

accounts and categories used to interpret the social world (Richardson, 2018; Seth, 

2009). Important calls to decolonise the university have sought to challenge the 

universalism ascribed to European accounts and to centre alternative sites of 

knowledge (Bhambra, Gebrial and Nişancıoğlu, 2018). These schools of thought are 

therefore fundamental in challenging dominant or ‘mainstream’ interpretations that 

prevail in numerous fields, so they illustrate how counter-hegemonic narratives can 

be formed. It was important for me to consider whether my project was further 

perpetuating this Eurocentric focus within political science (Chandra, 2013). By 

centring Britain in my analysis, it clearly does not step outside of these bounds. 

However, as Mondon (forthcoming) suggests, it can be argued that studies related 

to the far right are necessarily tied to these contexts because of their fundamental 

entanglement with white supremacy and racism. Of course, similar trends can be 

found beyond the geographical confines of Europe, most notably in settler colonies, 

but these instances too are closely intertwined with this shared history. As Lentin 

(2008, p.1) states, ‘Racism is taken to be a modern phenomenon and inherently a 
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Western one.’ As such, it is essential that this project remains embedded in this 

context, rather than making claims to its universal applicability. It does not mean 

that the findings or framework are only of use in this particular scenario but, as CDS 

suggests, that our interpretations must be thoroughly contextualised.  

What am I leaving the field with? 

Finally, it is important to be reflexive about the outcomes of the project and the way 

that I choose to communicate my findings, with this thesis of course representing 

one such exercise. As I have tried to emphasise throughout, academia is not separate 

from the implications of discourse, so there is a responsibility to take care in the way 

that we present our work. Again, this is not a purely individual issue, as the demands 

of the neoliberal university do not encourage such careful reflection. The pressure 

to publish, generate impact and build a public profile often run counter to this aim, 

particularly when job prospects in this increasingly casualised sector are tied so 

closely to these measures. As we discuss (Goyvaerts et al., forthcoming), there is 

very little incentive to move away from ‘populism’ research, for example, when it 

generates both citations and wider attention. Thus, these are undoubtedly structural 

issues which require a multidimensional approach. However, besides the broader 

fight for better working conditions, at the micro-level of my own research, I have 

tried to think carefully about what I convey and how I do so. Like so many of these 

issues, there are no perfect answers, but this is the way that I have chosen to 

approach it. 

First of all, through my methodological approach, I aim to be transparent and 

open about how I conducted the project, as well as the motivations behind it. This is 

not to say that another researcher would produce the same set of results were they 

to replicate it, but through communicating the processes and reasoning involved, it 

should be clear how I arrived at these findings. Second, terminological and 

theoretical clarity is one of my core concerns when attempting to convey this 

research. This does not necessarily imply finding very neat and simple definitions to 

enable the study and measurement of particular phenomena, but actually 

questioning the very basis and construction of these categories (Alejandro, 2021a). 

Through interrogating seemingly common-sense understandings of different 

identities and acknowledging their contingent formation, we can start to uncover 

hegemonic processes and norms. Without such critical reflection, we can contribute 
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ourselves to the reification of these identities, so the need to communicate these 

complexities is a key concern. Third, I decided also to avoid citing some scholars who 

have themselves openly contributed to the mainstreaming process.23 On article 

databases, their work often appears in the top results based on a high citation count, 

but this is in part a product of the harmful position that they have adopted. As such, 

I prefer to foreground the many more insightful contributions from other authors 

on these topics. Finally, one of the most challenging ethical decisions at this level 

was whether or not to include direct quotations of exclusionary discourse when 

presenting my findings. There is a difficult balance to strike between supporting 

interpretations with evidence from the data and actually being responsible for 

giving more airtime to these ideas. Again, there is no definitive answer to this issue, 

but I decided ultimately to include quotes to support my findings. This choice 

derives from the need to illustrate the similarities between mainstream and far-

right discourse clearly and carefully. Given the limited attention that the 

mainstream has received in this regard, I deemed evidenced examples as essential 

in driving this point home. 

These reflections are certainly not exhaustive, and I continue to signpost further 

considerations over the course of the thesis, but I think one of the most important 

elements to emphasise at this stage is that the reflective process is never complete. 

The need to seek a better understanding of other’s experiences, of ethical issues, of 

measures that can be taken to minimise any potential harmful impact is an ongoing 

and continuous process. Thus, remaining open to reworking, revising and building 

on these elements is crucial. 

The case of Brexit 

Given the importance of contextualisation, it is important to provide some 

background to the empirical focus. Case studies offer a number of benefits in 

discourse-theoretical and critical discourse work, which explains their prevalence 

as a form of empirical research within the field (Howarth, 2005, p.329). They allow 

a detailed exploration of specific phenomena, producing more involved 

 
23 There are of course many different levels of contribution in this regard, as academic interpretations 
form part of the discursive landscape. Here, I refer to those who have intentionally courted far-right 
groups, media, events and ideas. 
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interpretations which account for the specificities at hand and challenge generalised 

assumptions. In this way, as Howarth (ibid., p.331) underlines, what is regarded as 

emblematic of weakness in the approach among certain disciplines which value 

more universal accounts, is instead viewed as one of its principal strengths within 

DT. Although Chapter 3 attempts to theorise the process of mainstreaming more 

generally, one of its key features is the emphasis on contingency and 

contextualisation. It therefore encourages a case study approach, whereby 

particular element(s) of this process are probed further, as such in-depth analysis is 

crucial in refining the framework further. 

With this in mind, the British referendum on EU membership, commonly 

referred to as Brexit, has been identified as an appropriate case study to explore 

mainstreaming. Although the topic has been covered in the literature review, it is 

important to specify which elements of this case are central to the study and how 

they relate to the theoretical framework. As already stated, the focus here rests 

principally on mainstream elite discourse, so this subsection aims to underscore 

why Brexit is suitable for examining this element in particular and what it offers to 

our understanding of mainstreaming more generally. Even within the category of 

mainstream elite discourse and the specific case of Brexit, there are many 

possibilities for study, spanning different sectors, actors, types of data, etc. Given the 

need for clarity and feasibility, the discourse of mainstream elite politicians, and the 

campaigns with which they were associated, have been selected for analysis (more 

detail is provided shortly). As the conclusion to this thesis states, further studies 

within the same case and in different contexts are encouraged to help deepen our 

understanding of the various facets of mainstreaming. Here, however, the focus is 

on why Brexit has been selected as a vehicle for exploring this phenomenon, and 

also what the lens of mainstreaming offers to our understanding of Brexit, because 

the nature of a case study approach implies a two-way exchange which garners 

insights at both ends. 

Introducing the case 

Before establishing the benefits of the selection for both the framework and case 

itself, this section provides a brief overview of the situation surrounding Brexit. 

Although it has become a well-known and much-discussed event, with such 

sustained attention forming part of its ongoing significance, it is important to 
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summarise some of the key elements and milestones in its development in order to 

understand how it arose and to lay the groundwork for the choices made in data 

selection. Prior to more structural information about the proceedings leading up to 

the vote, a more general point about its origins is necessary; that is, the decision to 

hold the referendum, and indeed the result that followed, did not emerge in a 

vacuum. Brexit should certainly not be viewed as a standalone, exceptional event. 

Consequently, while it is not possible to list them all here, we should be aware of the 

range of long- and short-term factors that were influential in shaping it. These 

include, amongst many others, the longstanding history of Euroscepticism among 

different groups within the UK (Spiering, 2004; Forster, 2002; George, 2000), the 

1975 referendum on membership of the European Community (Saunders, 2018; 

Butler and Kitzinger, 2016; Todd, 2016), perceptions of British ‘greatness’ based on 

colonial nostalgia (Mitchell, 2021; Saunders, 2020; Tinsley, 2020), contemporary 

economic unrest in the Eurozone (Cordero and Simón, 2016; Keskinen, Norocel and 

Jørgensen, 2016; Baranowska, 2014), etc. Specific elements of relevant context are 

elaborated further in Chapters 6 and 7, but at this stage, it is critical to acknowledge 

Brexit’s varied and complex origins, stemming from both historical and 

contemporary issues, as this is fundamental to understanding its development and 

interpreting its wider significance to mainstreaming. 

Indeed, all of this forms an important backdrop to the direct steps taken towards 

holding the referendum, commencing with then-Prime Minister David Cameron’s 

announcement on 23 January 2013 that the government would hold a vote on EU 

membership should the Conservative Party win the next general election. As earlier 

stated, much commentary around this decision has focused on UKIP’s role in 

pushing them to this position, yet while the far-right party’s growing influence 

should not be discounted, we must acknowledge the significant agency of Cameron 

and the Conservatives in making this choice. Already then, this emphasises the 

importance of viewing the case through the mainstreaming lens to avoid placing the 

mainstream purely in a position of response rather than driving force. Following 

Cameron’s declaration and the Conservative Party’s subsequent victory in the 2015 

general election, it was announced on 20 February 2016 that the referendum would 

be held in June later that year. During the campaigning period, various groups were 

formed on either side of the debate, but on 13 April two of them became the officially 

designated Leave and Remain campaigns: Vote Leave (VL) and Britain Stronger in 
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Europe (BSE). This position offered a number of benefits to the campaign groups 

involved, as they were ‘allowed to spend up to £7m, get a free mailshot, TV 

broadcasts and £600,000 public funds’ (BBC, 2016b). Following the campaigning 

period, voters took to the polls on 23 June 2016 and the decision to exit the EU was 

announced the next day. Leave came in at 51.9% of the vote and Remain at 48.1%, 

or with all registered voters accounted for, Leave received 37.4%, Remain 34.7% 

and abstention/rejected ballots were at 27.9%. It is this period of campaigning and 

the key events described in the immediate lead-up to the vote which form the 

functional parameters of the study, but as the DHA emphasises and the previous 

paragraph underlined, wider context remains integral to framing and 

understanding the results. 

Part of this wider context is also still developing as the effects of the referendum 

and the slow process of leaving the EU emerge, and as interpretations of its 

meaning/significance are put forward. Indeed, just as Brexit did not arise from 

nothing, nor has it been frozen in time as a closed, one-off occurrence. It continues 

to evolve as both an event, with ongoing implications, and as a signifier, with 

contested meanings. As the past six years have shown, the withdrawal process 

triggered by the result has been far from straightforward, with extensions granted, 

two general elections, the formation of new parties, leadership challenges, stalled 

negotiations, etc. Brexit is not something then that can simply be reflected on as an 

event in the past, and attention must therefore be paid to its continuing 

development. Similarly, as a signifier, ‘Brexit’ is not a static, singular notion, instead 

being subject to varied uses and interpretations. For those approaching it from 

different angles, positionalities or subjects, whether that be a 

supportive/oppositional stance, varying degrees of involvement (i.e., as a 

campaigner, a journalist commenting on events, an academic interpreting them, 

etc.) or a specific area of focus (i.e., campaign conduct, UK-EU negotiations, the 

impact on trade, freedom of movement, etc.), ‘Brexit’ has taken on a range of 

meanings. Indeed, it continues to be redefined and contested as it comes to be 

associated with diverse phenomena from diverse perspectives, sometimes 

garnering fundamentally contradictory interpretations. We must therefore 

acknowledge its polysemy and be sure to specify what it denotes in context. 
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All of these considerations were important when deciding how to characterise 

and refer to the case. As the theoretical framework suggests, the way in which we 

describe and interpret certain phenomena is not devoid of consequence for 

mainstreaming, as it can feed directly into normalisation through framing issues in 

a particular way. As a consequence, we must be attentive to the impact of our work 

in this regard. One of the initial considerations in this instance was around the use 

of ‘Brexit’ to label the case itself. Although Peter Wilding, founder and director of the 

British Influence think tank, is credited with coining the neologism in 2012 

(Moseley, 2016), the Leave campaign popularised it during the referendum period. 

Consequently, it derives directly from their desired image of the referendum and 

has since become the dominant mode of describing it, both in reference to the event 

itself and the ongoing process of leaving the EU. Although this poses some difficulties 

given the importance of the words that we use, and certainly alternatives such as 

‘British referendum on EU membership’ were considered, it was deemed 

appropriate to adopt ‘Brexit’ for the purposes of the study. Besides its ease of use to 

encapsulate both the process and result, the use of ‘Brexit’ allows clearer 

engagement with current interpretations and literature. Its dominance as a signifier 

makes it difficult to avoid, which should not necessarily preclude its dismissal here, 

but as the final subsection below emphasises, mainstreaming offers an important 

perspective from which to approach Brexit and its use as a signifier facilitates the 

aim of challenging current dominant modes of interpretation. 

What Brexit offers the study of mainstreaming 

Having summarised events prior to, during and after the referendum, it is important 

to now underscore why Brexit is suitable for the task at hand. It was selected 

because it could offer elements of continuity with prior literature but also bring new 

perspectives through its unique format. Chapter 2 pointed to the dominance of 

party-reliant definitions for the mainstream and of election-based conceptions for 

mainstreaming. By focusing on mainstream elite politicians in the EU referendum 

campaign, the study remains to some extent within this domain of traditional 

electoral politics, but the cross-party collaboration in the form of campaign groups 

means that a more flexible approach is needed. Indeed, although party allegiances 

and positions remained clear, they were reframed for the purpose of the referendum 

and different lines of antagonism were drawn. Of course, party associations are not 
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erased in this context, but the format allows us to move beyond an understanding of 

the mainstream and mainstreaming that is anchored in the rigid parameters of party 

politics and electoral competition. Brexit as a case is therefore able to reflect and 

reinforce the importance of placing contingency at the heart of our definitions. 

This leads on to another key reason underscoring Brexit’s suitability as a case, 

because one of the main difficulties identified in Chapter 3 concerns clarity in 

defining the mainstream in context. If the mainstream is acknowledged to be a 

contingent identity, we must therefore be precise when delineating it within the 

specific circumstances of the study. Again, the format of the referendum facilitates 

this endeavour because the designation process established the position of VL and 

BSE as the legitimate form of representation for each side of the debate. In this way, 

they became the ‘mainstream’ campaigns, with others falling outside this official 

position taking on a more secondary role. This is not to say that other campaigns did 

not feature, and certainly Farage for instance continued to enjoy significant media 

coverage, but the established advantages of official designation in terms of 

resources, attention and reputation meant that VL and BSE occupied a more central 

and influential position in the debate. In this way, they can be identified as 

representative of the mainstream in this context. 

Finally, given the focus of the study, the position of far-right actors within the 

case is also important in determining its selection. Although Brexit was not a far-

right event in and of itself, and indeed a left-wing case was made for leaving the EU 

(though subject to much less attention), far-right actors and ideas were prominent 

in the debate. This is exemplified in Martin Moore and Gordon Ramsay's (2017, 

pp.32-4) study of the media where Farage was found to be the fourth-most covered 

individual during the campaign and also featured in almost a quarter of all articles 

on immigration. The far right (though often not labelled as such) was thereby both 

active and widely reported on in this period, further justifying Brexit’s selection as 

a case study. Moreover, the development of different campaign groups in favour of 

leaving the EU meant that lines were drawn between the mainstream and far right, 

at least ostensibly; UKIP remained separate from VL throughout,24 instead backing 

 
24 Only Douglas Carswell’s involvement in VL muddies the water somewhat on this point. However, 
as UKIP’s only MP and a former representative of the Conservative Party, he can be viewed as almost 
a hybrid figure. Consequently, his presence does not call into question the validity of the distinction 
between the mainstream and far right here. 
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Grassroots Out (GO) and Leave.EU (L.EU). For the purposes of exploring how 

mainstream elite politicians talk ‘with’ and ‘about’ the far right, this form of 

distinction facilitates comparison in analysis. Thus, there was a clear and 

pronounced far-right component to Brexit, which remained largely overtly separate 

to the official campaigns, thereby creating a favourable set of conditions for 

exploring the different facets of mainstreaming. Additionally, with such a prominent 

place for the far right in this debate, it opens up the case to be the subject of future 

studies on mainstreaming which assess the interaction of different mainstream 

groups (e.g., media, academia, etc.) with the far right. 

What mainstreaming offers to the study of Brexit 

As with all case studies, it is not simply the theoretical component that benefits from 

the insights that emerge, but also our understanding of the case itself. Some of these 

themes have already been covered in the literature review, but it should briefly be 

reiterated why mainstreaming offers an important perspective from which to 

approach Brexit. Indeed, it not only helps us to understand the dynamics at play 

within the specific scenario of the referendum but also the wider significance of the 

processes involved for British politics and other political contexts. 

In terms of analysing the event itself, mainstreaming offers an overarching 

framework which helps to bring together existing literature, challenge uncritical 

accounts and indicate further avenues for research. It specifically draws attention to 

the context of the event as well as the agents that play an important role in shaping 

it. With some of the excellent examples of research on Brexit discussed in Chapter 2, 

mainstreaming can help to pull these insights together under one umbrella which is 

able to account for the power dynamics between different groups, and thereby 

identify their varied, overlapping roles in the process. In this way, it allows us to 

situate the research effectively and guard against over-simplified generalisations 

based on a narrower view. For instance, it helps to bring into question claims that 

Brexit was delivered by the ‘left behind’, because it encourages consideration of the 

mediatory effects of discourse and recognition of the importance of elite-driven 

factors. This wider view also facilitates an acknowledgment of the role of far-right 

actors within the campaign without hyping their position at the expense of 

accounting for the mainstream’s significant responsibility too. As Chapter 3 

emphasised, interpretations which do not take these elements into account can 
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serve to legitimise far-right politics and feed into normalisation, so the framework 

becomes critical in helping to actually disrupt some of the processes it charts. 

Finally, in terms of Brexit itself, mainstreaming enables us to identify areas that have 

so far been somewhat overlooked in commentary and analysis. Perceptions of the 

mainstream as good and moderate mean that it rarely faces significant scrutiny, and 

this trend can be witnessed in the case study. Although some attention has been paid 

to Leave more generally, comprehensive comparison between the campaigns has 

been lacking, particularly those that include Remain. Thus, it is influential in 

identifying areas of limited engagement, particularly around the role of mainstream 

actors in normalising far-right discourse, and in opening up these topics to detailed 

study. 

Beyond the benefits for analysing the immediate circumstances of the 

referendum, mainstreaming offers a way to contextualise the findings appropriately 

and reflect on the wider implications and significance of the trends identified. As 

previous paragraphs emphasised, there is a danger in exceptionalising Brexit and in 

portraying it as a complete rupture from the norms of British politics. Certainly, 

there are a set of unique conditions which led to the vote and outcome, but it is also 

reflective of broader trends both within and outside of British politics. 

Consequently, mainstreaming allows us to explore the specificities of the case at 

hand without losing sight of where it fits into wider processes. It offers a mode of 

exploring continuities (as well as differences) over time and space, which means we 

can better characterise the situation, understand its development and compare it 

critically to other scenarios. For Brexit, this kind of framing is critical because it 

emphasises that beyond the act of leaving the EU, there are wider implications for 

the reconstitution of norms around far-right discourse which have both historical 

and contemporary roots. It also means that comparisons can be conducted with 

other cases and situations which do not have the same set of conditions created by 

a referendum. Given the political aims of critical discourse analytic work, as well as 

its own emphasis on context, the act of situating Brexit within these wider frames 

becomes fundamental in challenging the harmful, exclusionary discourses that were 

prominent. 
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Study design 

Having underscored the broad suitability of the case study, it is now important to 

outline the more precise decisions made when selecting and analysing data. As 

stated, some of the aspects included here may more commonly feature in a 

methodology chapter, but given the detail needed to outline the new methodological 

framework and the composition of the three studies, it was deemed necessary to 

separate them so that each could receive adequate coverage. This section is 

therefore an implementation of the principles outlined in Chapter 4 for empirical 

analysis. As stated, transparency, as opposed to unattainable objectivity, is 

fundamental to rigorous and reliable work. Given the potential accusations of 

cherry-picking that may be used to discredit critical research (Baker, 2012, p.247), 

the purpose here is to be open about the mode of arriving at the findings detailed 

below and in Chapters 6 and 7. To this end, this section details how the studies were 

designed and conducted, covering group choice, article selection and data analysis. 

As established, the objective is not to lay claim to impartiality, but rather for the 

reader to have access to the full range of considerations involved, facilitating 

informed scrutiny and critique. 

Group choice 

Three individual studies were carried out in the empirical phase of research, 

allowing an exploration of both far-right and mainstream discourse in the context of 

Brexit. Different groups were at the centre of these studies: Study 1 focused 

principally on UKIP and associated campaigns (representing the far-right 

component), Study 2 on VL content (representing mainstream Leave) and Study 3 

on BSE material (representing mainstream Remain). Before detailing how such 

selections were made, it is important to note that the order in which these studies 

were carried out does not mean to imply a causal or directional relationship 

between far-right and mainstream Brexit discourses (i.e., that the far right 

encourages or causes mainstream actors to adopt or appropriate certain 

discourses). As highlighted in the theoretical framework, such an assumption would 

serve to minimise the agency of the mainstream, so the chronology of the project 

was instead determined by logical steps of analysis. Given the interest in exploring 

how the mainstream talks ‘with’ and ‘about’ the far right, it was essential to start 
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first with the group forming the baseline of comparison and build from there. Official 

designation facilitated the choices made for Studies 2 and 3, so the majority of this 

subsection is dedicated to Study 1. 

Group selection for Study 1 involved the identification of key far-right actors 

within the referendum. Despite numerous attempts at defining the far right within 

the literature (particularly in comparison to the level of work on the mainstream), 

there is still disagreement over which parties, organisations and actors fall within 

this category, especially in the UK context. This may be in part due to the idea of 

‘British exceptionalism’ when it comes to the success of the extreme right during the 

inter- and post-war years, as authors such as Piero Ignazi (2003, p.173) argue that 

‘fascist leanings in Britain were easily kept under control’ during this period. The 

notion that Britain formed a crucial barrier against the extreme right has long lived 

on in public discourse and memory (Mondon and Winter, 2020, pp.40–1), so 

portrayals of the country’s historical relationship with this form of politics have 

often implied fundamental opposition. These kinds of ideas have also permeated 

into contemporary interpretations of the extreme- and far-right in the UK, with the 

failure of the British National Party (BNP), for instance, seen as further evidence of 

its rejection. Furthermore, UKIP’s historical development from a single-issue focus 

on Europe has seen it often avoid inclusion in the far-right category. Although post-

2016 there has been less reticence in this regard, the party’s inclusion is still not 

well-established in field, particularly in reference to the pre-Brexit era. However, 

under the definition for the far right established in Chapter 2, it is clear that UKIP 

should be included in this category, as its rhetoric has long been marked by racism 

(Brown, 2020) and other forms of exclusion. As well as its far-right status under this 

rubric, UKIP’s selection here was due to the prominent place the party (and 

particularly leader Nigel Farage) was afforded within the referendum. These factors 

make it a clear choice as the central group of interest within the first study. 

UKIP was most closely associated with two campaign groups during the 

referendum period: Leave.EU (L.EU) and Grassroots Out (GO). Despite starting as 

separate entities, L.EU and GO effectively merged early on to form an umbrella group 

in the hope of achieving official designation for Leave (but were ultimately 
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unsuccessful).25 Although actors from various parties across the political spectrum 

were involved with L.EU and GO, which could potentially undermine their inclusion 

as emblematic of far-right Brexit, their close and wide-ranging connections with 

UKIP make them an appropriate addition. Indeed, both L.EU and GO were 

specifically endorsed on the UKIP website (BBC, 2015; 2016a), and during the 

campaign, UKIP politicians actively contributed to their online content and 

participated in live events. Furthermore, there are sustained links between the party 

and other key actors in the campaign groups. Co-founder of L.EU Arron Banks was 

‘UKIP’s biggest donor’ (Merrick, 2016) at the time, having made a £1m donation to 

the party in 2015 (Embury-Dennis, 2019). Richard Tice, L.EU’s other co-founder 

donated £38,000 to GO during the referendum period (Electoral Commission, 2016) 

and later became Chairman of the Brexit Party, of which Nigel Farage was leader 

(Halliday, 2019). Thus, the connections between the party, campaign groups and 

their leadership are persistent, justifying their inclusion in the present study. 

To complete group selection for Study 1, it was deemed necessary to include 

one organisation more traditionally associated with the far and extreme right in the 

UK: Britain First (BF). Although alternative organisations, such as the English 

Defence League or National Front, could have been selected, BF was chosen above 

them because firstly, the content of its website was easier to access (though still 

presented difficulties, explained shortly) and secondly, the group endorsed Boris 

Johnson in the 2019 General Election (Sharman, 2019), underscoring the porosity 

of ideas between extreme and mainstream. There were three main reasons for 

including a group considered more extreme than UKIP, based on (1) existing 

definitions, (2) strengthening comparison and (3) identifying elements of talking 

‘about’ within the far-right itself. First, given the reticence around UKIP’s far-right 

status pre-2016, BF is included in order to align with, and consequently challenge, 

dominant understandings of the category within the UK. By incorporating it, 

therefore, a more critical evaluation of UKIP’s clear place within the far right can be 

formed. Second, its inclusion facilitates a comparison of the illiberal and liberal 

articulations of racism emerging in far-right Brexit discourse, making it possible to 

chart the overlapping logics that bind the two so closely together. Finally, through 

 
25 Official designation was granted to Vote Leave which was led by a number of prominent 
government and opposition party politicians. This decision already speaks to the importance of 
reputational identity in determining the ‘mainstream’, as resources in this sense were accessed by 
those with an established position.  
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its association with illiberal racism, BF constitutes the type of organisation from 

which even UKIP may endeavour to differentiate itself. This attempt to position the 

party relatively in comparison to such groups introduces an element of talking 

‘about’ within the far right itself, replicated further within the mainstream. It should 

be noted that BF’s inclusion within the study acts to supplement our understanding, 

so although it does feature, it does not constitute a core focus, particularly at the in-

depth level of analysis. 

As already discussed, group selection for Studies 2 and 3 was determined by the 

designation process. Clearly, the contingency of the ‘mainstream’ normally presents 

a significant challenge when setting boundaries for analysis, but the official status of 

VL and BSE facilitated such a decision here. Taking the definition of the mainstream 

proposed in Chapter 3, designation clearly places these two campaigns as 

representative of the norm or centre within the context of Brexit. Unlike Study 1, no 

additional parties or groups are included because the datasets were sufficient from 

both campaigns and there was significant intra-party division over the topic, so it 

would have added complication to analyse content from the Conservative or Labour 

Party websites, for instance. Furthermore, under Jeremy Corbyn’s leadership, 

common portrayals of the Labour Party in political and media discourse would place 

them outside of the traditional ‘mainstream’ boundaries, so by focusing on the 

campaign groups, we are still able to explore these dynamics. This does not mean 

that the study can be separated from party politics, and indeed the leadership of 

each campaign was composed of many prominent politicians from UK parties,26 so 

it is hoped that this research can stimulate further explorations of mainstreaming 

both within and outside the party domain. Finally, although Studies 2 and 3 were 

conducted separately to reflect their opposing positions on EU membership, they 

are often brought together within the findings to articulate the shared role played 

by the mainstream in mainstreaming. 

Article selection 

Once these groups had been selected, articles from the associated websites 

(ukip.org, leave.eu, grassrootsout.co.uk, britainfirst.org, voteleavetakecontrol.org 

and strongerin.co.uk) were collated, cleaned and organised manually. The official 

 
26 It should be noted that the campaign leadership was dominated by right-wing actors in each case. 

https://ukip.org/
file:///C:/Users/k8ebr/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/leave.eu
https://grassrootsout.co.uk/
file:///C:/Users/k8ebr/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/britainfirst.org
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campaigning period, from David Cameron’s announcement of the referendum on 20 

February to the vote on 23 June 2016, was deemed an appropriate timeframe to 

collect highly relevant data. Clearly, this is a somewhat artificial reduction, as much 

discussion occurred both before and after this period, yet it provides a clearly 

demarcated window in which the implications of anti-EU discourse were no longer 

theoretical but instrumental, signalling that the emerging themes should be those 

considered most compelling by the parties, organisations and campaign groups 

espousing them. Any content from the website that was identifiably from within this 

time period was included in this initial phase of data collection. While the full range 

of tabs was explored on the websites, most of the data were drawn from the News 

or Press Releases sections as these pages included clear date stamps and were 

regularly updated during the campaign. There are some limited examples of older 

texts being included, but only those that were specifically referenced within other 

articles published during the demarcated time period. For instance, at the start of 

the campaign, VL published a series of historical articles from Michael Gove about 

Europe; despite the oldest being from 1996, they still form part of VL’s desired 

discourse so are included in the overall data set. 

Given the common practice of deleting past articles or updating websites, 

archive.org was used to derive the most comprehensive data set available. In this 

online archive, snapshots of websites are taken periodically, making it possible to 

access webpages as they appeared a number of years ago. It was therefore an 

extremely valuable tool here because a relatively complete picture of the content 

produced by each group during this period could be obtained. There are limitations, 

however, as in some cases, the snapshots do not provide comprehensive logging of 

the website so some data may be lost (particularly the case for BF, discussed 

shortly). Furthermore, with the snapshot format, images and videos embedded in 

the archived pages are often unavailable unless still accessible elsewhere. For this 

reason, it was not possible to obtain all such data. However, in cases where relevant 

videos could be located elsewhere (YouTube, Box of Broadcasts, newspaper 

websites, etc.), these were transcribed and included in the data set. It should be 

noted that only textual elements of videos or posters (written or spoken word) were 

recorded and analysed, because despite the significant merits of multimodal 

discourse analysis, which incorporates visual features (Machin and Mayr, 2012; 

Machin, 2013; Ledin and Machin, 2019), it was not possible to do justice to this mode 

file:///C:/Users/k8ebr/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/archive.org
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of analysis while maintaining the feasibility of the study. However, should the 

images on posters or in videos be particularly demonstrative of the points discussed 

in the findings, they may be referenced for such illustrative purposes, but systematic 

visual analysis does not form part of the research design. 

Despite some of the potential limitations of archive.org, including irretrievable 

content, it still offers the most comprehensive approach to data collection in this 

scenario. For each group, all articles available were downloaded and logged in a 

spreadsheet with information regarding the date, title, word count and initial 

perceived relevance to the study. Once recorded, each text was coded according to 

its macroproposition (van Dijk, 1997b, p.27), or principal idea, and sorted into 

whether it should be included in the sample for in-depth analysis, the overall corpus 

for computerised analysis, or excluded completely from the study. Some 

overarching rules were applied to this categorisation process, yet the differing 

nature of the groups involved, their respective priorities, varying website formats, 

etc. mean that flexibility was necessary in determining the criteria for their 

classification. The following outline of the general content produced by each group 

highlights the need for such a non-uniform approach to article categorisation, the 

principles for which are summarised in Table 2. 

Study 1: 

• UKIP 

The majority of articles published refer explicitly to and focus on the topic of 

Brexit. However, given the local and London mayoral elections held on 5 May 

2016, some articles are dedicated to these events and are therefore less 

relevant. Themes such as immigration still featured heavily in these other 

scenarios, so they continue to establish important context. Some pages 

contained embedded videos which remained available via YouTube, making 

it possible to transcribe relevant extracts. For example, many of the 

transcribed UKIP Spring Conference 2016 speeches proved to be key texts in 

the sample. 

• Leave.EU and Grassroots Out 

Given that both campaign groups were founded specifically for the 

referendum, almost all content was highly relevant. Searches on the GO 

file:///C:/Users/k8ebr/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/archive.org
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website uncovered very few articles, so its contribution within the study is 

more limited. 

• Britain First 

Fewer snapshots of the BF website were available on archive.org, making it 

more difficult to access all the content. In instances where the full article was 

not accessible, the short paragraph summary from the News Page was 

included instead. Unlike the other groups, BF’s articles contained very few 

comments from key actors within the organisation and many were found to 

be direct copies from other websites. Although original material was limited, 

the choice and content of the articles were still important to consider. 

Study 2: 

• Vote Leave 

Like L.EU and GO, given that VL was founded for the purposes of the 

referendum, most articles were highly relevant. In addition to the News tab, 

the website contains a Key speeches, interviews, and op-eds section, which 

proved influential in selecting the sample. Many news articles contained 

‘Notes to editors’ segments which backed up claims with links to reports, 

press releases, EU legislation and other forms of evidence. These sections 

were retained for reference but were not analysed in depth. Most VL articles 

were still available on the original website at the time of data collection, so 

any content that was inaccessible via the archive was generally able to be 

retrieved in this way, meaning there was limited loss of data. 

Study 3: 

• Britain Stronger in Europe 

As above, almost all content was directly created for the campaign and was 

therefore pertinent to the study. Unlike VL, none of the articles were available 

on the original website, so data collection was reliant on the records from 

archive.org. Although it was not possible to find some of the visual content 

elsewhere, a number of videos were located on YouTube or Box of 

Broadcasts, so they could be transcribed and included in the data set. 

file:///C:/Users/k8ebr/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/archive.org
file:///C:/Users/k8ebr/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/archive.org
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More generally, when links were provided to content on other websites, such as 

newspaper articles or full transcripts of speeches, these items were investigated and 

assessed for relevance. If they were especially prominent in the article (e.g., where 

the main objective of the news item was to direct readers to this link), or if the 

content was deemed particularly pertinent to the study, they were included in the 

data set. If not, they were stored separately for reference should they be of interest 

later, upon in-depth analysis of the sample. 

Given the varying features of the websites described above, the following 

principles of selection were applied to the study (see Table 2): 

Table 2: Criteria to determine data included in the sample, corpus or excluded completely 

It should be noted that the aim of the corpus was to represent the most complete 

collection of Brexit discourse within the limits of the project, so any texts in the 

sample were also included at this level for computerised analysis. Additionally, 

although texts were excluded completely for the reasons outlined above, they were 

kept for future reference. For instance, UKIP and BF content was not exclusively 

linked to Brexit (given that they were not expressly set up for the referendum), yet 

it still proved useful to read through other articles which remained tacitly related or 

Group Sample Corpus Excluded 

UKIP 

Articles explicitly and largely 
related to Brexit 

Related to Brexit but either: 
- not much depth 
- limited to pragmatic  
  campaign concerns 
- only mentioned in passing 

- No mention of Brexit 
- Instances of repetition 

L.EU 
Same as sample 

No full story (e.g., list of 
sources/members) 

GO None 

BF 
As above, but with summary 
snippets from News page if 
article unavailable 

See UKIP No mention of Brexit 

VL 

- Articles from Key speeches,  
  interviews, and op-eds tab 
- Articles from key campaign  
  figures (e.g., Boris Johnson) 
- Articles particularly  
  relevant to Study 1 themes 

All other articles on 
website 

None 

BSE 

- Articles from key campaign  
  figures (e.g., David Cameron) 
- Articles particularly  
  relevant to Study 1 themes 

All other complete articles 
on website 

Incomplete articles 
where content 
unavailable through 
archive/ web search 
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dealt with similar issues (e.g., local election campaign material with overlapping 

topics). Thus, while it is important to be clear about the criteria used in data 

selection, notions of rigour should not lead to the complete dismissal of other texts 

which may provide important contextual information. 

As with any data set, there are potential limitations associated with the 

techniques used and choices made when excluding certain items. The issues 

surrounding archive.org have already been covered, but there always remain 

further avenues to explore which go beyond the scope of the study. Namely here, the 

addition of the social media pages for each group and transcripts of any televised 

appearances would strengthen the dataset. Indeed, studies point to the increased 

use of social media platforms by parties and campaign groups to establish their 

message and reach target audiences (Schroeder, 2018; Caiani and Kröll, 2015; 

Caiani and Parenti, 2009). While such an approach could certainly be used in a 

subsequent study, due to time constraints and the comprehensive nature of data 

collection from the websites, such information is not included. Furthermore, given 

the continued top-down structure of such groups (Atton, 2006) and their propensity 

to share their own articles via social media and to include links to TV appearances 

on their websites, this means that much data would be replicated, and it is expected 

that few additional insights could be garnered. This process resulted in the following 

data composition (see Table 3): 

Table 3: Article- and word-count for each group 

While there are differing opinions on productive sample and corpus sizes (Egbert 

and Schnur, 2018), the parameters set out by the methodological tree and the use of 

Group 
Sample Corpus Excluded 

Articles Words Articles Words Articles Words 

UKIP 127 80 959 151 86 165 59 20 008 

L.EU 47 28 326 47 36 100 6 785 

GO 17 4758 17 4758 0 0 

BF 103 26 649 121 30 199 235 41 482 

Study 1 total 294 140 692 336 157 222 294 62 275 

VL 68 126 687 299 413 326 0 0 

BSE 198 111 081 290 128 961 12 588 

file:///C:/Users/k8ebr/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/archive.org
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corpus techniques to supplement the insights available meant that the above 

division proved manageable in the timeframe set out. Furthermore, upon closer 

reading of the sample texts, key articles could be identified and subject to more 

intensive analysis. This more hybrid approach aims to harness the benefits of 

smaller scale, detailed inquiry as well as a broader overview of the data. 

Analytical process 

Once the articles had been collected and sorted appropriately, analysis followed the 

analytical framework set out in Figure 7 (see p.110). However, given the flexibility 

and hybridity of the approach, between corpus-driven and corpus-assisted 

techniques, inductive and deductive logic, it is worth specifying the precise way in 

which it was implemented. Of course, with this open approach, the principles 

described here guided rather than rigidly delimited the studies so that further 

avenues of interest could be explored when they emerged. The following procedure 

applies generally to all the studies, but more detail is provided towards the end of 

this section about how the comparative element was conducted, and in particular 

how aspects of talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ were established. In terms of practical 

concerns, analysis of the corpus was largely conducted in the programmes 

WordSmith and Sketch Engine. Although they are both sufficient in themselves for 

the needs of a project, they have respective strengths and weaknesses (see shortly) 

which make it beneficial to utilise them both. For in-depth analysis of the sample, on 

the other hand, NVivo was the main piece of software employed. 

The first phase involved identifying prominent themes, through manual coding 

of macropropositions (already conducted to categorise articles) and keyword 

analysis. Keyness is based on the log-likelihood test which does not assume that the 

data have a normal distribution (Evison, 2010, p.122; Rayson and Garside, 2000, 

p.2), because instances of word recurrence are too rare to warrant such an 

assumption (Dunning 1993, pp.62-3). Various modes of establishing keyness are 

available through WordSmith and Sketch Engine, with the possibility of utilising 

different reference corpora and statistical tests to calculate unusually frequent 

words in the specialised corpus. There are advantages to each programme, with 

WordSmith calculating keyness through three simultaneous tests, allowing greater 

autonomy to control the test parameters and providing further statistical 

information on their completion. Sketch Engine, on the other hand, uses the simple 
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maths technique which can make it more difficult to filter out lower frequency 

terms, thereby inflating their potential significance to the corpus. Despite this 

limitation, Sketch Engine offers a range of up-to-date reference corpora preloaded, 

providing greater chance that the keywords identified reflect unusually frequent 

terms rather than changes in discourse over time. Indeed, in WordSmith, the British 

National Corpus (Consortium, 2007) is the recommended reference corpus for 

download, but its age presents some limitations in terms of neologisms and 

discourse development. For example, ‘Brexit’ does not exist at all in the BNC because 

it had not yet been coined when it was compiled. Conversely, Sketch Engine contains 

the reference corpus English Web 2015 (Sketch Engine, 2015),27 a more recent and 

larger collection derived from the internet, bringing it closer to the specialised 

corpus in terms of date and forum. Nevertheless, it extends the range to include non-

British English, which could lead to distortion based on regional variation. For 

instance, national institutions such as the NHS may receive a higher keyness score 

because they do not feature as regularly or comprehensively across a corpus which 

covers other national contexts. Given the advantages and disadvantages to each, as 

well as the role of CL in the methodological tree, to act in a supportive capacity and 

guide further detailed exploration, it was decided that both programmes should be 

used to open up the range of insights available. 

To make the keyword lists manageable and therefore suitable for guiding 

further analysis, certain parameters were implemented before and after the tests 

took place. To minimise issues around low frequency terms being included, in 

WordSmith it was determined that words should occur in at least 5% of articles 

across the corpus. Such a setting is not possible within Sketch Engine, but a minimum  

overall frequency28 could be established instead.29 Following test completion, 

boundaries of inclusion must be drawn, and it is generally suggested the threshold 

should be a set p-value of less than 0.000001 (Baker, 2006, p.127).30 However, in 

the present case, this still resulted in a list of unmanageable length, so the top 50 

 
27 Since completing my analysis, there have been significant updates to Sketch Engine. 
28 The same number (5% of the number of articles) was used for this purpose. 
29 The WordSmith approach is preferable in this regard because results are more representative of 
the entire corpus. For example, in the far-right corpus, terms such as ‘fish’ and ‘fisheries’ feature 
highly in the Sketch Engine list because of an extensive UKIP document on fishing. Although this 
should not be discarded, it creates a false impression of the prominence of this topic across the texts. 
30 This parameter is used to reduce the size of the list, because the widely accepted value of statistical 
significance (p ≤ 0.05) would produce too many keywords for analysis. 
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keywords for each test were selected instead. In order to finalise this list, unwanted 

words of limited use in signalling discursively important content (Baker, 2006, 

p.127) were filtered out according to the criteria laid out in Table 4. 

Table 4: Rationale for keyword removal 

While this forms an initial rubric for keyword inclusion/exclusion, flexibility was 

required based on informed judgement as to whether terms were relevant and 

needed further exploration. For instance, although ‘Schengen’ is a proper noun, its 

presence in the reference corpus would still be expected and a high keyness score 

could therefore indicate its importance. Furthermore, with ‘immigration’ forming a 

dominant macroproposition in initial coding, it was considered important to retain 

‘Schengen’ within the final keyword list. Thus, given that statistical methods are not 

prioritised nor viewed as superior within the methodological framework, these 

keyness tests constitute a referential starting point from which decisions can be 

taken based on the researcher’s interpretations and knowledge of context. 

These signifiers were then sorted into broader themes based on the established 

macropropositions, forming the initial thematic codes for in-depth analysis. Texts 

from the sample were inputted into NVivo and passages were coded according to 

these themes, with others added as they were identified. In this way, the initial 

mapping provided a non-prescriptive starting point from which further themes and 

sub-themes could be recognised as they emerged. To complement this analysis, key 

theoretical concepts (e.g., colonial nostalgia), established through both deductive 

 
31 Only an issue in Wordsmith. 
32 This does not mean that stylistic choices are not important, but reasoned decisions were made 
about whether the words excluded were of interest to the study. 
33 Only an issue in Sketch Engine. 

Word Type Reason Examples 

Proper nouns, 
titles, dates 

and expected 
topics 

Inevitably feature heavily in the 
specialised corpus and indicate little about 
its ideological content 

Cameron, Farage, MEP, 
Spokesman, MEP, 23rd, 
referendum, EU, UK 

Neologisms 
Not present at all in the reference corpus 
so keyness score will be high 

Brexit, TTIP31 

Grammatical 
constructions 

More indicative of style rather than 
content32 

it’s, don’t, won’t 

Text markers 
Coding information does not constitute 
part of the main text 

Hyperlink, docx33 
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and inductive reasoning, formed further nodes to which sections of text were coded 

in order to establish the relationship between the topics discussed and their wider 

contextual significance. Alongside the thematic and theoretical features, discursive 

strategies (Reisigl and Wodak, 2009, p.94), such as nomination and predication, as 

well as textual devices (Machin and Mayr, 2012), such as metaphor and rhetorical 

questions, were identified to address the ideological implications of stylistic choices. 

Additionally, based on Bernhard Forchtner's (2017) framework for interpreting the 

role of history in discourse and the findings of a previous pilot study (Brown, 2019), 

features of temporality were acknowledged in order to establish links between past, 

present and future. These different avenues of enquiry and coding allow a range of 

insights to be garnered and cross-examined in relation to one another. 

Once the sample had been analysed according to these criteria, coding matrices 

were drawn up to establish on the one hand, interlinking themes, and on the other, 

the intersections between these topics, theory, strategies, style and temporality. In 

the first instance, cross-tabulation between the different themes in NVivo was 

conducted, with the aim of examining their interaction and shared logics. To further 

explore these links, we developed a corpus linguistic test (Brown and Shaw, 2020) 

based on Nikos Nikisianis et al.'s (2019, p.280) notion of the ‘connectivity index’, 

establishing the prevalence of keywords within the context of other keywords. This 

can point to prominent articulation patterns among signifiers and identify nodal 

points around which discourse is structured. For each study, this was calculated by 

establishing how many times the top 50 WordSmith keywords occurred within a 5-

word context of one another (before and after).34 Terms were then placed in 

descending order according to their total number of keyword co-occurrences35, with 

the top 15 for each study displayed in the following section.36 These findings 

facilitated a mapping of the overall discourse, aiding the identification of prominent 

articulation patterns and nodal points which bind the discourse together. Second, 

 
34 The same test was carried out on the Sketch Engine keyword list but produced limited results, so 
it is not included here. This points to the potential limitations of the Simple Maths approach because 
the keywords identified do not have strong links to one another. Thus, although both lists informed 
analysis, the WordSmith results form the main connectivity indicators here. 
35 Terms deriving from the same stem such as border* (‘border’ and ‘borders’) or *migration 
(‘migration’ and ‘immigration’) were combined prior to sorting, because they clearly articulate very 
similar topics and ideas. 
36 Any combination where the number of co-occurrences is above average for the top 15 words are 
provided in the table. This was calculated in the following way, where 𝑇 = total sum of co-

occurrences, and 𝑛 = number of terms:  
𝑇

𝑛2−𝑛
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matrices between the themes and other features enabled an understanding of the 

contextual, strategic and persuasive force of these discourses to impose temporary 

stasis on the field of meaning and establish a hegemonic narrative. With this broader 

picture in terms of interconnectivity and theoretical context drawn up (associated 

with the roots of the methodological tree), key texts and passages could be identified 

to explore these features in detail and highlight the intricacies of discourse 

construction. Where exhibited through distinct and repeated lexical items, corpus 

linguistic techniques such as collocation and concordance were used to further 

probe these features and explore their manifestation across the entire corpus. 

The broad overview of each dataset developed from this process is presented in 

the final section of this chapter, but it is first important to outline specifically how 

talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ were explored within the mainstream studies, because 

additional codes and analyses beyond those of Study 1 were required for this task. 

Talking ‘with’ constituted more of an extension of the topic-based coding described 

above, because the aim was to establish areas of convergence and divergence 

between mainstream and far-right Brexit discourse. Thus, in addition to the themes 

identified individually through macropropositions and keyness scores, nodes from 

Study 1 were also included in the initial coding framework for Studies 2 and 3. This 

meant that similarities could be easily pinpointed through the closer reading of 

sample texts and further examined through direct comparisons between individual 

themes. It should be emphasised that this did not preclude the establishment of 

further nodes beyond those within the far-right study, but this initial set-up helped 

to focus analysis around such comparison. In addition, a separate nodal strand was 

developed to allow the identification of notable differences between mainstream 

and far-right discourses, so that these could be reflected upon and reported when 

significant. Coding for talking ‘about’ sought to establish the types of references 

made to far-right groups, actors or ideas. These could take the form of direct 

references, including naming Nigel Farage or UKIP for example, or allusions which 

were sometime more nuanced, for instance referring to the ‘rise of populism’ across 

the continent. Any such reference was coded initially according to whether positive, 

neutral or negative attributes were conferred on them. Once this initial process of 

coding for talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ was complete, connections between the findings 

themselves and with theory could be established, the results for which are 

presented in Chapters 6 and 7. 
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Figure 8 demonstrates an example of the format37 of the coding tree for the 

mainstream studies:38 

 
37 Not all nodes are included on the diagram (e.g., sub-topics for Elites, Immigration and Global 
influence), but it is representative of the general framework. 
38 Study 1 had a similar structure, but Themes and Concepts were parent nodes in their own right, 
rather than placed under Talking ‘with’. Talking ‘about’ was included to establish whether it was 
applicable even within the far right, but there was no node for Differences at that stage. 

Figure 8: Broad coding structure for Studies 2 and 3 
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Overview of the corpora 

Following the above process, the final section of this chapter aims to summarise the 

discursive content of the corpus and sample for each study. By displaying keyword 

lists, connectivity indexes, discursive maps and narrative schemas, the objective is 

to provide a more descriptive overview of discourse formation within the different 

campaigns. Unlike the following two chapters, which situate the results within wider 

frames and concepts (e.g., mainstreaming, racism, discursive strategies, etc.), the 

scope of this section is limited to a faithful representation of the corpus contents. It 

thereby allows us to understand the intersections between various topics and how 

they come together to form a coherent discursive web. Although this section could 

have formed its own descriptive results chapter based on the many insights 

produced through this mapping process, it was decided that it would be included in 

a more succinct format to allow further space for examining elements of talking 

‘with’ and ‘about’. By providing an overview of each study here, the findings in the 

next two chapters can be better understood, contextualised and interpreted. 

Study 1 – far right 

Across the far-right corpus, four nodal points were identified which brought 

together different sub-topics and ideas: immigration, economy, sovereignty and 

elites. The principal arguments associated with them individually can be 

summarised as follows: 

• Immigration 

Free movement adds pressure to services and competition for resources. The 

EU hinders the UK’s ability to determine the kinds of people coming, which 

poses an economic and security threat. 

• Economy 

EU membership is both costly and offers little benefit in return. The economic 

benefits are exaggerated, with trade and business stifled by over-regulation, 

so the money could be better spent on services and resources at home. 
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• Sovereignty 

Laws and decisions are imposed on the UK, meaning that the country is 

unable to make its own choices on a range of topics. The EU is trying to create 

a superstate which benefits France and Germany at the expense of others. 

• Elites 

The EU project and those who defend it belong to an elite group wishing to 

defend their own interests. They prioritise their own power and wealth over 

what is best for the country and its people.  

Most keywords were found to be primarily associated with one or more39 of these 

topics (see Tables 5 and 6). As already established, these keywords and their 

categorisation form a starting point from which further analysis can be conducted. 

Both lists place ‘migrants’ in the highest position, encouraging deeper exploration 

of this signifier through concordance and in-depth analysis. Furthermore, other 

words within the semantic field of immigration feature significantly in each list, 

including both general terms (e.g., ‘border’, ‘migration’, etc.) and more specific types 

or implied consequences (e.g., ‘Schengen’, ‘refugee’, ‘terrorists’). Not only does this 

point to the centrality of the topic within far-right Brexit discourse, but the need to 

examine the way different ideas became intertwined in the debate.  

 
39 Given the overlapping nature of the different topics, most keywords were not limited to one 
domain. If they were primarily associated with one nodal point, this topic is listed alongside (e.g., 
‘migrant’ and ‘immigration’). If there were multiple associations (e.g., ‘free trade’, ‘free movement’, 
‘free from’, ‘free speech, ‘free market’, etc.) and no clear hierarchy, they are listed as ‘various’. 
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No. Keyword Topic  No. Keyword Topic 

1 migrants40 immigration  1 migrants immigration 
2 Brussels sovereignty  2 migrant immigration 
3 British sovereignty  3 Brussels sovereignty 
4 our sovereignty  4 Schengen immigration 
5 immigration immigration  5 Eurosceptic various 
6 trade economy  6 scaremongering elites 
7 Turkey various  7 unelected elites 
8 migrant immigration  8 renegotiation elites 
9 migration immigration  9 fisheries sovereignty 

10 borders41 immigration  10 bloc sovereignty 
11 people elites  11 fishery sovereignty 
12 border immigration  12 eurozone economy 
13 country various  13 subsidise economy 
14 crisis various  14 migration immigration 
15 NHS various  15 NHS various 
16 Schengen immigration  16 sovereignty sovereignty 
17 million various  17 trafficker immigration 
18 Euro economy  18 fisherman sovereignty 
19 voters elites  19 ISIS immigration 
20 steel economy  20 Ireland various 
21 businesses economy  21 bureaucrat various 
22 free various  22 Commonwealth sovereignty 
23 economy economy  23 accession immigration 
24 taxpayers elites  24 immigration immigration 
25 sovereignty sovereignty  25 tariff economy 
26 jobs economy  26 plunder various 
27 leader various  27 British sovereignty 
28 billion economy  28 Turkey various 
29 citizens various  29 quota various 
30 economic economy  30 midlands various 
31 control sovereignty  31 treaty economy 
32 bloc sovereignty  32 electorate elites 
33 Islamic immigration  33 asylum immigration 
34 security immigration  34 border immigration 
35 tariffs economy  35 fishing sovereignty 
36 refugee immigration  36 veto sovereignty 
37 illegal immigration  37 refugee immigration 
38 politicians elites  38 directive sovereignty 
39 terrorists immigration  39 taxpayer elites 
40 scaremongering elites  40 IMS economy 
41 regulations sovereignty  41 Turkish various 
42 democracy sovereignty  42 VAT economy 
43 asylum immigration  43 Islamist immigration 
44 bureaucrats various  44 subsidy economy 
45 budget economy  45 empire sovereignty 
46 tax economy  46 BBC elites 
47 global sovereignty  47 illegally immigration 
48 BBC elites  48 coastal miscellaneous 
49 huge various  49 treasury economy 
50 criminals immigration  50 voter elites 

          

 
40 Any words in bold are shared between both lists. 
41 Any words in italics have a close stem in the other list (i.e., ‘border’ and ‘borders’) 

Table 6: Study 1 Sketch Engine keyword list Table 5: Study 1 WordSmith keyword list 

 



151 
 

Again, computerised techniques can help to guide the research towards such 

patterns of articulation, and in particular, how themes and ideas intersected with 

one another. Keyword connectivity demonstrates the prominence of such 

interactions (see Table 7): 
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sov our  24 9 66 10 58 43 3 5 28 17 5 3 9 7 

eli people 24  67 8 7 5 18 27 34 9 9 0 11 0 5 

sov British 9 67  4 7 5 3 2 4 3 5 1 5 2 11 

imm border* 66 8 4  2 46 5 2 2 2 3 1 3 4 0 

imm migrant* 10 7 7 8  2 2 1 12 0 3 35 21 1 4 

sov control 58 5 5 46 2  6 1 1 3 8 1 0 8 0 

sov country 43 18 3 5 2 6  4 1 1 2 0 3 3 3 

var free 3 27 2 2 1 1 4  4 30 0 1 4 3 0 

var million 5 34 4 2 12 1 1 4  1 2 0 6 1 16 

eco trade 28 9 3 2 0 3 1 30 1  0 0 0 0 3 

imm *migration 17 9 5 3 3 8 2 0 2 0  9 2 2 0 

var crisis 5 0 1 1 35 1 0 1 0 0 9  2 2 0 

var Turkey 3 11 5 3 21 0 3 4 6 0 2 2  3 2 

sov Brussels 9 0 2 4 1 8 3 3 1 0 2 2 3  1 

eco jobs 7 5 11 0 4 0 3 0 16 3 0 0 2 1  

Table 7: Study 1 top 15 connectivity index WordSmith keywords42 

Clearly, there are high levels of crossover between many of the terms and their 

associated themes, which indicate some of the key areas of intersection between 

different ideas. For example, the number of instances of co-occurrence between 

‘control’ and ‘borders’ underscores the way in which sovereignty and immigration 

were often articulated together. Furthermore, the common joint concordance of 

‘British’ and ‘people’ highlights the exclusivist construction of ‘the people’ beyond 

the elite-versus-people paradigm identified in populism studies. However, alone 

these results cannot provide great depth of insight, instead acting as a stimulus for 

further exploration. For example, there was some scepticism about the usefulness 

 
42 Connections are highlighted if the co-occurrence score was higher than the top 15 average of 7. 
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of interpreting the co-occurrence of ‘our’, with its broad range of possible 

applications naturally lending to it scoring consistently highly, yet further 

examination underlined the possessiveness with which various topics, reaching 

across the four main themes, were approached. Thus, with this initial matrix as a 

starting point, the intricacies of these potential connections and the identification of 

further ones could be examined more closely through manual analysis. In particular, 

the focus was not simply on whether a link existed but on the way in which this 

association was established through articulation and argumentation strategies. 

It was through this process that the following schema could be drawn up, 

producing an overall map of far-right campaign discourse (see Figure 9). In light of 

DT’s emphasis on structures of meaning and CDS’s interest in interdiscursivity to 

identify relationships between discourses, I established different layers of 

organisation according to dominant articulation patterns. By centring the four major 

themes as nodal points and hierarchically ordering other signifiers around them, 

increasing in specificity when moving further from the centre, overlapping ideas and 

their construction could be charted. Beyond the clear discursive links between the 

nodal points, a complex network of interrelated subtopics emerged, meaning that 

seemingly diverse themes were entwined with one another. Figure 9 summarises 

the discursive web constructed, demonstrating core articulation patterns and 

content through lines/arrows and their associated labels. It emphasises the tightly 

bound nature of the different strands of far-right Brexit discourse. Indeed, to move 

from one signifier to any other requires only five steps following the routes included 

on the diagram.43

 
43 Although attempts were made to produce the most complete diagram possible, some connections 
could not be included as it would have over-complicated the visual. For instance, Turkey was 
intertwined with issues of sovereignty, because it was claimed that the UK was powerless to stop its 
accession, but it would have been very difficult to visually represent this link. The figure therefore 
offers a summary of the main associations between different topics. Any further connections of 
importance will be explained when relevant in the following chapters. 
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Figure 9: Map of far-right Brexit discourse 



154 
 

Taking ‘Turkey’ as a starting point, for example, we can see how different strands of 

discourse are merged and combined, moving between the different nodal points 

(referenced in brackets). Based on the supposed threat of its accession to the EU, the 

large population of Turkey is said to increase competition for key resources and public 

services (immigration), adding to the costs of EU membership paid for by the British 

taxpayer (economy). Furthermore, with its Muslim-majority status, racist discourses 

around security are espoused (immigration), in particular regarding terrorism and 

attitudes to women. It is said that the concern with political correctness from out-of-

touch elites, particularly leftists, stifles free speech, leaving people unable to speak out 

on such issues (elites). Additionally, pro-EU elites are said to be supportive of Turkish 

accession while deceiving the public (elites), building further towards an EU 

superstate where Britain would have even less influence in decision-making 

(sovereignty). Similar logic could be applied to many of the signifiers in the diagram, 

demonstrating the way in which different ideas were fused through various means to 

form a robust discursive structure. 

Finally, drawing on the coding of temporal features, it is possible to establish a 

summary of how these topics come together to form an overall narrative in the far-

right corpus (see Figure 10). 

  

Figure 10: Temporal narrative of far-right Brexit discourse 
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The main message in relation to each nodal point was that the situation was much 

more favourable in the past, with the EU having stifled the country’s progress and 

caused issues in each key area, meaning that Britain could rediscover its glory if set 

free from the EU’s influence. A U-shaped narrative was thereby constructed, with 

past heights seeing a significant slump only to re-emerge should the Leave side be 

victorious. 

Study 2 – Vote Leave 

Moving to the second study, there is actually very little to report in terms of broad 

differences between the summary provided for the far-right corpus and this VL one. 

An interesting finding in itself, which is further developed in the following chapter, 

the mapping process for mainstream and far-right Leave revealed broadly 

congruent approaches. Indeed, no additional summary of the four nodal points (see 

pp.148-9) is required, nor a further narrative diagram (see Figure 10), as they would 

simply be repeated for this second corpus. The keyword lists (see Tables 8 and 9), 

connectivity index (see Table 10) and discursive map (see Figure 11) are included 

for reference as they similarly indicate significant areas of overlap and are used later 

to substantiate some of the findings in Chapters 6 and 7. 
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No. Keyword Topic  No. Keyword Topic 

1 NHS44 various  1 renegotiation elites 
2 our sovereignty  2 eurozone economy 
3 migration immigration  3 treaties economy 
4 trade economy  4 scaremongering elites 
5 immigration immigration  5 Schengen immigration 
6 Brussels sovereignty  6 jobseeker immigration 
7 renegotiation elites  7 accession immigration 
8 control sovereignty  8 Brussels sovereignty 
9 ONS various  9 NHS various 

10 billion economy  10 IMF economy 
11 Euro economy  11 unelected elites 
12 free various  12 unreformed sovereignty 
13 treaties economy  13 deport immigration 
14 British sovereignty  14 migration immigration 
15 borders immigration  15 HMRC economy 
16 Turkey various  16 treaty economy 
17 economy economy  17 directive sovereignty 
18 law sovereignty  18 NATO sovereignty 
19 businesses economy  19 harmonisation sovereignty 
20 treaty economy  20 Euro economy 
21 migrants immigration  21 veto sovereignty 
22 admitted elites  22 immigration immigration 
23 deal economy  23 supremacy sovereignty 
24 NATO sovereignty  24 treasury economy 
25 million various  25 OECD economy 
26 Schengen immigration  26 uncontrolled immigration 
27 agreement various  27 imprisonment immigration 
28 treasury economy  28 VAT economy 
29 deport immigration  29 deportation immigration 
30 IMF economy  30 migrant immigration 
31 regulation sovereignty  31 bailout economy 
32 claims elites  32 dodgy elites 
33 security immigration  33 unaccountable elites 
34 economic economy  34 harmonise sovereignty 
35 criminals immigration  35 asylum immigration 
36 justice various  36 counter-terrorism immigration 
37 citizens various  37 tariff economy 
38 scaremongering elites  38 tampon sovereignty 
39 convicted immigration  39 rebate economy 
40 accession immigration  40 centralise sovereignty 
41 rules sovereignty  41 Turkey various 
42 jobseekers immigration  42 convict immigration 
43 nationals immigration  43 negotiate sovereignty 
44 Turkish various  44 ratify various 
45 fundamental various  45 dysfunctional elites 
46 safer various  46 Turkish various 
47 country various  47 multinational various 
48 procurement various  48 offence immigration 
49 net immigration  49 dossier various 
50 national sovereignty  50 admit elites 

          Table 8: Study 2 WordSmith keyword list            Table 9: Study 2 Sketch Engine keyword list 

 

 
44 Any underlined words were present in either or both of the FR keywords list. 
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sov our  85 316 15 40 194 3 162 62 17 16 103 20 28 7 

eco trade 85  49 366 7 5 159 8 2 33 103 1 1 0 3 

sov control 316 49  7 94 116 2 40 11 16 4 12 13 1 0 

var free 15 366 7  11 2 140 1 3 4 77 3 10 2 10 

imm *migration 40 7 94 11  17 0 22 2 5 11 2 3 143 2 

imm borders 194 5 116 2 17  1 25 6 0 2 12 2 0 1 

var agreement 3 159 2 140 0 1  0 0 1 4 2 0 0 0 

eco economy 162 8 40 1 22 25 0  1 44 3 6 2 2 0 

sov national* 62 2 11 3 0 6 0 1  8 2 81 5 0 0 

sov British 17 33 16 4 5 0 1 44 8  6 7 8 0 6 

eco deal 16 103 4 77 11 2 4 3 2 6  1 1 0 11 

imm security 103 1 12 3 2 12 2 6 81 7 1  0 0 1 

var million 20 1 13 10 3 2 0 2 5 8 1 0  10 26 

imm net 28 0 1 2 143 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 10  0 

var Turk* 7 3 0 10 1 1 0 0 1 6 11 1 26 0  

Table 10: Study 2 top 15 connectivity index WordSmith keywords 

The main point of note at this stage in relation to Tables 8 and 9 is that even at the 

individual-word level, there was significant crossover between both groups; they 

share a number of keywords and articulation patterns. Of course, single terms and 

their connections without any context can only say so much about the similarities 

between the corpora, but as the following chapter underscores, these parallels 

extend well beyond shared themes and word choice. Thus, they constitute early 

indicators of the prevalence of talking ‘with’ the far right. 

The only more substantial difference at this level (reflected in Figure 11), is that 

VL were less broad in the range of elites that were subject to their criticism. While 

they were similarly scathing of ‘Eurocrats’ and those in Brussels, they were 

somewhat more cautious in their critiques of fellow UK politicians (though certainly 

not across the board, i.e., Jeremy Corbyn). This trend could be expected given the 

cross-party composition of the mainstream campaign groups especially, with far-

right Leave capitalising on their ‘outsider’ status in this regard.  However, in terms 

of the main messages communicated by each group, they were broadly the same.
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Figure 11: Map of VL discourse 
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Study 3 – Britain Stronger in Europe 

Clearly, BSE’s position on the opposing side of the campaign means that there were 

notable differences from both far-right and mainstream Leave in terms of the overall 

message conveyed. Unlike Leave, they were advocating to maintain the current 

situation (with some proposed amendments), thereby imposing more limitations on 

the vision they put forward. Nevertheless, each of the four nodal points still featured 

prominently within BSE discourse, though with varying levels of emphasis 

(discussed shortly). Rather than sovereignty, as in the previous two studies, influence 

is used to capture the equivalent idea pushed by BSE. Despite the difference in 

position in terms of where it is suggested power can be derived (i.e., claimed full 

self-rule or membership of the union), the vision of the country put forward by each 

group bears many similarities, so it occupies the same position and colour-coding in 

the diagrams/tables. The main arguments put forward by BSE in relation to the 

principal topics were as follows: 

• Immigration 

There is a problem with the scale of immigration, but some ‘desirable’ forms 

come from Europe (i.e., so-called ‘skilled’ workers). The EU facilitates 

intelligence sharing so ‘undesirable’ forms can be kept at bay. 

• Economy 

EU membership brings greater prosperity through access to the free market, 

lucrative trade deals with other countries outside the EU and numerous 

opportunities for business. 

• Influence 

The UK has a seat at the table, giving the country greater power to exert its 

influence at the global level, a continuation of its historical legacy, rather than 

an uncharacteristic retreat into isolation. 

• Elites 

The Leave campaign are acting in their own self-interest with a disregard for 

the impact on ordinary people. They are carelessly and incompetently 

gambling with people’s lives. 
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No. Keyword Topic  No. Keyword Topic 

1 our influence  1 renegotiation elites 
2 trade economy  2 tariff economy 
3 we influence  3 NHS various 
4 jobs economy  4 negotiate elites 
5 market economy  5 preferential influence 
6 economy economy  6 OECD economy 
7 British influence  7 IMF economy 
8 businesses economy  8 sovereignty influence 
9 future influence  9 maternity elites 

10 free various  10 Switzerland various 
11 country influence  11 Brussels influence 
12 tariffs economy  12 credible elites 
13 access various  13 trade economy 
14 rights various  14 uncertainty various 
15 economic economy  15 patriotic influence 
16 risk elites  16 treasury economy 
17 world influence  17 NATO influence 
18 global influence  18 bloc influence 
19 NHS various  19 exporter economy 
20 Norway economy  20 economy economy 
21 deals economy  21 damaging elites 
22 negotiate elites  22 recession economy 
23 better economy  23 British influence 
24 clear various  24 export economy 
25 safer immigration  25 bilateral economy 
26 immigration immigration  26 negotiation elites 
27 uncertainty various  27 immigration immigration 
28 exports economy  28 prosperity economy 
29 cooperation influence  29 weaken various 
30 biggest various  30 warn various 
31 security immigration  31 cooperation influence 
32 investment economy  32 vital various 
33 million various  33 trading economy 
34 want various  34 leap elites 
35 rules influence  35 start-up economy 
36 workers elites  36 worse various 
37 Switzerland various  37 reform influence 
38 trading economy  38 economist economy 
39 protections various  39 chaos elites 
40 reformed various  40 myth elites 
41 Canada various  41 tackle various 
42 billion economy  42 economic economy 
43 Albania economy  43 directive influence 
44 climate various  44 migrant immigration 
45 services various  45 cooperate influence 
46 prices economy  46 market economy 
47 agreements economy  47 GDP economy 
48 sovereignty influence  48 neighbour influence 
49 experts elites  49 Commonwealth influence 
50 vital various  50 terrorism immigration 

        Table 11: Study 3 WordSmith keyword list                             Table 12: Study 3 Sketch Engine keyword list 
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inf our  200 58 131 55 35 7 67 12 64 79 22 15 12 47 

inf we 200  72 40 57 29 21 49 40 27 50 51 24 37 15 

eco trade 58 72  9 41 23 120 46 16 4 5 5 10 7 4 

eco econ* 131 40 9  9 28 2 18 2 17 7 9 18 14 19 

eco market 55 57 41 9  8 22 9 90 1 1 0 4 7 0 

eco jobs 35 29 23 28 8  1 2 0 15 11 10 18 25 10 

var free 7 21 120 2 22 1  4 15 1 1 3 1 3 0 

inf world 67 49 46 18 9 2 4  0 7 2 8 5 2 2 

var access 12 40 16 2 90 0 15 0  0 2 1 4 1 2 

inf future 64 27 4 17 1 15 1 7 0  10 7 4 4 5 

inf country 79 50 5 7 1 11 1 2 2 10  6 2 0 1 

eco better 22 51 5 9 0 10 3 8 1 7 6  11 1 3 

inf British 15 24 10 18 4 18 1 5 4 4 2 11  6 6 

eli risk 12 37 7 14 7 25 3 2 1 4 0 1 6  5 

imm security 47 15 4 19 0 10 0 2 2 5 1 3 6 5  

Table 13: Study 3 top 15 connectivity index WordSmith keywords 

These results make clear that a higher proportion of BSE keywords centred around 

economy and influence (see Tables 11 and 12), further reinforced through the 

connectivity index (see Table 13), illustrating a desire to accentuate the economic 

benefits of EU membership and the power derived from being within such an 

institution. Indeed, ‘trade’, ‘jobs’, ‘market’, ‘economy’ and ‘businesses’ are all in the 

top ten WordSmith keywords, and all but the latter are in the top ten connectivity 

index collocates, showing strong ties with other key signifiers. Furthermore, 

concordance analysis of influence keywords reveals how ‘world’, for instance, was 

commonly accompanied by the cluster ‘place in the’ or ‘the world’s largest’, showing 

an attempt to enhance the UK’s significance at the global level. To some extent, the 

nodal points of immigration and elites featured less strongly in BSE’s overall output 

given that they were not proposing a substantial change of policy and had a more 

restricted range of elites to criticise. However, this does not mean that these topics 

did not still feature heavily in their discourse (‘immigration’ itself is still within the 

keyword list), and as the following chapter emphasises, even the mode of 

approaching these topics bore many similarities across the groups. As such, they still 

form the basis of the discursive web that is constructed (see Figure 12).  
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Figure 12: Map of BSE discourse 
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It is clear how these topics similarly provided the foundation from which BSE wove 

its referendum discourse, with multiple interconnections at different levels 

reinforcing the associations between them. As the following chapter goes on to 

emphasise, despite the seeming irreconcilability of the ‘In/Out’ positions in the 

referendum, such diametric opposition in terms of the visions put forward by each 

group was certainly lacking, as numerous shared discourses emerged. Particularly 

through the temporal lens (see Figure 13), it is clear that common conceptions of a 

prosperous, glorious past and future were put forward by all groups. It was over the 

present situation that most disagreement could be found; where Leave saw a dip, 

Remain largely saw an upward trend of continual progress, though this was 

somewhat tempered by an acknowledgement of imperfections and ‘problems’ (i.e., 

immigration) to be ironed out through further involvement with the EU. 

Figure 13: Temporal narrative of BSE discourse 

This overview of the data from each study already points to interesting trends of 

congruence across the different groups and serves as a reference for the findings 

presented in the subsequent two chapters. Indeed, taking the keyword lists and 

comparing shared signifiers (see Table 14) offers a starting point for conducting 

more in-depth comparison between them. Of the 77 distinct keywords in both lists 

for the far-right corpus, 42 (over 50%) are found in both or one of the other groups’ 

keyword lists, illustrating overlap at a decontextualised level. The task of Chapter 6 

then is to explore these areas of similarity (and difference) in more depth.  
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All FR & VL FR & BSE VL & BSE 

billion accession bloc agreement/s 
British asylum Commonwealth deal/s 

Brussels borders global NATO 
businesses citizens jobs negotiate 

country control sovereignty OECD 
directive criminals treasury rules 
economic euro  safer 
economy eurozone   

free migration   
IMF regulation/s   

immigration scaremongering   
migrant Schengen   
million treaty   

NHS Turkey   
our Turkish   

renegotiation VAT   
security veto   
tariff/s    
trade    

Table 14: Shared keywords across different group combinations 

Summary 

This chapter constitutes the glue bringing together the theoretical, methodological 

and empirical components of the project. It shows how the framework of 

mainstreaming has been applied to the case study of Brexit, acknowledging the 

benefits for both deepening our understanding of the conceptual element and the 

event itself; how my methodology functions in this context, including in-depth 

reflections on my own role as a researcher and details of how the principles outlined 

in Chapter 4 have been applied; and finally, how the empirical studies progressed, 

with an overview of the data and initial findings for each study. The aim therefore is 

to set the scene comprehensively for the two results chapters to follow. 
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Chapter 6: Results I 

Talking ‘with’ the far right 

Having provided individual discursive webs and an overview of the data for each 

study, this chapter moves now towards comparison. It marks the first of two results 

chapters that seek to explicitly focus on the role of mainstream elite discourse in 

mainstreaming during the Brexit referendum campaign. As theorised in Chapter 3, 

talking ‘with’ refers to the shared discourses between mainstream and far-right 

actors, with no underlying implication that the mainstream has been forced to adopt 

such positions because of the electoral threat posed by the far right. Indeed, this 

focus on talking ‘with’ centralises the power held by mainstream actors to normalise 

exclusionary discourses through their own volition and agency. To explore Brexit 

through this lens, comparisons were drawn between the discourses of the far-right 

groups in Study 1 and the mainstream campaigns in Studies 2 and 3. The aim of this 

chapter is to present some of the principal discursive similarities that were 

identified between them and to situate these findings within wider societal frames 

so that they can be understood beyond the immediate confines of the referendum. 

In recognising areas of overlap, this approach runs counter to the trends described 

in Chapter 2, where the literature on Brexit has tended to focus on areas of division 

rather than unity (even though, as this chapter demonstrates, the unity here comes 

in sowing division). This does not mean that talking ‘with’ denies the differences 

between the groups studied, and indeed important distinctions are highlighted as 

they emerge, but what it underscores is that the overemphasis on oppositions can 

serve to reify the mainstream’s benevolent image and obscure its role in 

mainstreaming. 

To present the findings for this exploration of talking ‘with’, the chapter first 

proposes a model to represent the unified discourse of Brexit, with the aim of 

capturing the core areas of convergence across the campaigns. Although in many 

cases it appeared that fundamentally contradictory positions were being adopted 

based on calls to leave or remain, shared logics can be identified which underpin 

Brexit discourse as a whole and the narrative that was constructed. These 

converging topics and logics are then placed within wider frames, contextualising 

their contribution to broader societal discourses with implications extending 
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beyond Brexit and national boundaries. Indeed, if we are to explore mainstreaming 

in other contexts, as proposed in Chapter 8, it is important to reflect on how 

elements of talking ‘with’ transcend particular settings. Next, using these broad 

discourses to structure the comparison – colonial nostalgia/amnesia, racism, the 

pathology of greatness, populism and hegemonic masculinity – the similarities (and 

differences) between the groups are then presented in depth. Finally, it is important 

to reflect on what this means for mainstreaming, reviewing how the mainstream 

campaigns talked ‘with’ the far right and the shared exclusionary logics that were 

consequently normalised. 

A unified discourse of Brexit 

Talking about unity in relation to Brexit may seem both unusual and 

counterintuitive. As well as the fairly even split in the vote, including those who 

abstained, scholars have pointed to and sought to investigate polarisation around 

Leave and Remain identities (Green and Pahontu, 2021; Alabrese et al., 2019; 

Hobolt, 2016). A commentary piece on the website of research group UK in a 

changing Europe epitomises the kinds of narratives that have emerged, introducing 

a report on public opinion and Brexit with the title: ‘The only thing that we agree on 

is that we are a divided nation’ (Menon and Wager, 2019). Commentary in the press 

has followed suit, with headlines such as, ‘“We’re a divided kingdom now”: UK 

sinking into Brexit gloom’ (Iqbal, 2019) from The Observer, and ‘WE’RE STILL BREX-

SPLIT. Britain is STILL split 52/48 over quitting EU – and divide is worse than ever’ 

(Gye and Clark, 2019) in The Sun. The aim here is not to deny that divisions emerged 

and continue to do so through Brexit, for instance among the different nations 

(Henderson et al., 2017) or age groups (Chrisp and Pearce, 2019, p.744), but instead 

to challenge the overemphasis on certain dichotomies between far-right and 

mainstream positions in the debate, and consequently between Leave and Remain 

discourses. As we argue (Brown, Eklundh and Mondon, 2022), the construction and 

perpetuation of such oppositions can serve as a distraction from the way in which 

both campaigns were involved in pushing exclusionary logics and reinforcing 

hegemonic norms. Thus, through exploring talking ‘with’, we can start to probe 

some of the elements that these popular interpretations of Brexit can obscure and 

focus our attention on the shared divisions that were sown. 
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Shared discursive web 

To introduce the key areas of convergence, the following diagram (see Figure 14) 

has been drawn up to demonstrate the topics, articulation and argumentation 

strategies that were shared among the groups. Clearly, this draws directly on the 

individual discursive webs produced in the previous chapter, as the four nodal 

points once again form the central focus.45 

In summary,46 whatever the group’s position, they argued that their approach would 

strengthen the economy, making the country wealthier and benefitting businesses 

and trade relationships. Each held that in order to achieve this, the outcome of the 

 
45 To note, in the webs produced for Studies 1 (p.153) and 2 (p.158), ‘Influence’ is more specifically 
limited to ‘Sovereignty’, but here the former is chosen in order to encapsulate both Leave and Remain 
positions on the topic of Britain’s place in the world and decision-making capacity. 
46 This summary is largely future-oriented (i.e., what the groups suggested would happen should 
voters support their position) to give a clear demonstration of how these themes interlinked. 
However, temporal features of past and present were also merged into these arguments (see Figure 
15). 

Figure 14: Shared discourse of Brexit 
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vote would enable the UK to have greater influence, allowing it to make decisions 

for the good of the country and to further establish its presence on the global stage. 

With this influence, groups claimed that immigration could be managed, and there 

was agreement that it needed to be controlled based on the supposed threats posed 

to security and jobs. Finally, the vote was portrayed as a way to challenge the power 

of elites (often in reference to the opposing campaign) who were acting in their own 

interests and deceiving the public on a number of key issues. To some extent, the 

fact that the referendum was fought on similar ground is unsurprising, but what the 

following sections of this chapter aim to demonstrate is that it was not simply the 

themes that matched but the arguments and underlying logic that were shared too. 

In this way, what was expressed by the various groups did not differ so dramatically 

as to represent two opposing world views, as has been so commonly evoked in 

interpretations of Brexit, but instead articulated similar visions of the country’s past, 

present and future. 

Indeed, taking temporal features into account, a shared narrative can be 

identified between the campaigns (see Figure 15) which centres around the four 

nodal points: 

The past is presented as one of glory, benevolence and prestige, whereby the 

country’s standing both at the level of economy and influence allowed it to take a 

leading role in the world, evident in the great leaders of the past and the desire 

Figure 15: The shared narrative of Brexit 
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shown by others to move to Britain.  As previously discussed, the biggest area of 

divergence was perhaps in evocations of the present, as one side sought to 

encourage a change of status while the other to maintain the current position. 

Nevertheless, the groups still shared in their emphasis on the country’s greatness 

economically and influentially (though differed in their view on the EU’s impact in 

this regard), in constructing certain forms of immigration as a problem to solve and 

in painting elite groups as inept and self-serving. While their stance on leaving or 

remaining in the EU was diametrically opposed, the vision each side proposed for 

the future was remarkably similar. For each of the main themes, they suggested that 

supporting their position would allow them to better control undesirable 

immigration, further tap into the country’s great economic potential, increase 

Britain’s global standing and work in the interests of ordinary people rather than 

those in charge. Thus, when it came to past and future representations, but also to 

some extent those of the present, there were marked similarities between them. 

Contextualising the web 

To more effectively understand the patterns of shared discourse and their broader 

significance, it is critical to reflect on and situate the findings within wider frames. 

As Figures 9, 11 and 12 in Chapter 5 and Figure 14 here emphasise, the links between 

the four nodal points are multiple and intersecting, weaving a dense web which 

strengthens their association and overall discursive power. When situated within 

wider frames, we see again that the connections between them go deeper than the 

surface-level arguments they construct. As Chapter 4 stated, this forms part of the 

exploration of different levels of context within CDS, and the DHA more specifically. 

In particular, we must consider ‘the broader socio-political and historical context, 

which discursive practices are embedded in and related to’ (Reisigl and Wodak, 

2009, p.93). In so doing, we bring together the micro- and macro-levels in order to 

better interpret how a specific case feeds into wider forms of exclusion. To this end, 

five overarching discourses are identified which encompass the key shared 

arguments articulated through the nodal points: colonial nostalgia/amnesia, racism, 

the pathology of greatness, hegemonic masculinity and populism. Figure 16 provides 

an illustration of how shared Brexit discourse contributes to these wider frames and 

how they themselves are interlinked with one another.  
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 Figure 16: Shared discourse of Brexit contextualised in wider frames 



171 
 

The diagram takes the four nodal points and seeks to establish their connection with 

these macro-discourses, contextualising both their contribution to and derivation 

from them. Indeed, we must view the relationship between them as reciprocal, 

because while Brexit may have presented a set of unique circumstances, the ideas 

that were expressed are not new, instead drawing on historically constituted and 

reconstituted frames of reference. Thus, Brexit as an event has fed into these 

discourses, but it crucially drew significantly from them too. Their historical and 

contemporary development presented the parameters through which the shared 

discourse of Brexit could be articulated. They are therefore critical in interpreting 

and understanding the dynamics of the event itself, its origins and its significance. 

Such framing is crucial in avoiding the danger of exceptionalising the referendum, 

as Nadine El-Enany (2020, p.212) warned. Consequently, if we are to adequately 

reflect Brexit’s structural origins and contextualise our understanding of discursive 

normalisation effectively, we must place what was articulated within these frames 

of reference.47 

Furthermore, we must be attentive to the way in which these wider discourses 

(like those specific to the campaign) do not stand in isolation, themselves 

intertwining to form a macro-web. The diagram aims to represent some of the ways 

they link with one another, either through co-dependence in forming reciprocal 

foundations (e.g., colonial nostalgia/amnesia and racism) or through creating 

associations which may further entrench particular narratives (e.g., populism and 

racism). For the former, it is clear how racism is embedded at each stage within 

colonialism, from its inception to its management to its continuing legacy (Césaire, 

2000). Conversely, the system, hierarchisation and exclusion established through 

colonial practice, with the resultant bordering policies that have followed, form the 

fundamental basis of articulations of racism within society today (Bhattacharyya et 

 
47 The five broader discourses which structure this section were established through both deductive 
and inductive logic. For instance, the literature review already indicates the importance of exploring 
racism within the campaign, so I proceeded to code relevant sections to this node when conducting 
analysis. However, features related to hegemonic masculinity became apparent when I began to 
examine discursive strategies and textual features, so this node was added later in the process. Thus, 
the choices I made were neither detached completely from my prior knowledge of the topic nor 
entirely pre-determined. My objective here is to underscore how these five frames help us to 
contextualise and analyse the process of mainstreaming within Brexit. This does not mean that this 
is the only way to conceptualise the discourses within the debate, and certainly another researcher 
may emphasise other elements that would also be informative, but I aim to evidence the reasons for 
which this particular reading of the data proves productive in examining the normalisation of far-
right discourse. 
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al., 2021). These ideas come together in the pathology of greatness, placing 

Britishness as a superior identity over others which relies on a particular ‘heroic’ 

reading of history (Gilroy, 2004). Hegemonic masculinity too has been embedded 

within the formation of national identities (Nagel, 1998), influential in valorising 

white male heteronormativity. Finally, in relation to the second form of linkage, 

‘populism’ has been used to place certain ideas as originating from ‘the people’, with 

elites portrayed as acting against these wishes (even though this is often an elite-

level construction itself). For instance, concern with immigration, the appeals of 

masculinity and a desire to return to the past are commonly attributed to ‘the 

people’, with either direct or implied references to the (white) working class as the 

origin of these ideas (e.g., Campanella and Dassù, 2019; Steenvoorden and 

Harteveld, 2018). This serves to deflect attention from more structural and elite-

driven forms of exclusion, while at the same time justifying any action taken on these 

matters as representative of the supposed will of the people (Glynos and Mondon, 

2019). In this way, these macro-discourses reinforce one another to establish 

hegemonic norms of exclusion. It is for this reason that the following section takes 

them as a starting point for exploring talking ‘with’ in the Brexit campaign. 

Talking ‘with’: unity in sowing division 

Having introduced the unified discourse of Brexit through the above diagrams, it is 

now time to turn towards the central focus of this chapter, which is an in-depth 

exploration of the way that the mainstream campaigns talked ‘with’ the far right on 

a number of issues. By taking each of the macro-discourses in turn and exploring 

their connection with the nodal points, the principal areas of convergence (and 

divergence) can be established between the groups individually48 (far right and VL, 

or far right and BSE) and collectively (far right and both official campaigns). Each 

macro-discourse is carefully introduced within its respective section, engaging with 

current debates in the literature.49 As emphasised in terms of reflexivity and the 

theoretical framework, this is particularly important given the capacity for 

 
48 As might be expected, not all groups covered entirely the same ideas in their campaigns so 
separation in some cases is necessary. However, the presence of macro-discourses points to the 
overarching similarities between them. 
49 These discussions are included here rather than in the literature review because they emerged 
through both inductive and deductive logic during analysis, thereby forming contextualised 
interpretations specific to these findings. 
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interpretations of events or phenomena, in which academia is closely implicated, to 

contribute to mainstreaming through framing issues in certain ways. Attention is 

thereby paid to clearly establishing the scope and limits of what is covered under 

such terms. Examples are then drawn from the data in Studies 1, 2 and 3, examining 

both their reliance on these wider frames of reference and their contribution to 

them through their specific micro-level articulation in this context.50 At this stage, 

closer analysis of discursive strategies and textual features is integrated into the 

discussion.51 Although genre was noted during analysis to establish the type of text, 

this information is only included where particularly relevant to interpreting the 

quote (e.g., a speech where audience members react). Finally, it should be noted that 

while each macro-discourse is introduced separately and examples are provided, 

the interconnections pointed to above are integral to understanding their combined 

force. The order in which they are introduced aims to reflect their associations in 

the most logical way, but their varied intersections mean that it is necessary to 

engage in cross-cutting discussions among the different sub-sections. 

Colonial nostalgia/amnesia 

Post- and de-colonial scholars emphasise the lasting impact of colonialism on the 

modern world, highlighting its influence within formerly colonised territories, its 

constituent role in the position currently held by colonising countries and more 

generally the way that it has shaped the global system in place today, as well as its 

contemporary influence on aspects of daily life (Givens, 2022; Bhambra and 

Holmwood, 2021; Bhattacharyya et al., 2021; Goodfellow, 2020; Kumar, 2012; 

Tascón, 2004; Razack, 2002; Césaire, 2000). Despite this, its impact is often elided 

in contemporary accounts of politics and society outside of these lenses, meaning 

that while the legacies of colonisation remain highly influential across a range of 

areas, there continues to be a generalised lack of engagement with them both in 

academic research and beyond (Bhambra, Gebrial and Nişancıoğlu, 2018). This 

provides fertile ground for the memory of empire within colonising countries to be 

constructed in ways that both glorify and omit the process and its impact. 

 
50 It is important to issue a content warning at this stage as I do include examples of harmful rhetoric. 
51 To choose quotes, I made informed decisions based on the broader discourses observed. I did not 
set any measurement criteria to determine representativeness across the data, but rather focused on 
their contribution to these discourses. Some may regard this as a form of cherry-picking, but they are 
direct quotes and are therefore an accurate reflection of what was expressed during the campaign. 
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Paul Gilroy's (2004) seminal work on ‘postimperial melancholia’ captures 

Britain’s relationship with its colonial past, emphasising both a hungering for it and 

an evasion of its true character. Scholars have already pointed to its importance 

within the Brexit debate (Mitchell, 2021; Koegler, Malreddy and Tronicke, 2020; 

Tronicke, 2020; El-Enany, 2016; Ashe, 2016), with Robert Saunders (2020, p.1142) 

identifying the dual phenomena of colonial nostalgia and amnesia, used to denote 

the longing for empire on the one hand and the forgetting of it on the other. For the 

former, Meghan Tinsley (2020, p.2327) states that imperial nostalgia ‘bemoans the 

decline of Britain’s global might and internal solidarity in ways that are often 

explicitly racialized [and] is predicated on the perception of a gap between past and 

present, the desire to reclaim the past’. For the latter, Stuart Hall (in Davison, 

Featherstone and Rustin, 2017, p.145) identified a ‘profound historical forgetfulness 

[…] which has overtaken the British people about race and empire since the 1950s.’ 

Robert Fletcher (2012, p.423) specifically defines colonial amnesia as a ‘sanitised 

version of colonialism from which evidence of exploitation, persecution, subjugation 

and genocide has been effectively effaced’. Although expressing two components of 

the colonial legacy which may appear contradictory, they must instead be 

understood as symbiotic, working together to compose a version of history that 

feeds into the construction of national identity in exclusively positive terms. 

Before exploring how colonial nostalgia and amnesia were articulated in the 

process of talking ‘with’, it is first important to somewhat problematise the terms 

and their use to date. Saunders (2020) already identifies some of the problems 

associated with the current framing in relation to Brexit, particularly in ascribing it 

as an affliction affecting half the population who voted to leave the EU: 

The ghosts of empire hang heavy over British political culture, and it cannot only be 

Leave voters who walk in their shadow (ibid., p.1165) 

Saunders’ point here touches on three interrelated issues with understanding Brexit 

through the notion of colonial nostalgia/amnesia: (1) pathologizing it as a disorder 

with associated assumptions of innocence, (2) viewing it as a principally bottom-up 

sentiment, and (3) limiting it to certain ‘susceptible’ groups. First, there is a danger 

in using terms that derive from medicalised language that we are encouraged to 

view them as an individual-level affliction (Baker, 2021). While we should not deny 

their potential resonance for individuals in this way, we must critically account for 
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the power structures at play in their constitution and reconstitution through 

discourse. Similarly, by articulating the elements of empire that are evaded through 

the idea of ‘amnesia’, there is a risk that they can be attributed to forgetfulness, put 

aside as a lapse in memory, a simple error of recollection. Both Mehdi Boussebaa 

(2020, p.485) and Angelica Pesarini's (2021, p.49) emphasis on the selectiveness of 

this memory is crucial in accounting for the agency associated with how colonialism 

is recounted, not simply forgotten but portrayed in specifically engineered ways. As 

bell hooks (1996, p.4) puts it, ‘Denial is in fact a cornerstone of white European 

culture.’ Returning to Gilroy’s (2004) influential work, his account of colonialism’s 

legacy is similarly infused with medicalised language, but this is used to represent 

the hegemonic system of knowledge in society, thereby identifying a broader 

societal affliction and avoiding purely individualised connotations. 

This kind of clarity is critical in avoiding simplistic associations which frame 

colonial nostalgia and amnesia as emerging principally from the bottom up and from 

individuals deemed more susceptible to yearning for a prosperous and glorious 

past. In relation to Brexit, the work of Edoardo Campanella and Marta Dassù (2019, 

p.103) exemplifies some of these issues: 

Even the most informed and politically aware citizens vote with their hearts as much 

as, if not more than, their minds. And voting to leave the EU, albeit by a slim majority, 

was primarily an emotional choice motivated by a desire to turn the clock back to a 

time when London was fully in charge of its domestic affairs – in a word, nostalgia. 

The anti-EU leaders took advantage of this emotional wave, reinforcing it in a 

nostalgic narrative. 

Nostalgia is portrayed as a personalised motivation which leaders could take 

advantage of in the referendum. Elites are thereby framed as responding to the 

desires of the electorate rather than being able to shape the agenda themselves. 

Furthermore, the emotional-vs-rational binary is invoked here (discussed more in 

the following chapter), which places those supporting Remain within the latter 

category and therefore immune to the draws of nostalgia. However, as Emmy 

Eklundh (2020) states, this binary only serves to reinforce the status-quo, and as 

Saunders (2020) points out, it was not simply Leave for whom colonial nostalgia 

played an important role. We can see that this desire to return to the past is ascribed 

to particular ‘emotional’ groups with whom it is alleged to especially resonate. 
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Often implicit or explicit in these assessments is the idea that far-right 

supporters are especially attracted to the draws of nostalgia as a form of backlash 

against the current system (Steenvoorden and Harteveld, 2018). We can see clearly 

the assumed association between the far right and nostalgia in Hans-Georg Betz and 

Carol Johnson's (2004, p.324) description of ‘radical right-wing populist ideology’: 

a backward-looking reactionary ideology, reflecting a deep sense of nostalgia for the 

good old days 

While clearly important to point to the reactionary nature of the far right, it should 

be emphasised that nostalgia is not exclusive to these groups, instead constituting a 

hegemonic discourse of memory with wider societal significance. In Brexit too, we 

have seen numerous accounts which attribute its significance exclusively to Leave 

(Calhoun, 2016; Green, 2016; Kenny, 2017; Newbigin, 2017). However, the findings 

of this chapter underscore the need to understand it more broadly, as a shared 

discourse drawn on and contributed to by each group. The main elements of talking 

‘with’ in this section comprise: the expression of glory and pride in the country’s 

prior dominance, the framing of Britain’s role as benevolent and actively positive for 

other nations, and the future needing to be an extension of this celebrated history. 

A glorious past 

Colonial nostalgia and amnesia come together in the portrayal of Britain’s past as 

one of glory which should invoke immense pride. Such ideas were articulated in the 

campaign particularly through the intertwinement of this macro-discourse with the 

nodal point economy.52 

[…] recapturing the spirit of enterprise that allowed us to trade successfully with 

the rest of the world during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. (L.EU, 

n.d.) 

In this example, Britain is lauded for its great trading history as an example of its 

economic prowess. These statements are notable in their simplicity, merely praising 

an aspect of the country’s past, yet they represent a clear example of the 

selectiveness of memory on this topic. As Boussebaa (2020, p.485) underscores: 

 
52 Emboldened sections of text serve to highlight particularly relevant phrases to the analysis. 
Colours correspond with the individual diagrams in Chapter 5 to distinguish visually between groups. 
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Britain was indeed a champion of free trade but, in practice, this meant the country 

freely selling its manufactures globally while keeping her colonies in ‘a state of 

infancy and vassalage’ 

Thus, the violence and exploitation inherent in the formation of Britain’s colonies, 

as well as their concurrent subjugation, is completely effaced from these accounts. 

The ‘global trading nation’ as a simple statement of the country’s history therefore 

acts as a coded and selective depiction of what such processes entailed. 

Similar images are evoked in the official campaigns, with further emphasis on 

Britain’s historic trading capacity and examples that demonstrate the 

interconnection between economy and influence: 

It is absurd that Britain – historically a great free-trading nation – has been 

unable for 42 years to do a free trade deal with Australia, New Zealand, China, India 

and America. (Johnson [VL], 09/05) 

We are also standing close to the Regent’s Canal, which links London to Birmingham, 

part of a network of connectivity that shaped the industrial revolution. Those 

railways and canals connected our great cities just as our merchant fleet 

connected our island to the world. (Watson [BSE], 15/06) 

In this construction of ‘Global Britain’ (Turner, 2019) by both groups, the country’s 

trading past is used as evidence of its standing in the world, again relying on the 

selective avoidance of the conditions necessary for such an achievement. As 

Gurminder Bhambra (2020) points out, constructed memory of the industrial 

revolution rests on the erasure of the colonial violence that enabled the extraction 

of resources, evident in Watson’s nostalgic depiction above. Indeed, in each of the 

quotes in this section, hyperbolic nomination and predication strategies are 

employed to frame this past in exclusively positive terms: ‘spirit of enterprise’, ‘great 

free-trading nation’, ‘network of connectivity’, etc. There is a consequent attempt 

from each group to show that it would be uncharacteristic of Britain to retreat into 

isolation: for Remain, this is used to demonstrate the dangers of withdrawing from 

the EU, whereas for Leave, it is employed to reveal the opportunities offered by 

exiting. 

In an example of the latter, we can see the place of Commonwealth countries in 

the list provided by Johnson as a potential source of future trading relationships, 

proving a common vision in both far-right and mainstream Leave discourse. Indeed, 
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‘Commonwealth’ appears 65 times in the FR corpus, registering as the 22nd highest 

keyword on the Sketch Engine list. It was used to symbolise Britain’s rediscovery of 

its former glory: 

Outside the EU, the world is our oyster, and the Commonwealth remains that 

precious pearl within. (Carver [UKIP], 14/03) 

In the VL corpus, ‘Commonwealth’ itself appears fewer times, with 22 occurrences, 

but there are numerous references to countries such as Australia (60), Canada (84) 

and India (64), with ‘trade’ a common collocate among them. While Saunders (2020, 

p.1142) raises some useful objections to the conflation of nostalgia for Empire and 

enthusiasm for the Commonwealth, based on its appeal among different groups of 

voters, it is argued here that the two must be understood in unison within Brexit 

campaign discourse. Clearly, in glorified depictions of both Britain’s trading past and 

potential future, legacies of Empire remain central to what is expressed. 

Furthermore, although the Commonwealth was less frequently referenced by 

BSE in terms of trade because it did not concur with their narrative of continued EU 

engagement, it was still evoked through an attempt to show that ‘Commonwealth 

leaders’ supported Britain’s membership of the EU. Indeed, it too features in BSE’s 

Sketch Engine keyword list. As well as directly quoting people such as Prime Minister 

of Canada Justin Trudeau (BSE, 20/05), Commonwealth countries and the 

Commonwealth itself were said to be supportive of Remain: 

Canada – one of the great comparisons – wanting us to be in the European Union, 

Australia telling us we want to be in the European Union. I just talked to the head 

of the Commonwealth a few minutes ago and she was telling me the 

Commonwealth wants us to stay in the European Union. (Brown [BSE], 11/05) 

Thus, the idea of the Commonwealth, reduced to a monolithic bloc in this example, 

still played a role in Remain narratives. It was used principally to demonstrate 

Britain’s greater influence within the EU and to suggest that by association, the 

Commonwealth itself could also benefit. This echoes what Priyamvada Gopal (2020, 

p.11) states, with the Commonwealth acting ‘as a euphemism for regions once 

colonized by Britain, enshrining as it does the cherished mythology of an Empire 

that ruled in order to free’. Whether through the Leave suggestion of further trade 

agreements, or the Remain argument of greater influence, the Commonwealth is 
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portrayed principally as the recipient in these scenarios, benefitting from Britain’s 

elevated position and glory. 

A benevolent past 

This leads on to the next combined feature of colonial nostalgia and amnesia, where 

it is not simply the erasure of colonial brutality in the service of inflated depictions 

of self-serving glory, but the active positioning of the past as one that brought huge 

benefits to others too. In this way, pride is not only expressed in the grandeur and 

achievements of the nation but how it served as an inspiration and liberator for 

others too. This is epitomised by David Miliband’s description of Britain’s role in the 

world order: 

If the world is increasingly divided between firefighters and arsonists then Britain 

has, for centuries, been a firefighter. This is no time for Britain to join the ranks 

of arsonists, and there should be no doubt that Brexit would be an act of arson on 

the international order. (Miliband [BSE], 12/04) 

Miliband’s use of this visual metaphor places the country firmly in the position of 

hero rather than villain in this account. The specific metaphor of a firefighter is 

particularly poignant in its hypocrisy given the physical burning of documents 

detailing colonial atrocities upon order of the British government in 1961 (Cobain, 

2013). This framing therefore reiterates the limits of ‘amnesia’ as a descriptor for 

understanding the legacy of empire within Britain, because it is not simply an act of 

forgetting but one of reversal, rewriting and active mistruth, which reinforces racist 

tropes that Britain needed to help civilise the world. 

The idea conveyed through this ‘firefighters-not-arsonists’ dualism 

characterises much of Brexit discourse around Britain’s historic role in the world. 

The violent erasure inherent in such claims is disguised through ‘innocent, tender 

recollections’ (Rosaldo, 1989, p.108). Lists of positive accomplishments were put 

forward by both far-right and official campaigns: 

The British Empire spread learning, science, law and order, democracy, 

agriculture, commerce, Christianity and knowledge in all the countries that 

made up the Empire, significantly raising the living standards of tribes, peoples 

and workers. It is a heritage that we can be proud of as a nation, Rule Britannia! 

(BF, 08/06) 
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The United Kingdom has played a distinguished global role in the past as an 

upholder and defender of liberal democratic values - all the while doing so as an 

independent democratic nation state. Whether it was suppressing the slave trade, 

or supporting liberal nationalist movements against static autocratic 

European empires, in the first half of the nineteenth century or seeking to defend 

the rights of small nations and the principle of self-determination in the twentieth 

century, the United Kingdom has been clear about its values. (Gove [VL], 08/06) 

The BF quote is clear in its reproduction of colonial tropes, with the logic of the 

‘civilising mission’ evident in the initial list and subsequent claims of improved 

living standards. While BF is more explicit here in placing empire as the source of 

these contributions, with direct allusions to it, the timeline provided by Gove and 

reference to the UK’s ‘distinguished global role’ demonstrates VL’s similar use of the 

colonial period as a source of these claims of benevolence. In whichever case, there 

is the direct and unequivocal assertion that Britain brought positive change to other 

countries through its values, a glory that was not simply self-serving but 

compassionate and actively constructive for others. The clear documentation of 

violence and abounding evidence of anti-colonial resistance counter such fictitious 

accounts (Gopal, 2020), yet through the combination of colonial nostalgia and 

amnesia, such depictions remain dominant. 

Reclaiming for the future 

The above examples demonstrate the way that all campaigns fed into the 

construction of a glorious and benevolent past, with in some cases different levels 

of explicitness in relation to empire, but nevertheless a shared vision of Britain’s 

global role was articulated. A core feature of nostalgia is a desire to rediscover this 

mythologised past in the future, so the way in which we remember the past is 

reflective of desires in the present (Tinsley, 2020). Clearly, the opposing positions 

between Leave and Remain mean that their perceived vision of the present and 

future diverges somewhat, yet through the macro-discourse of colonial nostalgia 

and amnesia, commonalities can be identified (discussed shortly). One of the 

clearest areas of divergence, however, was expectedly their portrayal of the present 

situation in the EU, where Remain expressed only muted discontent and was largely 

positive, while Leave argued that it was almost an act of reverse colonisation: 
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We will become a mere province in an empire ruled from Brussels by unelected 

foreigners. (BF, 08/06) 

Because the EU extends its empire every day. It wants to make it bigger. (Woolfe 

[UKIP], 01/03) 

We are seeing a slow and invisible process of legal colonisation, as the EU 

infiltrates just about every area of public policy. (Johnson [VL], 03/03) 

…subject to the vast, growing and politically-driven empire of EU law (Johnson 

[VL], 09/05) 

The VL examples here specifically reference EU law, with claims of colonisation 

thereby tied to the nodal point of sovereignty and theme of ‘red tape’, whereas the 

far-right examples describe it in more totalising ways, as a broader effect. Despite 

these differences in nuance, both groups engage in such colonial metaphors to form 

a victimisation narrative, typical of far-right discourse (Sengul, 2021). Whereas the 

British Empire is portrayed as glorious, pride-inducing and liberating, the reverse is 

instead said to be restrictive, stifling the UK’s potential. With the centrality of 

colonial nostalgia and amnesia in constructing past British ‘greatness’, this 

description becomes particularly powerful because it symbolises the ultimate fall 

from grace: from coloniser to colonised. 

In response to this empire-infused depiction of Britain’s current status within 

the EU, the future proposed by Leave was portrayed as a way to reclaim the 

country’s historic place in the world and free it from the oppressive EU regime: 

It is time to regain our sovereignty, our democracy and our freedom by voting 

to leave the shackles of the dictatorial and unaccountable EU. (Etheridge 

[UKIP], 15/06) 

After we liberate ourselves from the shackles of Brussels we will be able to create 

hundreds of thousands of new jobs right across the UK. (Johnson [VL], 12/05) 

Here, UKIP and VL again adopt a matching metaphor to place Britain as a victim of 

the EU’s overbearing approach. Brexit becomes a mode of throwing off these 

shackles, an act of heroic rebellion which returns the UK to its rightful, influential 

place in the world order. Michael Kenny (2017, p.257) summarises the Leave 

approach in this regard: 
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The ethos of a once great, sea-faring, imperial nation rousing itself from its slumbers, 

and throwing off the chains of a sclerotic and bureaucratic European Union, infused 

the campaign running up to this vote. 

Clearly, the legacy of empire is embedded in these visual representations of what 

leaving the EU would entail, demonstrating the influence of colonial nostalgia and 

amnesia in constructing the Leave narrative. 

However, as alluded to above, Remain’s engagement with this macro-discourse 

did not stop at representations of the past, with colonial frames similarly imbuing 

its vision for the future. While BSE clearly could not engage with notions of reverse 

colonisation, it still relied on a nostalgic view of British history to argue for the UK’s 

continued involvement in the EU as a natural continuation of its superior global 

influence: 

Our nation can either decide to be true to our history – and remain outward-

looking internationalists on the world stage – or shrink to lower prominence. It 

will be a fateful choice: Great Britain or Little Britain. (Major [BSE], 20/03) 

This positive agenda can not only persuade voters to turn out, but will show that 

Britain is discovering a post-imperial role in the vanguard of the next stage of 

Europe’s development. In short, we should be leading in Europe, not leaving it. 

(Brown [BSE], 25/05) 

In these descriptions, it is clear how narratives of glory and benevolence are tied 

together again to form a rationale for BSE’s position, with leaving the EU portrayed 

as counter to the UK’s prior individual success and positive influence over others. 

Brown’s direct reference to a ‘post-imperial role’ demonstrates the way that empire 

is embedded in this understanding of Britain’s place in the world order. We can 

therefore see that it infuses not only the depiction of the past but how both 

campaigns visualise the present and future. Like BSE, VL claim that their position is 

one of generosity rather than selfishness: 

But for Europe, Britain voting to leave will be the beginning of something potentially 

even more exciting – the democratic liberation of a whole Continent. (Gove [VL], 

19/04) 

Thus, beyond freeing Britain from Europe’s rule, it is suggested that the country can 

serve as an inspiration and saviour for others, with imagery evocative also of Second 

World War narratives of liberation. For Leave, Britain is claimed to have undergone 
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reverse colonisation at the hands of the EU, with a need to break free else risk 

further subsumption under the EU’s extending ‘empire’, and through doing so, it can 

stimulate others to do the same. For Remain, having a seat at the table in the EU is a 

natural continuation of Britain’s influential status in the world, with a need to retain 

its position to continue to exert influence at this level. 

To summarise this section, the macro-discourse of colonial nostalgia and amnesia 

permeated various components of the campaign. It did not simply reside in the 

fringes of the Leave side, represented primarily by UKIP and other far-right groups, 

but proved a fundamental basis from which each of the campaigns drew and to 

which they each contributed. The official campaigns, as representative of the 

mainstream in this context, actively partook in this construction and were a 

fundamental part of its embeddedness in campaign discourse. In this extensive 

example of talking ‘with’, they presented a shared image of the country’s past, one 

of personal glory and of wider generosity, while their vision for the future differed 

on the details but remained united in the desire to recreate those lauded ‘attributes’ 

of British colonial history. El-Enany (2016) aptly characterises the referendum in 

the following way: 

The run up to the EU referendum has shown Britain for what it is. Woodwork: the 

washed-up bracken of the British Empire, and the ugly flotsam of its legacy of racism. 

Colonial nostalgia and amnesia indeed constituted one of the main areas of 

convergence between the different groups, a clear case of talking ‘with’, entangled 

too with other exclusionary discourses. 

Racism 

Racism is clearly closely intertwined with the above discussion, as El-Enany’s point 

emphasises, because empire and its evocation today are inseparable from the 

racism that was used to justify colonial subordination and that continues to be 

critical in its contemporary glorification. Drawing on Ali Meghji's (2022) proposed 

theoretical synergy between decolonial thought and critical race theory, we can both 

acknowledge the importance of coloniality in establishing the prevailing power 

structures, while also being attentive to the contemporary production of racial 

inequality and its contextually specific embodiments today. Meghji (2020, pp.649-

50) highlights that while there may be tensions between these two theoretical 
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traditions, they also offer complementarity because we can account for racism’s 

historical roots (clearly evident in the enduring legacies of colonialism articulated 

in earlier examples) but not reduce it to a relic of the past which would minimise its 

ongoing reproduction and reconfiguration. Indeed, any account of racism must be 

cognisant of both its historical and contemporary structural development, as well as 

its multiple faces and expressions today, because the act of highlighting some forms 

over others can actually serve to further entrench it. 

As the literature review emphasised, definitions of the far right have often shied 

away from regarding racism as a key component. This is particularly true where a 

reconstructed far right has moved away from illiberal to liberal articulations of 

racism in order to appear more mainstream. However, with racism understood as a 

core feature, it proves useful to engage with Martin Shaw's (2022, p.29) conception 

of ‘political racism’ in order to analyse how it featured in the campaign. This concept 

denotes ‘the deployment of hostility to achieve, maintain or transform political 

power’, thereby leading us ‘to examine the active forces which mobilize hostility’. 

There are certainly some issues with this conceptualisation, because it can lead to 

similar problems around exceptionalising racism as belonging only to certain 

groups in society, which the structural definition seeks to guard against. Indeed, 

Shaw's (2022) work seems to fall into this trap to some extent by identifying 

political racism only within the Leave campaign, rather than something that more 

broadly characterised Brexit as a whole. However, it can form a starting point to 

explore the different ways that racism was actively employed, not only by the far 

right but the mainstream as well. 

Before examining how it was articulated in the campaign, it is important to note 

that racism itself is not a static phenomenon. As Stuart Hall (in Davison, 

Featherstone and Rustin, 2017, p.146) suggests: 

There have been many significantly different racisms – each historically specific and 

articulated in a different way within the societies in which they appear. 

Thus, while the idea is that this framework for understanding and investigating 

mainstreaming should be transferable to other contexts, we must always ground our 

analysis in the specific circumstances relevant to the study. As has already been 

discussed, Britain’s history and the memory of that history have been key in shaping 

how such structures develop. Furthermore, racism is able to be adapted to target 
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different groups, with the concept of ‘racialisation’ helping to convey how this 

flexibility is realised: 

The process of racialization entails ascribing sets of characteristics viewed as 

inherent to members of a group because of their physical or cultural traits. These are 

not limited to skin tone or pigmentation, but include a myriad of attributes including 

cultural traits such as language, clothing, and religious practices. (Garner and Selod, 

2015, p.4) 

As such, this process captures the dynamics of both older and newer forms of racism 

(ibid.). Of course, it does not mean equating them as all the same but that we can 

account for racism’s different formulations and how they are enacted. The following 

sub-sections identify the way that anti-Black racism, xeno-racism and anti-Muslim 

racism were articulated in the campaign. 

Anti-Black racism 

Much of the racialised discourse within the context of the referendum revolved 

around the nodal point immigration (see following subsections), yet it is first 

important to briefly explore the relationship between racism and the previous 

macro-discourse of colonial nostalgia/amnesia. Clearly, it should be no revelation 

that these two phenomena are intimately linked given the development of racism to 

justify colonial conquest and subordination, as well as its continued impact on the 

way in which empire is remembered. Thus, even if racism was not always articulated 

overtly in reference to Britain’s colonial past, the two phenomena are inescapably 

intertwined. As Frantz Fanon (1988, p.40) so succinctly put: ‘And we repeat, every 

colonialist group is racist.’ Within the Leave data in particular, there are clear and 

explicit examples which demonstrate the entanglement between the two: 

“In Europe it is the extension of commerce, the maintenance of national honor, or 

some great public object, that is ever the motive to war with every monarch; but, in 

Africa, it is the personal avarice and sensuality of their kings. These two vices of 

avarice and sensuality ... we tempt, we stimulate in all these African princes, and we 

depend upon these vices for the very maintenance of the slave trade...” 

(Wilberforce, 1789; cited in UKIP, 29/02) 

Many African nations are fettered by poverty because of these dysfunctional 

institutions. It is poor governance and corruption which has kept Africa (mainly 
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Sub-Saharan Africa) impoverished […] The EU is fully aware that the African states 

in these partnerships are corrupt, dysfunctional, and inefficient. (UKIP, 29/02) 

These two examples derive from a 60-page UKIP document entitled ‘The EU is an 

evil empire’,53 which argues that the EU fishing policy is akin to colonising African 

waters. Much of the document, however, is dedicated to fictionalising the history of 

colonialism by placing its origins in the supposed vices of African nations and 

people, steeped in unashamedly racist stereotypes which render them responsible 

for their own enslavement. The importance of intertextuality is emphasised in these 

examples, with UKIP’s decision to reprint the 200-year-old quote from William 

Wilberforce and the shared anti-Black racism embedded in both old and new 

descriptions. 

Anti-Black racism in relation to the history of colonialism was not limited to the 

far-right component of the campaign, with Boris Johnson engaging in similar 

discourse through an op-ed in The Sun, republished on the VL website, in which he 

criticises Barack Obama’s supposed removal of Winston Churchill’s bust from the 

Oval Office: 

Some said it was a snub to Britain. Some said it was a symbol of the part-Kenyan 

President’s ancestral dislike of the British empire – of which Churchill had been 

such a fervent defender. Some said that perhaps Churchill was seen as less important 

than he once was. Perhaps his ideas were old-fashioned and out of date. Well, if that’s 

why Churchill was banished from the Oval Office, they could not have been more 

wrong. (Johnson [VL], 22/04) 

Again, the interconnection between legacies of empire and racism are emphasised 

in this extract, with gaslighting techniques used to delegitimise criticisms of 

Churchill. Obama’s (invented) position on the topic is portrayed as symptomatic of 

a personal vendetta based on his ethnic and racial identity producing ‘ancestral 

dislike’, or as evidence of a biased misreading of history through the superlative 

expression ‘could not have been more wrong’ when referring to criticism of 

Churchill’s (implied racist, ‘old-fashioned’) ideas. The implication is that objections 

to Churchill’s racism are both unfounded and led by those who are overly sensitive, 

reminiscent of what Alana Lentin (2020, p.54) identifies as the delegitimising effect 

of claims of ‘not racism’. Not only does this example serve an attempted invalidation 

 
53 Once again, this plays into the reverse colonisation trope. 
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of critique, but it is also built around misleading, if not simply dishonest, framing. 

Investigations suggest that the bust was only on-loan during George Bush’s term in 

office, meaning that it was not Obama’s decision to return it (Chalabi, 2016). Johnson 

thereby uses a non-story to stoke controversy and division. Thus, while colonialism 

and racism undoubtedly go hand in hand, without such explicit statements needed 

to understand the connection, these examples from UKIP and VL demonstrate that 

these ideas are never too far from the surface. 

Xeno-racism 

It is now time to examine the entanglement of racism with the nodal point of 

immigration, an especially prominent combination in Brexit campaign discourse. 

This section will explore in particular the way in which intra-European migration 

was discussed, because the topic proved a key point of debate. Indeed, concordance 

analysis of ‘free’ revealed that its second-most common collocate after ‘trade’ was 

‘movement’. Most examples here derive from the Leave campaign because BSE 

attempted largely to avoid the topic, but as we will see towards the end of this 

subsection, defences of immigration from Europe put forward by Remain relied on 

similar logics to those used by Leave to oppose it. Certain groups of people from 

within Europe were targeted within Leave discourse, notably Eastern and Southern 

Europeans. One of the most dominant frames for interpreting such exclusions, 

particularly within far-right research (Kende and Krekó, 2020), is through the 

concept of xenophobia, or a ‘fear of strangers’. However, Ambalavaner Sivanandan 

(2001, p.2) challenges its usage, arguing that xenophobia ‘is innocent, racism 

culpable’. Instead, he proposes the concept of xeno-racism: 

If it is xenophobia, it is – in the way it denigrates and reifies people before segregating 

and/or expelling them – a xenophobia that bears all the marks of the old racism, 

except that it is not colour-coded. It is racism that is not just directed at those with 

darker skins, from the former colonial countries, but at the newer categories of the 

displaced and dispossessed whites, who are beating at western Europe’s doors, the 

Europe that displaced them in the first place. It is racism in substance but xeno in 

form – a racism that is meted out to impoverish strangers even if they are white. 

Through moving away from the ‘phobia’ stem which places it more as an individual-

level fear, xeno-racism is able to more adequately reflect the power structures at 

play in producing and reproducing these forms of exclusion, as well their effects.  
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Mike Cole (2009, p.1678) points to the breadth in both Sivanandan and Liz 

Fekete's (2018; 2009; 2001) understanding of xeno-racism. Indeed, Fekete (as 

described by Cole, 2009, p.1678) specifically includes Islamophobia and anti-

asylum-seeker racism in her approach, thereby extending it beyond simply the 

treatment of particular (largely) white European groups. While this may have some 

use in pointing to similarities in the articulation of exclusion, like Cole (2009, 

p.1678), a narrower understanding is adopted here in order to reflect the 

specificities of how xeno-racism is enacted in discourse: 

it is my view that conceptually it is better to restrict xenoracism to that form of 

racism directed at Eastern European migrant workers. 

My understanding extends Cole’s somewhat to include the construction of Southern 

European migrants too, because this also featured in the debate and its origins can 

be traced to the development of scientific racism (Pesarini, 2021). Thus, when 

referring to xeno-racism and analysing extracts from the corpora, this section 

understands it as a form of racism directed at Eastern and Southern European 

communities.  

As indicated earlier, the decision to use the frame of xeno-racism required some 

careful reflection, because my desire to avoid euphemisation must not come at the 

expense of nuance and considered choices in this regard. The aim is certainly not to 

lump all racisms under the same umbrella, adding a sepia filter to dull out the 

marked differences in their articulation and history. In separating different forms 

within this section, it is hoped that their specificities, as well as their shared 

exclusionary foundations, can be highlighted. In particular in relation to xeno-

racism, it is important to draw attention to the systematic discrimination faced by 

these communities, exemplified in the quotes evidenced shortly; however, we must 

also acknowledge that the majority whiteness of the countries targeted means that 

it does not preclude these communities from benefitting from the structures of 

white supremacy or engaging in racism directed at other groups. Thus, their 

whiteness means that they can be shielded somewhat from racism’s full force in 

ways that Black and brown people cannot. Despite these important points, xeno-

racism still seems to be the most adept way of describing the systemic nature of the 

exclusion experienced by these communities. 
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Within the referendum discourse, xeno-racism was most often constructed 

through the articulation between the immigration and economy nodal points. In 

particular, Eastern European migrants were said to be competing with ‘native’ 

workers for jobs, a notion that has been pushed in political and media commentary 

for a number of years, especially since the 2008 financial crisis (Rzepnikowska, 

2019, p.66): 

I am regularly contacted by people young and old who are desperate for work but 

are turned away by recruitment companies who will only put eastern 

europeans[sic] on their books or find jobs are being advertised in Polish or 

Romanian. (Collins [UKIP], 25/02) 

The European Commission has confirmed a legal loophole which allows employers 

and recruiters to demand workers for UK vacancies speak Eastern European 

languages as a way to avoid hiring workers from the UK. (UKIP, 12/04) 

In both these examples from UKIP data, language is used as a marker for the claimed 

unfair advantage that Eastern Europeans have enjoyed on the labour market. David 

Wright and Gavin Brookes (2019) illustrate how linguistic arguments have been 

weaponised against immigration, where claims of an inability to speak English well 

have been used to suggest that groups have failed to integrate and assimilate into 

their ‘host’ culture. These quotes go one step further by claiming that language is 

being used to specifically exclude British people from certain positions, echoing 

classic tropes of reverse racism (Bloch, Taylor and Martinez, 2020). In this way, not 

only are workers said to be coming to the UK and competing for jobs based on merit, 

but ‘native’54 workers are actively disadvantaged through their exclusion over 

language knowledge. 

Similar ideas were expressed by VL who claimed that Eastern Europeans were 

underbidding British workers for jobs: 

The construction of the Olympic Park was a powerful illustration of the way in which 

immigrants undercut UK workers through their willingness to endure family-

unfriendly living conditions. Visiting job centres in East London at the time I met 

both skilled and unskilled workers who struggled to get work on the site. When I 

asked why they said that people from Eastern Europe, often living in bedsits, 

 
54 This example illustrates the merits of George Newth's (2021) conception of nativism as a form of 
racist discourse (see p.27). 
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without UK housing and family costs, hugely underbid them for their work. Since 

then those stories have been borne out by the facts. Despite the all the statements 

about the Olympic Park helping British workers, we now know that nearly half of 

all the jobs on the site went to foreign nationals. (Duncan Smith [VL], 10/05) 

Both Jane Collins in the first UKIP quote and Ian Duncan Smith here use 

perspectivisation strategies to portray themselves as speaking on behalf of others, 

to suggest that these are the concerns of ordinary people with whom they have 

conversed. These strategies serve two interrelated purposes: first, they build 

greater legitimacy for their argument, by declaring that these are real issues that 

people are facing on the ground; and second, they help to frame the speakers not as 

the instigators of such discourse but rather a vehicle through which ‘unheard’ voices 

can be amplified. This kind of framing feeds into deflection techniques discussed in 

the following chapter, whereby certain ideas are portrayed as driven principally 

from below, even though elite actors clearly play a fundamental role in their 

construction and propagation. Furthermore, Duncan Smith avoids any reflection on 

structural issues within this example, as migrants are unequivocally held as 

responsible for the situation. Through their placement as the subject of verbs 

(‘immigrants undercut UK workers’, ‘people from Eastern Europe […] hugely 

underbid them’), they are given an active role in the supposed subjugation of British 

people. Like UKIP, VL portray ‘native-born’ workers as inherently disadvantaged by 

these groups, depicted as privileged in their ability and ‘willingness’ to accept such 

conditions. Thus, we see in both far-right and mainstream Leave discourse the topos 

that Eastern Europeans are stealing ‘our’ jobs. 

However, it was not only Eastern European people who were targeted in Leave 

discourse, with Southern Europeans also framed in terms of competition. Rather 

than over jobs, it was claimed that such groups were inherently lazy and would place 

undue strain on public services. While talking ‘with’ is the focus of this chapter, there 

are also elements of talking ‘beyond’, because issues around Southern Europe were 

not so prominent within the far-right corpus, yet xeno-racist stereotypes were 

evoked in VL discourse. Again, this reinforces the point in Chapter 3 which 

emphasises that mainstream groups are not forced into such positions by the far 

right and can be active and willing participants in pushing exclusionary logics: 



191 
 

They constantly have to invent Potemkin processes. And civil servants say: “as good 

civil servants, we have to tell you that our advice is that this may be illegal.” And 

because it’s Britain and not Greece the ministers don’t just say “screw that, who 

cares if it’s legal?”; they have to take that seriously. (Cummings [VL], 22/01) 

So the countries of Southern Europe ran up massive deficits, leading the life of Riley 

off the back of a strong currency, whereas in the past the drachma and the lire would 

have fallen sharply on the exchange markets, forcing those countries back to a 

degree of rectitude. At its simplest, the Greeks didn’t pay their taxes, retired at 

55 and hoped someone else would pay the bill. (Grayling [VL], 31/05) 

more people from Southern Europe will want to escape unemployment and 

austerity in their countries by coming to the UK. Their arrival will put further 

strain on schools and hospitals. (Gove, Johnson and Stuart [VL], 29/05) 

Literature on the topic of anti-Southerner racism has often focused on Italy, where 

the internal division of north and south has a long history (Capussotti, 2010; Moe, 

2002; Dickie, 1999). Drawing on this research and the tendencies it has identified, 

we can see classic stereotypes around Southern identity evoked in the examples, 

firstly around supposed ‘moral and physical inferiority’ (Pesarini, 2021, p.35). For 

instance, Cummings contrasts British and Greek ministers’ attachment to legality 

and process, claiming superiority for Britain in the face of corrupt practices in 

Greece. Of course, events during the COVID-19 pandemic have crystallised how rife 

corruption has been and continues to be within the British political system. A similar 

patronising superiority is evident in Grayling’s position that Southern European 

countries could have learnt a moral lesson to regain ‘a degree of rectitude’ had the 

EU not bailed them out. There are also suggestions of physical and moral inferiority 

through claims of idleness, which links to a further stereotype of ‘the Southerner as 

a lazy consumer of a surplus of time and goods’ (Rota, 2012, p.132). Grayling uses 

the informal expression of ‘living the life of Riley’ to trivialise the unemployment 

crisis in some Southern European countries and again place blame on the people 

affected. It follows from this that the three figureheads of VL claim that immigration 

from such countries would place strain on public services, feeding into the topos 

that Southern European laziness and corruption would take advantage of British 

generosity. Thus, we can see how xeno-racism functions in these contexts, by 

assigning particular characteristics to groups and claiming that they would 

disadvantage British citizens. 
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While an end to free movement was one of the main pledges proposed by Leave, 

Remain were unable to offer such a clear-cut policy on immigration, and as such, the 

topic did not feature quite as prominently in BSE discourse (as indicated by Tables 

11 and 12). Nevertheless, the Remain campaign did not ignore the issue completely, 

and indeed, they did not really step out of the logic expressed by Leave; immigration 

was generally accepted as a problem and any benefits identified were expressed 

largely through supposed economic value. At the broadest and most basic level, all 

campaign groups expressed a similar foundational perspective on the topic: 

My worry is that the Leave campaign have convinced some people that voting 

leave will end immigration. Labour is determined to fight the Leave campaign’s 

bogus claim that all the problems of immigration can be solved by leaving the EU. 

(Watson [BSE], 15/06) 

Here, Tom Watson unquestioningly articulates the logic that immigration equals 

problem, so when he attempts to challenge Leave, it is about their dishonesty rather 

than the premise of what they are saying. We can see how the articulation between 

immigration and elites, as established in Figure 14, offers no real challenge to the 

perspective on offer, just its mode of expression and proposed solutions. 

When there was any ‘positive’ framing of the topic, again the fundamental 

assumptions of Leave’s anti-free movement stance were not under question, as the 

benefits were expressed in terms of economic value. Whereas Leave claimed that 

certain migrants competed for British jobs and welfare, Remain chose to focus 

principally on so-called ‘desirable’ and ‘skilled’ migration: 

the free movement of scientists is as important for science as free trade is for 

market economics (BSE, 10/03) 

The most common collocation of ‘free movement’ across the corpus was ‘people’, so 

the decision to change the nomination strategy here is marked and draws attention 

to the profession of those involved, i.e., not ‘just’ people but scientists. Additionally, 

the simile used to intensify its importance is illustrative of the intertwinement of 

this argument with market logics, where the nodal points of immigration and 

economy are regularly articulated together. Indeed, numerous BSE articles sought to 

demonstrate how Britain could attract ‘the brightest and best’ (BSE, 08/04), 

whether that be engineers (BSE, 25/04) or artists (BSE, 20/05), students and 

researchers (Hawking [BSE], 31/05), or coders and mobile developers (BSE, 
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03/06); in other words, as they put it, the kinds of workers ‘which we do not have 

enough of domestically’ (ibid.). This form of commodification of people assigns 

preferential value to certain groups over others, and therefore falls closely in line 

with some of Leave’s positions on the topic. By concurring broadly with the notion 

that immigration poses a problem (as in the previous paragraph) but then 

emphasising the benefits of ‘skilled’ groups being able to travel freely, it becomes 

implicit where BSE too identify the problem: ‘unskilled’ workers, which through 

contextual and intertextual trends, are largely understood as originating from 

Eastern Europe. Thus, while of course there were differences in how immigration 

was broached between the different groups, there remained a shared form of 

exclusion built around the articulation with economic arguments. 

Anti-Muslim racism 

It was not simply around material concerns that the different groups coalesced, 

however, as each campaign placed emphasis on security issues too. In particular, 

this was linked to implied threats from beyond Europe,55 most notably in relation to 

migration from Muslim-majority countries. As Satnam Virdee and Brendan 

McGeever (2018, p.1807) state: 

[…] while many believed the focus of the UKIP-inspired Brexiteer’s ire was mainly 

white Europeans from the mainland undercutting British workers, it was clear to 

many within that formation itself that breaking with the EU and “taking back control 

of our borders” also represented an important opportunity to limit the numbers of 

Muslims entering Britain, Muslims whose culture many of them believed was 

incompatible with being British. 

Although the way that Virdee and McGeever sometimes contrast VL and L.EU is 

somewhat unhelpful, as it serves to reinforce VL’s claim to being different (see 

Chapter 7), they make an important point about how different forms of migration 

were subsumed into the debate. Before exploring textual examples, which include 

those from Remain too, it is important to present an overview of what anti-Muslim 

racism is used to denote here. 

 
55 Obviously, however, it is not just those outside of Europe who feel the effects of these discourses 
as Muslim communities are targeted more broadly. 
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Islamophobia has become the dominant mode of referring to this form of racism. 

It is a term that I have used in my previous work (Brown, 2020), and many important 

contributions in the field have opted for it (Ali and Whitham, 2021; Garner and 

Selod, 2015; Kundnani, 2014; Meer, 2013; Ahmed, 2011; Fekete, 2009), while often 

also noting its imperfection as a signifier (Kumar, 2012, p.7). However, given the 

concerns raised over the phobia suffix in relation to xenophobia, as well as the 

repeated emphasis here on terminological clarity, I decided that it was important to 

be consistent in this regard, even if it goes against the grain of what has become 

accepted in the field. Whichever signifier is used, however, it must be understood as 

a ‘specific form of racism targeting Muslims’ (Garner and Selod, 2015, p.4) which, 

like other forms of racism, is produced through historical and contemporary 

configurations. Deepa Kumar's (2012) work is particularly instructive in 

demonstrating the development of this form of racism through myths derived from 

Orientalist tropes (Said, 1979). She provides a series of ideological frames that have 

been used to characterise the ‘Muslim world’ and traces their origins within imperial 

history. Some of these frames are drawn upon in the subsequent analysis. 

Across the different groups studied here, there was a generalised implication 

that criminality was associated with migration. A concordance search of ‘crim*’ 

(crime/s, criminal/s) across all corpora revealed that a high proportion of 

statistically significant collocates were derived from the semantic field of 

immigration (e.g., ‘deport’, ‘foreign’, ‘free movement’, ‘removing’, ‘deporting’), 

thereby illustrating how this association was reinforced repeatedly through the 

campaign. This supposed link was utilised by both sides, either to show the threat 

posed by current EU migration policy (i.e., ‘the free movement of criminals’) or to 

illustrate how cooperation could prevent cross-border crime (i.e., through 

‘intelligence sharing’). The following quote from a speech by Dominic Raab 

demonstrates the kind of violent imagery that was used to portray this threat: 

The dogmatic defenders of the EU’s free movement rules are like the most stubborn 

opponents of gun control in the United States. They believe that because something 

was written into a constitutional document long ago, [sic] It must be sacrosanct, It 

can’t be challenged, Even when it is causing such tensions, Even when it puts our 

safety at risk. (Raab [VL], 08/06) 
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By comparing defenders of free movement to those who oppose gun legislation, the 

simile that Raab evokes effectively equates migrants to guns in this scenario. This is 

followed by claims that both positions cause ‘tensions’ and put ‘safety at risk’, where 

modal verbs are avoided to imply the definitiveness of these statements. By centring 

this simile on legislation, Raab is able to avoid saying directly that migrants 

themselves are divisive and dangerous, but this sentiment is clearly implied. BSE 

also reinforced the articulation between immigration and security: 

European policing measures mean the long arm of the law now extends right 

across the continent, leaving no place to hide. The European Arrest Warrant also 

means we can easily deport dangerous criminals back to other countries, keeping 

our citizens safe. (Orde [BSE], 22/05) 

Instead of offering a challenge to Leave’s position, therefore, the association 

between migrants and danger was further bolstered by Remain arguments. Here, 

nomination and predication of ‘dangerous criminals’, coupled with visual imagery 

of an extended ‘long arm of the law’, heightens the sense of potential threat from 

migration but also the counter-threat offered in response. The difference between 

the two groups is therefore limited to the so-called solutions that they propose 

rather than alternative perspectives on what migration brings. 

Although this association between immigration and security was constructed 

more generally, it is clear that Muslims were often targeted specifically, with varying 

levels of explicitness. Kumar (2012, pp.91-4) notes how Islam is dominantly 

portrayed as a uniquely violent religion; these constructions are therefore grounded 

in and contribute to such portrayals. One of the most overt examples of anti-Muslim 

racism came in the UKIP Spring Conference speeches of Jane Collins and Margaret 

Parker, who employed classic tropes of femonationalism (Colella, 2021; Rahbari, 

2021; Farris, 2012) to present Muslim men as a unique threat to white women: 

The fact is, if we are to retain our own culture and the freedoms we enjoy today, we 

as women must face head on these challenges presented by these dark aspects of 

migrant culture. No longer can we let our values slip to the point where the 

innocence of 1400 children or more in one town can be sacrificed at the altar of 

political correctness. Nor can we allow our politicians in both Europe and the UK 

tell us we are racist for highlighting the darker aspects of the migration culture 

simply because it suits them to do so in their own agenda. (Collins [UKIP], 02/03) 



196 
 

Through the juxtaposition of ‘our own culture’ with ‘migrant culture’ in this context, 

the unequivocal implication is that sexual violence constitutes an imported 

characteristic from certain communities. Through an earlier direct reference in the 

speech, but also the socio-political context of Islamophobic myths on this topic 

(Kumar, 2012), it is clear that Muslim migrants are the ones attributed with the 

racially charged predication of ‘darker’ qualities in this regard. Furthermore, the 

articulation of immigration and elites in this scenario serves a dual purpose, as it is 

used to pre-emptively counter claims of racism and further entrench the 

victimisation narrative, whereby ‘political correctness’ is being used to stop people 

from legitimately speaking out on these issues. As the section on populism later 

underscores, the way in which the elite is constructed in tandem with other themes 

sheds light on its supportive discursive role in the data. 

Similar sentiments are expressed in Margot Parker’s speech, as migrants are 

depicted as a threat and elites are accused of covering it up: 

Germany is already facing repercussions of Chancellor Merkel’s open invitation to 

all comers. A mob of more than a thousand men, mostly of immigrant 

backgrounds, gathered in Cologne on New Year’s Eve and subjected hundreds of 

women to atrocious levels of harassment and outright sexual assault. Of course, the 

EU is denying that there are any links between migration and what happens, 

not only in Cologne, but in Hamburg, Helsinki and other cities across the European 

Union. [Shout from audience member: “Send Merkel to Cologne, let her get… They 

probably wouldn’t want her.”] Probably not. (Parker [UKIP], 02/03) 

The use of ‘mob’ once again intensifies the implied danger, while the emphasis on 

‘immigrant backgrounds’ feeds further into the idea that certain groups are 

responsible for committing such crimes. The dominant frame that portrays Islam as 

a uniquely sexist religion (Kumar, 2012, pp.75-83), as well as prominent coverage 

of the incident, means that the implied identity of the perpetrators can be inferred. 

This final exchange with the audience member illustrates how hollow the claimed 

desire to protect women’s safety is, because it is implied that Merkel should face 

sexual harassment to learn her lesson (‘Send Merkel to Cologne’) but that she is not 

attractive enough to warrant such advances (‘They probably wouldn’t want her’). 

This statement was met with cheers from the audience and an agreement with the 

sentiment from Parker (‘Probably not’), thereby completely undermining any 

pretence that these speeches were for the benefit of women’s rights. 
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These examples are some of the most explicit expressions of anti-Muslim racism 

across the corpora, in part a product of the specific social context of the speeches, as 

they were directed at a receptive audience of UKIP members. While the following 

discussion of mainstream discourse draws some parallels in relation to these 

themes, it should be emphasised that the aim is not to detract from the violence of 

these speeches. Instead, it demonstrates that common ideas were articulated by the 

different groups but sometimes expressed in different ways (and sometimes not). 

Indeed, while the mainstream campaigns did not necessarily speak so unashamedly 

of ‘migrant culture’, the construction of threat in relation to Muslim communities 

was certainly not limited to the far right: 

[…] enabling us to remove violent criminals, rapists and terrorist sympathisers, 

such as convicted murderers or Abu Hamza’s daughter-in-law, regardless of what 

the European Court says. (VL, 08/05) 

Here, both wider socio-political and sentence-level context ensure that it is clear 

who is being described when referencing ‘violent criminals, rapists and terrorist 

sympathisers’. Kumar’s (2012) Islamophobic myths encompass a number of these 

characteristics, illustrating how they play into broader societal reference points. 

Furthermore, by placing these forms of criminal activity in close proximity within 

the sentence to the example of Abu Hamza, the link is reinforced further. Although 

the case of the former Imam of Finsbury Park Mosque was fairly well-known, it is 

interesting that no explanation or context is given about him or his daughter-in-law. 

It seems that his name suffices as an indicator of his ‘Muslimness’ (Naber, 2008). It 

is therefore plain through these different levels of context who the implied 

perpetrators are in these scenarios. 

This is especially true of discourse pertaining to the threat of terrorism, which 

formed a major topic across the groups in relation to immigration. VL repeatedly 

used the words of former Secretary General of Interpol Ronald Noble as a 

perspectivisation strategy to lend legitimacy to their claim that open borders posed 

a danger. The quotes, referring to the immigration system as ‘a hanging a sign 

welcoming terrorists to Europe’ and ‘an international passport-free zone for 

terrorists’ occurred no less than nine times each across the corpus, with the latter 

turned into a graphic for the website (see Figure 17). In the context of other claims 

whereby the immigration system is said to disadvantage British people, these 
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quotes portraying it as favourable to terrorists stand in stark contrast and once 

again feed into victimisation narratives. 

Although BSE would have undermined their own position were they to make such 

assertions about open borders, they still relied on a similar construction of threat to 

support their claim that cooperation in the EU meant greater security for Britain: 

From fighting ISIL in Syria and Iraq to tackling cross-border crime and 

terrorism, we're far better off working with our neighbours than out on our own. 

(BSE, 24/02) 

The challenge is about security. Jihadism is a threat to life and limb from Belgium 

to Nigeria to the Middle East and South Asia. (Miliband [BSE], 12/04) 

By juxtaposing ‘our neighbours’ with external threats and proposing a combined 

approach to dealing with them, a broader European ‘in-group’ is constructed in 

opposition to an implied Muslim ‘out-group’. Similarly, Miliband’s use of ‘Jihadism’ 

places the security threat very clearly within this insider and outsider frame. Dina 

Ibrahim (2010, p.119) underscores how the proliferation of the signifier ‘Jihad’ in 

relation to terrorism significantly narrows the term’s scope of meaning and has 

consequently served to further entrench the idea that Islam is inherently violent: 

The translation ‘holy war’ does not convey how diversely the term is interpreted by 

Muslims, and how common the use of its principles is to Islam. […] when Jihad is 

commonly understood to mean ‘holy war’, with all of that term’s violent connotations, 

it conveys the impression that since Islam requires Jihad of all Muslims, it therefore 

follows that Islam must be a violent and confrontational religion 

Figure 17: VL campaign image 
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Again, in a practical sense, Leave and Remain positions may appear opposed, as one 

suggests that greater autonomy enables a more effective response to the threat, 

whereas the other argues that collaboration is necessary. However, the fundamental 

ideas that underly the need for a ‘solution’ are substantially alike. 

As discussed, analysis and commentary on Brexit has focused on dichotomies 

between Leave and Remain positions, yet even at one of the most seemingly 

common-sense perceptions of difference, around support for or opposition to free 

movement, the picture is more complicated than simple antagonism between the 

two groups. Indeed, BSE similarly frame border control as a way of protecting 

Britain from unwanted migration: 

Our borders will only be secure with controls in Calais if we REMAIN in Europe. 

(BSE, 04/03) 

The attacks in Paris and Brussels are a reminder that we face this threat together 

– and we will only succeed in overcoming it by working much more closely together. 

[…] People say that to keep our defences up, you need a border. And they’re 

right. That’s why we kept our borders, and we can check any passport – including for 

EU nationals – and we retain control over who we allow into our country. But against 

the modern threat, having a border isn’t enough. You also need information, you 

need data, you need intelligence. You need to cooperate with others to create 

mechanisms for sharing this information. (Cameron [BSE], 09/05) 

We are able to control our own borders because we have our own border guards 

and we are not part of the Schengen zone. (Brown [BSE], 11/05) 

There were repeated attempts to illustrate that Britain had the final say on who 

could or could not enter the country, with the first quote showing how the argument 

centred around the technicality of where border controls would take place rather 

than any resistance to the premise itself. Cameron’s quote illustrates again how 

these ideas were linked to protection against terrorism, where an implied outside 

threat, using the Paris and Brussels attacks to indicate indirectly who he identifies 

as the danger, could be tackled best through both borders and cooperation with 

others. He directly legitimises Leave’s position by stating that ‘they’re right’ about 

the need for border controls but adds that the EU offers the most adept safeguarding 

technique through access to intelligence networks. Whether expressed through 

either group, these various representations of how to protect the country come 
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together to fortify the idea that Britain (and Europe) faces an external threat, for 

which ‘Muslimness’ is framed as a prime indicator. 

Like the previous discussion of colonial nostalgia and amnesia, this section indicates 

that racism is not the sole preserve of the far right. The mainstream campaigns both 

consistently fed into the production of racist discourses, most notably in relation to 

the topic of immigration, though not exclusively. Different forms of racism (anti-

Black, xeno-, anti-Muslim) targeting various communities were reproduced in the 

context of the referendum. While there may have been varying levels of explicitness 

in how such exclusions were communicated, as well as practical differences brought 

about by the potential opposing outcomes of the referendum, similar practices and 

logics were engaged in by the different groups. Particularly violent imagery, 

bordering on the illiberal articulation of racism, must clearly be denounced and it 

should not be played down in any way. However, as the literature review 

underlined, an understanding of racism must be based on its varied articulations 

and not limited to fringe groups who stand outside the ‘norm’. The findings here 

indicate that it is very much part and parcel of mainstream discourse too. 

Pathology of greatness 

As Teun van Dijk (2015, pp.73-4) elaborates in reference to the ideological square, 

negative out-group depiction is often contrasted with positive in-group 

presentation. The previous sub-section centred largely around the former, whereas 

the following analysis explores the self-construction of British identity, conveyed in 

overwhelmingly favourable terms by each group. To frame this examination, Paul 

Gilroy's (2004) influential work proves invaluable in drawing together the different 

elements discussed so far. The use of nationalism (Wodak, 2017; Anderson, 2016; 

Freeden, 1998; Billig, 1995) was an option for characterising this section, as it could 

certainly help to capture some of what follows and has been the subject of significant 

attention in the literature on the far right (Halikiopoulou and Vlandas, 2019; 

Lubbers, 2019; Bar-On, 2018; Caiani and Kröll, 2017; Halikiopoulou, Mock and 

Vasilopoulou, 2013); however, Gilroy’s (2004, p.103) conception of the pathology of 

greatness, understood as ‘an unhealthy and destructive postimperial hungering for 

renewed greatness’, offers a more precise representation of the discourses involved. 

Firstly, it situates the specific articulation of nationalism within the context of 
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British history, underscoring that the two are intimately linked. In this way, the 

pathology of greatness encompasses elements from both of the previous sections on 

colonial nostalgia/amnesia and racism, because it relies on this perception of 

history and negative out-group construction to portray Britain and British people as 

superior. Furthermore, by not tying these ideas strictly to the level of the nation, 

possibilities remain open for identifying this kind of discourse both within and 

beyond these confines. For instance, certain groups within the nation may be 

emphasised over others as emblematic of greatness (see shortly), or as my research 

on Turkey illustrates (Brown, 2020), Europe itself can be invoked for this purpose. 

Thus, the pathology of greatness is both a more precise and more open way of 

conceptualising these patterns of discourse. 

Given the level of crossover with earlier themes, this section is somewhat 

shorter than the previous two as it draws heavily on the insights that they have 

already produced. It is split into two main parts, where the first deals with 

representations of British people and values, and the second with how the country 

itself is portrayed. Clearly, the two are closely associated and cannot be strictly 

separated, but it proved useful to divide the findings in this way in order to show 

how the pathology of greatness works at different levels of construction.   

The ‘greats’ of Great Britain 

Starting at the individual level, a common strategy for conveying British identity was 

the use of historical figures as symbols of particular achievements or values. 

Whether invoked for the purposes of leaving or remaining in the EU, the memory of 

various well-known people from British history was drawn on to convey laudable 

values which could be applied to the present situation: 

This is the land of Keats and Wordsworth, Tennyson and Shakespeare, Dickens, 

Austen, Chaucer and Tolkien, Lennon and McCartney, Drake and Riley, Faraday, 

Dyson, Babbage, Crick, Brunel, Darwin, Newton, Nelson, Cromwell, Shackleton, 

Pankhurst, Hawkin, Wilberforce, Whittle, Bevan, Bader, Nightingale, Scott, Elgar, 

Lloyd George, Churchill and Farage. (Gill [UKIP], 01/03) 

Thank heavens these people were not in charge throughout our history. They do not 

know that as a people, we have always taken brave leaps. That is who we are. 

That is our character. It is in our DNA. Thank heavens Captain James Cook didn’t 

heed any advice not to take his great voyage of discovery because it was a leap into 
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the dark. Brunel, to make an oceangoing ship out of metal, are you crazy? That’s a 

leap into the dark. Edward Jenner, injecting cowpox into healthy people, what 

madness. Scott, Hudson, Drake, Livingstone, Riley, all helped shape the modern 

world we live in today by taking giant leaps into the dark. I think we can see a 

pattern developing here. We are a people that have always taken brave leaps (Gill 

[UKIP], 01/03) 

These quotes from Nathan Gill’s UKIP Spring Conference speech illustrate who is 

seen as emblematic of British history and which qualities are foregrounded in such 

accounts. The length of the first list attempts to convey a plethora of feats in a range 

of different sectors and intensify the idea that Britain should take pride in what it 

has achieved. Of the list of 34 names, only three are not white men and are instead 

white women, so it becomes clear which sections of the population are included or 

excluded from these visions of greatness and who is seen as British more generally. 

As Gilroy (1987, p.60) suggests, it is critical to understand how race and nation are 

articulated together, meaning that ‘discourses of nation and people are saturated 

with racial connotations’ even when they are not expressed explicitly. In the second 

quote, elites of the past are contrasted to those of the present (i.e., supporting 

Remain), who are suggested to be turning their back on these great legacies. 

Examples are selected to illustrate a brave and pioneering past, clearly tying in with 

colonial tropes, which is said to be illustrative of the character and ‘DNA’ of British 

people. Remain are by distinction portrayed as cowards, fearful of making ‘brave 

leaps’ and thereby falling out of line with the standards set by leaders of the past.   

Again, however, these constructions of greatness and the way in which they 

were conveyed bore many similarities across the different groups. In Boris 

Johnson’s earlier quote about Obama’s claimed removal of Churchill’s statue (see 

p.186), Churchill is portrayed as a figure whose veneration must not be challenged 

and as a symbol of British heroism during the war (a theme returned to in hegemonic 

masculinity/recontextualisation in Chapter 7). On the opposing side of the debate, 

BSE too drew on historical figures to suggest that remaining part of the broader 

international community would be a continuation of their legacy: 

I find it hard to believe that Elizabeth, Wellington, Palmerston, Churchill, Attlee 

and Thatcher would have opted for naïve, optimistic isolation. (Snow [BSE], 

17/04) 
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The choice of who to foreground in this list is again telling of the type of vision 

proposed for British greatness, with many figures listed sharing in their direct links 

to colonial expansion and implementation. In a similar pattern, it is Leave this time 

who are accused of turning their back on the rational and sensible approach that is 

said to have characterised British political decisions in the past. It is clear how the 

campaigns use these people to highlight different qualities – bravery on the one 

hand and pragmatism56 on the other – but ultimately, they are mobilised for similar 

ends: to suggest that the opposing side is pursuing a project that is inimical to 

Britain’s true identity. 

The values ascribed to this identity are also conveyed in other ways by the 

various groups, whereby the population is said to embody them too. Returning to 

Gill’s speech, he suggests that British people share in a set of characteristics: 

[…] we are a nation of dreamers. We are a nation of men and women who have 

never been afraid of the dark, nor the unknown. We are a nation of pioneers in 

politics and democracy. (Gill [UKIP], 01/03) 

We have become a nation of lions led by donkeys. (Gill [UKIP], 01/03) 

The power of three repetition of ‘we are a nation of…’ serves to heighten this notion 

of a collective identity which is tied to belonging to the country and which derives 

from a unique history. The use of ‘have never been’ illustrates the way that the past 

is employed to substantiate claims to these values, and hyperbolic nomination 

through ‘dreamers’ and ‘pioneers’ portrays the act of leaving the EU as a natural 

continuation of Britain’s historical journey. Once again, the so-called bravery of the 

British people is juxtaposed with the ineptitude of elites through the metaphor of 

‘lions led by donkeys’. Clearly, the use of lions in this description ties into their 

association with England specifically,57 so their much wider representation as brave 

creatures combines with an established symbol of national identity to further 

emphasise the point being made. 

 
56 The strangely almost-positive framing of ‘naïve, optimistic isolation’ is discussed in more detail in 
the section on idealisation in the following chapter. 
57 It is beyond the scope of this thesis to go into depth about the different forms of nationalism within 
the referendum, but there have been interesting studies which explore how English national identity, 
rather than Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish or British identity more generally, was particularly 
influential (Henderson et al., 2017). This metaphor places the claims here tacitly within the frame of 
England, but as little distinction was truly made in the campaign material, I continue to refer more 
broadly to national identity in this analysis. 
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Notions of ‘Britishness’ were further reinforced by the mainstream campaign 

groups, with Remain similarly engaging in these kinds of essentialisation practices: 

We British are an open-hearted, open-minded, generous-spirited, 

compassionate people. The majority of us are decent and hard-working, wishing 

to do the right thing for our families, friends and communities. We have been an 

outward-looking, internationalist nation for centuries: Great Britons, not 

Little Englanders. (Major [BSE], 29/05) 

In many of the descriptions of this nature, British values are said not simply to be 

self-serving but of benefit to others. This links closely to the points made previously 

in the section on colonial nostalgia and amnesia, where there was not simply a denial 

of harm but an active celebration of altruism. Once more, the past is revised, 

sanitised and euphemised through claims to a centuries-old ‘outward-looking, 

internationalist’ approach, demonstrating again how history is selectively mobilised 

to emphasise particular characteristics. From a stylistic perspective, too, there are 

similarities in the way that ideas around greatness were conveyed. On the far right, 

UKIP actors Paul Nuttall (UKIP, 29/02) and Jonathan Arnott (UKIP, 21/04) both 

used wordplay to suggest that Brexit would put ‘the great back into Britain’. Similar 

tactics were used by the official campaigns, with Duncan Smith (VL, 30/04), for 

instance, claiming that a vote to leave would ‘make Britain great again’, and in the 

extended quote in this paragraph, Major contrasts ‘Great Britons’ with ‘Little 

Englanders’, so there were not only common ideas among the groups through the 

pathology of greatness but also shared stylistic approaches to emphasise these 

points. 

World leaders 

The previous subsection centred around the values attributed to British people 

collectively in the data, whereas this next element of analysis concentrates on how 

Britain was conveyed as a whole. Clearly, there are many overlaps between the two, 

but when taken at the national level, the focus of greatness shifted more towards the 

country as a world leader on the international stage. Concordance analysis of ‘world 

leader’ within the data revealed how this was attributed to different sectors, such as 

science, sport, decarbonisation, technology, etc. Often, explicit references were 

made to Britain’s economic feats in this regard: 
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We are, ladies and gentlemen, the fifth biggest economy in the world. We are, and 

have for centuries been, a global trading nation and we should set, we should set 

our own trade agreements with the rest of the world, and perhaps a very good place 

to start would be the 54 countries and 2.2 billion people that live within the 

Commonwealth. (Farage [UKIP], 29/02) 

We are the European, if not the world, leaders in so many sectors of the 21st-

century economy; not just financial services, but business services, the media, 

biosciences, universities, the arts, technology of all kinds (Johnson [VL], 03/03) 

These two quotes illustrate the way in which economy and influence come together 

through this notion of leadership, as economic examples are provided as evidence 

of the country’s global prowess. Again, the ties to colonial history are clear in 

Farage’s euphemised reference to Britain’s past as a ‘global trading nation’ and the 

suggestion that links with the Commonwealth should be restored. Both actors 

attempt to contextualise the country’s success on a worldwide scale to indicate that 

Britain does not need Europe in order to be ‘great’. 

While Leave use this status to indicate Britain’s capacity to stand alone, Remain 

suggest that there is almost a moral obligation to continue lifting up the continent: 

Without the UK, Europe – the cradle of modern civilisation – would fall to a lower 

significance. I cannot believe that any sensible Briton wishes to divide Europe, and 

thus divide the West: only our enemies could gain from that (Major [BSE], 20/03) 

Before discussing how this further reinforces conceptions of British identity 

specifically, it is notable how a collective European identity is fostered here too. By 

labelling Europe as ‘the cradle of modern civilisation’, positive in-group depiction is 

extended to the continent more broadly. We argue that coloniality is central to such 

constructions (Brown, Eklundh and Mondon, 2022), the hues of which are clearly 

evidenced in this quote. The pathology of greatness is therefore taken beyond the 

national level. Neema Begum's (2018) work underscores how ethnic minority Leave 

voters cited the exclusionary nature of Remain’s vision of ‘fortress Europe’ as a 

factor influencing their decision. The way in which the non-European other is placed 

as subordinate underscores how BSE were not the beacon of inclusion that some 

have suggested. Instead, they too reinforced antagonisms between the great and 

not-so-great, whether that be Britain or Europe more generally. 
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The UK’s individual merit is not fully subsumed under the category of Europe, 

however. Supposed benevolence is employed to place Britain on a higher level, to 

depict it as superior to others and able to lend a helping hand to those who are 

weaker. It is portrayed as though the UK has a moral duty to prevent Europe from 

falling ‘to lower significance’. As indicated in the last sub-section, this supposed 

generosity of spirit is employed to illustrate a form of greatness that goes beyond 

self-serving ends: 

If we vote to leave we will have - in the words of a former British Prime Minister - 

saved our country by our exertions and Europe by our example. We will have 

confirmed that we believe our best days lie ahead, that we believe our children 

can build a better future, that this country’s instincts and institutions, its people 

and its principles, are capable not just of making our society freer, fairer and richer 

but also once more of setting an inspirational example to the world. It is a noble 

ambition and one I hope this country will unite behind in the weeks to come. (Gove 

[VL], 19/04) 

I have travelled all over the world and have noticed, so often, how many of the most 

vulnerable people look to the UK for character and leadership, as if we are like 

beacons of good manners and fortitude. Our country’s values and contribution are 

respected across Europe and beyond; the UK is a trusted friend to so many 

nations. (Grylls [BSE], 21/06) 

Like the previous quote from Major, Leave argue that their position will ultimately 

benefit other European countries by ‘setting an inspirational example’. Thus, the 

fundamental assumptions are equal between the groups: that Britain occupies a 

superior position and that it can use it to help others who are less fortunate. It is 

only the means by which the latter point can be achieved where there is divergence 

between them. In the second quote here, Bear Grylls is cited on the BSE website58 

and displays classic white saviour tropes (Bandyopadhyay, 2019; McCurdy, 2016; 

Bell, 2013). Julio Cammarota (2011, p.243) describes this notion in relation to film 

portrayals as when ‘a white person guides people of color from the margins to the 

mainstream with his or her own initiative and benevolence’. While Cammarota’s 

work deals with film narratives, we can see here how this kind of logic permeates 

into descriptions of the UK as a whole. Deriving from the colonial dynamics of the 

‘civilising mission’ (Oloruntoba, 2020), for instance, the pathology of greatness 

 
58 BSE used a number of celebrity endorsements to support their position. 
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infantilises the non-British, or rather non-European, other to further entrench 

systems of white supremacy and racism. 

As a summary of this section, it is clear how the pathology of greatness relies on 

colonial nostalgia/amnesia and racism to construct British national identity as 

superior to others. Again, far-right actors certainly fed into these constructions, but 

they were not alone; both mainstream campaigns contributed significantly to the 

proliferation of these ideas. Figures and narratives of the past were utilised to 

evidence certain desirable characteristics supposedly embodied by British people, 

therefore ensuring a prosperous future whatever the referendum outcome. All 

groups suggested that current elites were turning their back on these legacies and 

failing to honour the country’s greatness, a theme returned to in the final sub-section 

of this chapter on populism. The UK was portrayed as a world-leader, particularly in 

matters pertaining to the economy, though actors were quick to emphasise that its 

status was not used simply for self-serving ends but to inspire others. The way in 

which intra-national (i.e., who was chosen or not to represent British values), 

national (i.e., claims to collective qualities) and extra-national (i.e., Europe’s broader 

construction as superior) dynamics come into the pathology of greatness illustrates 

how nationalism is insufficient in capturing the full array of its articulations. 

Ultimately, at whichever level of expression and from whichever group they came, 

an exclusionary identity was reproduced through these discourses. 

Hegemonic masculinity 

The previous three sections within this chapter have largely centred around 

racialised constructions within the campaign, about how depictions of the past, 

present and future have reinforced these divisions. For Brexit, with immigration as 

a nodal point within the debate, it is clear that the normalisation of racism was a key 

component. This focus and the predominance of these discourses within the data 

are therefore in line both with the definition of the far right provided in Chapter 2, 

whereby racism is considered the core ideological commitment, and with the 

conception of mainstreaming in Chapter 3, whereby mainstream actors are central 

to the production and reproduction of such discourses. The definition offered in the 

literature review, however, leaves space for other forms of inequality to be 

incorporated into an understanding of the far right. For instance, studies have 
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underscored the close entanglements between anti-gender mobilisations and far-

right politics (Graff and Korolczuk, 2021; Berg, 2018; Paternotte and Kuhar, 2018; 

Köttig, Bitzan and Petö, 2017; Kováts and Põim, 2015). While in the context of the 

referendum, this anti-gender component was rarely articulated explicitly (though 

we saw with UKIP’s femonationalism and comments on Merkel that it is never too 

far from the surface), there remained gendered inflections to the campaign from 

both far-right and mainstream groups. This section explores how gendered 

language characterised the framing of the referendum, building on the fascinating 

study by Columba Achilleos-Sarll and Benjamin Martill (2019), who identify the role 

of toxic masculinity in the framing of campaign discourse.59 Indeed, while the main 

topics of the debate did not centre explicitly around these issues, they still proved 

influential in the way that ideas were communicated by each group. 

Rather than toxic masculinity, as used by Achilleos-Sarll and Martill (2019), 

hegemonic masculinity (Connell, 2005) is preferred here to characterise the 

dynamics at play. Carol Harrington's (2021) critique of the growing use of toxic 

masculinity both in public and academic discourse underscores the limits and 

potential dangers of its proliferation as a concept and signifier. Harrington traces its 

origins to therapeutic settings where individualised and essentialised 

understandings emerged, placing it as an individual-level affliction affecting some 

men, and notes how its condemnation may actually serve to reinforce gendered 

hierarchies by valorising a ‘good, healthy’ form of masculinity in opposition to it. 

Although Achilleos-Sarll and Martill (2019) are careful to emphasise the structural 

origins and implications in their work, the wider use of toxic masculinity ‘carries 

inflections of postfeminist relegation of patriarchy to the past and individualizes 

sexism as a question of personal attitudes’ (Harrington, 2021, p.350). For this 

reason, I opt for hegemonic masculinity here as a way to centralise the everyday, 

powerful workings of these ideas rather than exceptionalising them as the preserve 

of particular individuals. 

Hegemonic masculinity can be understood as ‘the configuration of gender 

practice which embodies the currently accepted answer to the problem of the 

legitimacy of patriarchy, which guarantees (or is taken to guarantee) the dominant 

 
59 Like much of the literature on Brexit, their analysis centres on the Leave campaign specifically, but 
the following analysis illustrates the broader role of masculinity across the groups.  
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position of men and the subordination of women’ (Connell, 2005, p.77). It therefore 

translates to the ‘qualities defined as manly that establish and legitimate a  

hierarchical and complementary relationship to femininity’ and contribute to this 

practice of subordination (Schippers, 2007, p.94). In this way, certain attributes 

come to be ascribed as characteristics of masculinity which are valorised above 

those associated with femininity. It is ‘not a personality type or an actual male 

character. Rather, it is an ideal or set of prescriptive social norms, symbolically 

represented, but a crucial part of the texture of many routine mundane social and 

disciplinary activities’ (Wetherell and Edley, 1999, p.336). As Ann-Dorte 

Christensen and Sune Jensen (2014) underscore, it is crucial not to essentialise these 

qualities as belonging to men or women (Daddow and Hertner, 2021, p.2), nor 

simply to individual expression (Schippers, 2007, p.86), but to understand their 

broader structure: 

Gender identities should not be considered epiphenomena of physical embodiments 

or understood in terms of a discrete and polarized masculine/feminine distinction. 

Rather, it is through the repetition of performance that gendered scripts are 

produced, and bodies and selves endowed with social meaning through the re-

enacting of these scripts (Butler, 1997 in Coleman and Bassi, 2011, p.207) 

While individuals may ‘do gender’ (West and Zimmerman, 1987), hegemonic 

masculinity underscores how what is understood as masculine or feminine is 

culturally produced and reproduced through systems of meaning. Thus, these 

qualities are not possessed by individuals, nor linked in binary form to the practices 

of men or women, but are constructed as hierarchically ordered norms of behaviour. 

Furthermore, hegemonic masculinity captures the hierarchy within different 

forms of masculinity too, so it is the ‘central idealized reference point’ (Löffler, 2020, 

p.12). Raewyn Connell (2005, p.78) emphasises how some masculinities are 

subordinated, for instance with gay masculinity equated in many cases to femininity 

and therefore placed lower on the hierarchy. The way that different identities 

intersect feeds further into this tiered schema: 

Gender identities are multiple and interwoven with age, class, race, sexuality and so 

on (e.g. hooks 1982: 119– 58). They are also hierarchically ordered. Certain patterns 

of masculinity in particular tend to attain hegemonic status as normalized and 

authoritative forms of conduct, shoring up the power and advantage of elite males 
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and (hetero)patriarchal order more generally (Connell 1995; Hooper 2001). 

(Coleman and Bassi, 2011, p.207) 

Scholars have emphasised how masculinity was central in the age of colonialism in 

order to justify the subordination of peoples and organise societies around such 

structures (Connell, 2016, p.307; Levine, 2007, p.273). Dorit Geva (2020, p.30) notes 

how these links have translated into the racism that we see today: 

like in much of the Global North, hegemonic masculinity in France is deeply reflective 

of global colonial history (Connell, 2016), and France’s related migration histories 

from colonies to metropole (Beaman, 2017; Mack, 2017). Arab Muslim men are 

especially constructed as dangerous and over-sexualized, in contrast to white ‘native’ 

women and men. 

The earlier section on anti-Muslim racism illustrated how these ideas were 

reproduced by UKIP actors, where there is this notion of excessive masculinity 

among particular groups and how it derives from Orientalist tropes (Kumar, 2012). 

Class representations are also important in this regard, as a form of ‘less refined’ 

masculinity is often ascribed to working-class men. Returning to the importance of 

interpretations of phenomena within the process of normalisation (see Figure 5), 

the way in which such hierarchies are reinforced through analysis is also important. 

Within a book chapter in which Joshua Roose (2017, p.70) associates bruised 

masculinity with the rise of so-called ‘populism’, it is claimed that UKIP’s approach 

is designed to attract working-class voters: 

Farage deliberately adopts a disposition more likely to endear him to working-class 

voters, and, in particular, British working-class masculinity. (ibid., p.70) 

It remains unclear why Farage’s style should only appeal to this section of the 

population, but it is implied that some groups are more susceptible to the draws of 

masculinist behaviours. Similar issues to those related to toxic masculinity emerge 

in this context, where harmful masculinity is seen only to reside within particular 

factions or individuals. The concept of hegemonic masculinity not only draws our 

attention to the presence of these hierarchies but points to the way that idealised 

types of masculinity are pervasive and constructed more broadly through discourse. 

Connell (2005, p.xix), however, is critical of purely discursive accounts of 

hegemonic masculinity and suggests, for example, that they fail to address the 
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materiality of economic inequality and the role of the state in creating such 

conditions. As already stated, it is fundamental for any account of exclusionary 

politics to maintain a clear focus on the tangible effects for those at the sharp end, 

but as has been the case throughout my discursive approach here, the aim is not to 

deflect attention from the impact but to understand the discursive conditions 

through which such structures are naturalised and normalised. As Achilleos-Sarll 

and Martill (2019, p.22) suggest, 

discourses that valorise idealized notions of masculinity fix identities in binary, 

hierarchal, gendered and thus exclusionary violent orders. […] These idealized 

notions are inherently violent as they produce structural intersectional inequalities. 

We therefore need to be attentive to the relationship between the construction of 

hegemonic norms of masculinity and the exclusionary systems that they create, 

reinforce and embed.  Christensen and Jensen (2014, p.62) argue that there is a need 

to clarify the connection between the micro- and macro-level of hegemonic 

masculinity, so by exploring its articulation through discourse within the 

referendum, we can see how micro-level expressions both rely on and contribute to 

the macro-level. Indeed, ‘different varieties of masculinity must be produced, 

extended, and circumscribed through discursive performances’ (Coe et al., 2007, 

p.33), so it is necessary to examine how these are expressed within specific contexts.  

Research has already indicated how masculinity operates as a norm underlying 

politics (Löffler, Luyt and Starck, 2020, p.1; Harmer et al., 2017, p.963), where 

assumptions of gender-neutral practice mask the way that masculine ideals form 

the bedrock of how ‘good’ politics is understood (Romaniuk and Ehrlich, 2017, 

p.515; Walsh, 2017, p.1). This has implications for how different approaches within 

politics (and in other settings) are received, particularly leaving women and 

marginalised groups at risk of judgement for displaying overly ‘masculine’ or 

‘feminine’ characteristics (Löffler, 2020, p.13; Starck, 2020, p.45). In the context of 

the referendum, not only was the campaign group leadership clearly dominated 

descriptively by men,60 masculinist norms underlay the framing of the debate and 

 
60  Moore and Ramsay's (2017, p.32) study illustrates how male politicians were reported on 
significantly more than women in media coverage of the referendum. Of the top ten most covered 
individuals, only one was a woman, and of the top 20, only six were women; among these top 20 
names, the number of articles specifically referring to a male politician was more than ten times the 
number for women (20,981 to 1981). 
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permeated language choices across the different nodal points. The following 

subsections explore how masculinity was used to shape the dynamics of the 

referendum and as a tool of in-/out-group depiction.  

The Battle of Brexit 

Although various attributes have come to be associated with masculinity, there 

seems to be considerable consensus in the literature around a few key elements: 

physical strength, aggression/violence and authority (García-Gómez, 2020, p.396; 

Geva, 2020, p.29; Harmer et al. 2017, p.965; Schippers, 2007, p.91). Kevin Coe et al. 

(2007, p.35) identify what they call ‘strength masculinity’ and ‘dominance 

masculinity’ to encapsulate these themes. In the referendum, one of the ways in 

which they infused the debate was through the use of metaphors. Drawing on more 

cognitive approaches to CDS, metaphors are seen to ‘shape and constrain 

understanding  by framing it within previous knowledge structures’ (Bougher, 2012, 

p.145). Studies have noted how sport and war metaphors are often used in the 

political arena61 (Harmer et al., 2017; Gidengil and Everitt, 1999; Semino and Masci, 

1996), embodying these notions of masculinity whereby strength and aggression 

are valued and reinforcing the idea that politics is a male preserve. Again, this is not 

to essentialise them as the exclusive domains of men, but their historical trajectory 

and the way that they are commonly associated with masculinist characteristics give 

them this inflection. 

These types of metaphors were employed frequently in the campaign. Achilleos-

Sarll and Martill (2019) underscore how militarism was an essential component 

within the Leave campaign, and it becomes clear that the language used by all 

groups, not just Leave, was reflective of this trend. The term ‘battle’ occurred 53 

times across the corpus, ‘fight’ 72 times and numerous phrases from the semantic 

field of militarism were observed, such as ‘fire power’, ‘torn to pieces’, ‘gun down’, 

‘under constant attack’, ‘savaged’, etc. This kind of imagery cut across different 

themes in the data, but it was most commonly associated with the framing of the 

referendum itself, as if to suggest a heroic struggle between two ‘sides’: 

It's a battle of right and wrong. It’s a battle about who governs our country. […]  I 

might lead the people’s army, but I can’t control it! (Farage [UKIP], 27/02) 

 
61 Note even how ‘arena’ has such an inflection. 
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It is time to turn our collective guns on the real opponents in this campaign: those 

who are repeatedly trying to scare the British public into thinking that Britain is too 

small and insignificant to be an independent nation engaged with the whole world, 

not just one corner of it. (Banks [L.EU], 14/04) 

we will be vindicated by history; and we will win for exactly the same reason that 

the Greeks beat the Persians at Marathon – because they are fighting for an 

outdated absolutist ideology, and we are fighting for freedom. (Johnson [VL], 

09/05) 

If we vote to leave the EU, we would be surrendering that role. We would be 

instantly weaker, less influential. Why would any true patriot vote for that? 

(Burnham [BSE], 18/03) 

It is evident how military language is employed in all of these quotes, whereby each 

group lays claim to a noble endeavour against harmful opposition. With echoes of 

their evocation of reverse colonisation (see pp.180-1), Leave present their position 

as a brave stance for freedom and liberation guided by ‘the people’s army’,62 while 

those on the opposing side are presented either as fearful and cowardly or actively 

engaged in supporting an ‘outdated absolutist ideology’. Similarly, Remain equate 

leaving the EU to ‘surrendering’ the UK’s position and making the country ‘weaker’, 

thereby illustrating the intersection of this discourse with the nodal point of 

influence too. Such framing is nothing new in this area, as ‘language drawn from 

military strategy or violent conflict has a long history of being used to describe the 

conduct of politics’ (Harmer et al. 2017, p.968). The association with hegemonically 

constructed ‘masculine’ qualities, such as strength and aggression, is clear from 

these examples. Heinz Steinert (2003, p.281) notes the power of the war metaphor 

in conjuring particular social values related to patriarchy and masculinity, so its 

perpetuation within the campaign contributes to the reification of masculinist 

ideals. 

Closely related to this, sporting metaphors have also been attributed with 

conveying similar assumptions about the nature of politics (Gidengil and Everitt 

1999, p.51). Again, this is not to essentialise any links between men and sport but to 

reiterate how hegemonic masculinity sediments an association between the two. 

Within sport itself, research has revealed significant disparities in coverage and 

 
62 The ties with populism are returned to later in the chapter. 
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commentary between men’s and women’s games (Fink, 2015; Adams et al., 2014; 

Billings, Halone and Denham, 2002). As well as differences in the amount of 

coverage afforded to each group, there is fundamental divergence in the content of 

the commentary, whereby stereotypes of masculinity are employed to elevate the 

status of men’s sporting performance in comparison to women. Given that 

metaphors ‘offer a cognitive mechanism that explains how citizens make sense of 

the political world by drawing from their non-political knowledge and experiences’ 

(Bougher 2012, p.157), the framing of politics through these gendered reference 

points serves to perpetuate these notions further.  

Jonathan Arnott’s (UKIP, 01/03) spring conference speech provides one of the 

clearest examples of how both sport and war metaphors were mobilised in this 

context: 

72 times we’ve been outvoted […] Imagine your football team and you lost your 

last 72 games in a row, you would be thinking of sacking your manager, wouldn't 

you? […] you've lost 72 games in a row, you've been relegated from the Premier 

League, you've been relegated from the Championship, you're sitting at the bottom 

of League One and you're trying to tell your supporters that you can guarantee you're 

going to win your next match. And you expect the fans to turn up to the match, 

cheer you on and be absolutely certain that you're going to win this one, are you Mr 

Cameron? […] But what if it's Jeremy Corbyn? Do you think the man who would have 

surrendered to the IRA, the man who would have surrendered to Argentina, the 

man who wants to surrender our deterrent, would be the one to stand up to 

Brussels? I think he would wave the white flag there too. There's certainly a flag I 

want to wave, and it's not a white flag, ladies and gentlemen, it's the union flag. 

Arnott uses football as a mode of expressing the country’s decline, going from the 

status of a Premier League side (see intersection with the pathology of greatness) to 

one ailing at the bottom of League One on account of poor management (see 

intersection with populism). The leadership is portrayed almost as comically 

incompetent and dishonest, pressing on with a project that is actively damaging the 

side’s reputation and material position. When it comes to Jeremy Corbyn, Arnott 

employs a war metaphor of cowardice to discredit the former Labour leader, 

criticising his capacity to fight for his country. The power of three use of ‘surrender’ 

is an attempt to emphasise his weakness and imply almost traitorous leadership. 

Joane Nagel (1998) underscores the deep and multiple associations between 
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masculinity and nationalism. Here, it is notable how the ‘white flag’ is contrasted 

with the ‘union flag’, whereby patriotism is portrayed as the honourable, strong 

position in contrast to the weakness of the alternative. 

Like militarism, the language of sport prevails among mainstream groups too, 

not just the far right. References in the campaign were made to ‘kicking the ball into 

long grass’ (L.EU, 08/03), ‘playing the ball not the man’ (Johnson [VL], 03/03), 

‘counterterrorism is a team game’ (BSE, 08/05), etc. It also came into stylistic 

choices of speech patterns which in some cases replicated the performance of a 

sporting team talk, which often include displays of discourses of masculinity 

(Adams, Anderson and McCormack, 2010). Both Farage in his conference speech 

and Johnson in his Sun article adopt similar rhetorical structures: 

[cheers of ‘yes’ after each question] ultimately, this referendum is down to one thing: 

do we believe that we are good enough? Do we have the self-confidence? Do we 

think we are up to running our own country, our own Parliament, controlling our 

own borders? Do we believe in Britain? Do we want our country back? Will we go 

out and speak to as many people as we can between now and June 23rd to make that 

Independence Day? Good! (Farage [UKIP], 29/02) 

Can we take back control of our borders and our money and our system of 

government? Yes we can. Can we stand on our own two feet? Yes we can. Can we 

build a new and prosperous relationship with the rest of the EU, based on free trade 

and intergovernmental cooperation? Yes we can. Can we speak up for the hundreds 

of millions around the continent who also feel estranged from the Brussels project? 

Can we once again be the champions of democracy? Yes we can. (Johnson [VL], 

22/04) 

Elena Semino and Michela Masci (1996, p.251) note how these kinds of 

constructions can affect the context models of participants by making their role ‘not 

one of distant and cynical observation but one of involved and enthusiastic support’. 

In Farage’s speech, he could rely on a receptive audience to further build this 

atmosphere of a team talk, which he uses to push the qualities of self-confidence, 

decisiveness and competence. There are clear similarities in Johnson’s approach, 

though he directly answers the rhetorical questions himself in the absence of an 

audible audience. In this short passage, all four main themes (immigration, economy, 

influence and elites) are evoked, emphasising their central role in galvanising the 
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debate, while the use of ‘champions of democracy’ illustrates how sport is used to 

convey heroism too. 

In a related approach, one of the strategies employed by Remain was to use 

celebrity endorsements to support their position, often citing ‘British heroes’ in 

these pieces. Although this was not exclusive to BSE, they more consistently aimed 

to show how ‘big names’ were supportive of their campaign: 

Today none other than Jeremy Clarkson has spoken out in favour of staying. (BSE, 

13/03) 

BOND, BECKS, BOBBY, BARNES & BEAR BACK BRITAIN REMAINING IN EUROPE 

Yes, this referendum is about jobs, prices and workers’ rights - but it’s also about 

Britain’s place in the world. That’s why British heroes like Daniel Craig, Bear 

Grylls, Beckham and more think we stand taller and stronger in Europe than on our 

own. (BSE, 22/06) 

Although women such as Karen Brady and Paula Radcliffe were quoted in other 

articles, examples were heavily weighted towards men (as evidenced above) and 

tropes of masculinity were often employed. In these quotes, sports and hobbies 

traditionally constructed as masculine pursuits are invoked, encompassing sports 

cars, James Bond, football and outdoor adventuring. Studies have outlined how Top 

Gear has long formed a ‘bastion of heterosexual masculinity’ (Smith, 2003), with 

Clarkson’s reputation clearly deeply embedded in this franchise. Furthermore, the 

presenter’s long history of explicitly discriminatory comments towards a range of 

marginalised communities indicates further how the mainstream campaigns could 

contribute to the normalisation of these ideas. In the second example, various 

figures are lauded as British heroes, seeking to illustrate the country’s influence and 

feeding into the pathology of greatness. Like historical figures (discussed earlier), 

they are seen as symbols of national pride and power, people to look up to for 

guidance on staying true to the country’s legacy. It is notable how remaining in the 

EU is framed in masculinist terms as standing ‘taller and stronger’, drawing on these 

tropes of physical strength to personify the nation and indicate the types of qualities 

that are valued. In this way, through the language, metaphors and people that are 

pushed, the features that are celebrated across the campaigns are those commonly 

associated with hegemonic masculinity. 
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Emasculation 

As discussed, hegemonic masculinity establishes hierarchies within masculinity 

itself and also clearly with femininity, placing the latter and forms of masculinity 

portrayed as feminine in a subordinate position. As Mimi Schippers (2007, p.91) 

suggests, even if the idealised traits of masculinity are not embodied by men and 

women in relation to one another, ‘the symbolic relationship established through 

these hierarchical complementarities provides a rationale for social practice more 

generally’, so we see the logics of gendered characteristics applied in diverse 

settings to either aggrandise or belittle. Coe et al. (2007, p.35) regard the strategy of 

emasculation, involving ‘stripping foes of traditional heterosexual masculinized 

qualities, such as courage and nobility’, as one of the key parts of dominance 

masculinity. Given the way that tropes of physical strength and aggression 

constituted a key form of positive in-group construction here through the common 

use of related metaphors, it is unsurprising that negative out-group depiction often 

took the form of emasculation in the campaign. This was articulated in two main 

intertwining ways: first, in relation to the nation, and second, as a mode of 

disparaging the opposition. Both the position adopted by the opposing side and 

members of that group were portrayed as lacking the masculine characteristics that 

were required in the situation. 

One of the principal arguments put across by Leave, which relates closely to 

influence, was that both the country and people in charge lacked power within the 

EU. Coupled with the pathology of greatness, such implied decline becomes the 

ultimate insult to a once ‘great’ nation and people: 

It makes you realise quite how impotent the UK has become in running its own 

affairs and putting the interests of its own people first. (Gill [UKIP], 04/04) 

Sometimes the public can see all too plainly the impotence of their own elected 

politicians - as with immigration. (Johnson [VL], 03/03) 

Antonio García-Gómez (2020, p.397) suggests that a further characteristic 

stereotypically associated with masculinity is sexual agency and desire. Here, 

although ‘impotence’ may be used in the metaphorical sense, it remains embedded 

in this semantic field, with clear connotations around sexual performance. Annie 

Potts (2000) underscores how impotence has long been constructed as a sign of 

failed masculinity, while Mitchell Cushman, JoAnne Phillips and Richard Wassersug 
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(2010) emphasise that even in the metaphorical sense, the pervasive negative use 

of the term increases the level of shame felt around it. Thus, through this language, 

the country and its leadership are depicted as emasculated through EU membership. 

In Johnson’s quote, note how this is linked to immigration specifically, whereby 

ineffectual ‘unmasculine’ leadership has resulted in out-of-control migration. A 

further example from UKIP illustrates the link between figurative use of such 

language and its association with the phenomenon itself: 

Pope Francis described the modern-day European Union as “old, weary and 

infertile”, and aloof from the concerns and needs of ordinary people. The EU 

certainly has a demographic problem and into this vacuum what does David 

Cameron desire – the accession of 75 million Turkish citizens. I am opposed to this 

as a Catholic because I believe it would bring about the imposition of a different 

culture on us – a people who have not been asked or given our consent for this to 

happen. (Parker [UKIP], 04/04) 

Miriam Ulrich and Ann Weatherall (2000) underscore how the framing of infertility 

means people view it as undermining womanhood. Parker takes the metaphorical 

use of infertility to explicitly promote ideas of demographic decline, as pushed in the 

Great Replacement conspiracy theory. Again, the way that gendered configurations 

intersect with race is important in the threat that is implied through Turkish 

migration. Thus, virility is a connotatively loaded metaphor in this context. 

In response to these claims that EU membership was weakening the country, 

BSE argued the opposite, that it was instead enhancing Britain’s position of strength 

and fortitude. Once more, the style of language is similarly inflected with masculinist 

ideals, where no real alternative vision of what should be valued is put forward: 

These are the actions of a proud, independent, self-confident, go-getting nation, 

a nation that is confident and optimistic about its future, not one cowed and 

shackled by its membership of the European Union. (Cameron [BSE], 09/05) 

Take it from me, our membership of the EU does not make us smaller, weaker and 

less significant, the opposite is true. We walk taller, prouder and have more 

influence inside not outside the European Union. We negotiate with China and the 

United States as one of the most significant players. (Miliband [BSE], 10/06) 

In both examples, we see personification of the nation, whereby human 

characteristics are attributed to the country, again putting value on strength, size 
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and decisiveness. The central counter-claim, therefore, is that EU membership does 

not emasculate Britain and instead further bolsters the country. The importance of 

being involved with ‘significant players’ expressed by Miliband here was shared 

across the campaigns, where involvement with smaller countries was depicted as a 

sign of weakness: 

As for the argument that we need the muscle of EU membership, if we are to do trade 

deals – well, look, as I say, at the results after 42 years of membership. The EU has 

done trade deals with the Palestinian authority and San Marino. Bravo. But it has 

failed to conclude agreements with India, China or even America.’ (Johnson [VL], 

09/05) 

The metaphor of ‘muscle’ here once again links these ideas to physical strength, with 

the implication that the UK has enough muscle to establish trade deals with ‘more 

impressive’ countries than the feeble efforts of the EU. Hence, each group uses 

hegemonic masculinist frames to argue that their position will be the source of 

strength, whereas the alternative would see the country weakened and 

emasculated. 

Related to this, Leave in particular suggested that Remain did not believe 

enough in the country and were instead selling it short. This draws a link between 

the two main forms of emasculation in campaign discourse, as the second form 

targets the opposing side. As functional theory underscores (Moufahim, Parsons and 

Rees, 2016; Benoit and Compton, 2014; Benoit, 2007; Benoit, 2003), one of the main 

components of campaign discourse is the strategy of attacking opponents. Chapter 

7 centres more around this topic in talking ‘about’, but it is worth emphasising here 

how emasculation was commonly used across the groups to achieve these ends. The 

following examples underscore the intersections between the pathology of 

greatness and hegemonic masculinity: 

Don’t believe we’re not good enough. Don’t let them belittle us. Don’t let them 

put this country down. Believe in hope. Believe in hope of putting the great back in 

Great Britain. (Arnott [UKIP], 21/04) 

And then there are the defeatists who say that yes, the EU is anti-democratic, but 

that we are too small and frail to survive on our own. I really don’t know what 

country they are talking about. The Britain I see is the fifth biggest economy on 
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earth, a world leader in all kinds of 21st century sectors, with a capital city that is in 

many ways the capital of the world. (Johnson [VL], 22/04) 

Predictably the gloomsters want to do down Britain - they claim we are not strong 

enough to stand on our own two feet. What total tosh. (Johnson [VL], 12/05) 

Remain are accused of undervaluing the country’s worth and for doing so, they are 

accused of showing weakness. The nomination of ‘defeatists’ once again brings in 

militaristic and sporting metaphors, like Arnott’s quote from earlier where he 

accused Corbyn of surrendering and waving the white flag. Belief in the country’s 

strength is therefore linked to the strength of individuals within the campaign. 

Recently, the UK government’s social mobility commissioner Katharine 

Birbalsingh claimed that girls were not choosing physics at A Level based on a dislike 

for ‘hard maths’, declaring that it was a ‘natural thing’ (Devlin and Allegretti, 2022). 

When later ‘clarifying’ the comments, Birbalsingh suggested that ‘on average’ boys 

were more ‘systematic’ and girls more ‘empathetic’. This example illustrates one of 

the classic binaries constructed between masculinity and femininity (Harmer et al. 

2017, p.965), between reason and emotion, which were replicated frequently during 

the campaign. These themes are returned to in the following chapter, but it should 

be noted briefly in this section how such ideas were used to emasculate the 

opposition’s approach: 

Trade negotiations are not about love, they are about hard numbers, they are 

about clout, they are about bargaining capacity. (BSE, 07/06) 

The Leave campaign has no idea, no plan whatsoever. Any political party seeking 

election on such a flimsy and fraudulent prospectus would have been torn to pieces 

by now. (Darling [BSE], 15/06) 

Here, Remain criticise Leave’s planning and leadership capacities by implying that 

they are driven by emotional attachment rather than practical and pragmatic 

concerns. As a result, their plans are said to be ‘torn to pieces’ (militaristic language 

again) on this basis rather than the dismantling of the fundamental assumptions that 

guide their position. 

To similar effect, both far-right and mainstream components of Leave used 

gendered language and imagery to emasculate Remain. They referred to BSE as 

‘hysterical’, implying an excess of uncontrolled emotion: 
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[…] the mood of the debate this week from the Remain camp frankly has been near 

hysterical. (Farage [UKIP], 29/02) 

The IN campaign are panicking - but no one will believe these hysterical 

prophecies of doom anymore. (Baker [VL], 15/06) 

Both the etymology of the term and its common usage cement its negative 

association with femininity, used here to belittle and ridicule the opposing 

campaign. The imagery used by VL was often explicitly gendered too: 

We have become so used to Nanny in Brussels that we have become infantilised, 

incapable of imagining an independent future. […] This is a moment to be brave, to 

reach out – not to hug the skirts of Nurse in Brussels, and refer all decisions to 

someone else. (Johnson [VL], 03/03) 

It is sad that our powers of economic self-government have become so straitened that 

the Chancellor of the Exchequer has to go around personally asking other finance 

ministers to allow him to cut VAT on tampons (Johnson [VL], 09/05) 

In the first quote, jobs stereotypically associated with women are used as a 

metaphor for Brussels, whereby Britain becomes infantilised under their care. In the 

second, Johnson uses the ‘tampon tax’ – clearly associated with femininity and 

something which he himself voted to retain (Buchanan, 2015) – to convey a 

government stripped of masculine qualities, left helpless by the power differential 

within the EU. Thus, gendered depictions were entrenched in attempts to belittle 

the opposing side. 

As this section illustrates, gendered language and masculinist ideals permeated the 

language used in the campaign, whether originating from the far right or 

mainstream. This was evident in the metaphors that were used to characterise the 

debate, representations of the nation and criticisms of the opposition. Although in 

the context of the referendum it rarely strayed into explicitly anti-gender discourse, 

the logics of gendered orders were shared across the campaign groups. As Achilleos-

Sarll and Martill (2019, pp.35-7) underline, this kind of framing has implications for 

both Brexit as an event itself but also wider intersectional inequalities, as it serves 

to reify and entrench dominant hierarchies within society. Hegemonic masculinity 

as a concept draws attention to the pervasiveness of these ideas and the 

construction of subordinated masculinities (often through an association with 
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feminity or excessive masculinity). By analysing Brexit discourse through this lens, 

we can challenge the notion that this was the exclusive domain of UKIP in an attempt 

to attract ‘working-class masculinity’, as has been expressed in some analysis. 

Instead, the logics of gendered hierarchies were reinforced by each group through 

their use of language. For mainstreaming, this once again illustrates how while we 

may associate the reinforcement of inequalities with far-right politics especially, 

these divisions are perpetuated in both more or less obvious ways through 

mainstream actors too. 

Populism 

The final discourse to be dealt with individually in this section is populism. Given 

that it has already been discussed at length in Chapter 2, the concept itself requires 

less of an introduction than some of the other terminology in this chapter. With my 

earlier contention that populism has largely proved unhelpful in far-right studies, it 

may seem strange to include it here as one of the five intersecting discourses. 

However, it is not that populism does not feature in far-right rhetoric but rather that 

the hyped focus on the populist element above others has meant that more 

dominant and discriminatory aspects have often been side-lined. Indeed, this 

chapter has illustrated the prevalence of exclusionary discourses which target 

various marginalised groups, so if we limit our analysis to populism alone, then we 

distract attention from the way in which inequalities are reproduced, having a 

tangible impact on targeted communities. Thus, populism may certainly shed some 

light on elements of far-right discourse, but its application should always reflect its 

role in relation to other components, which is what this chapter aims to do. 

Furthermore, as previously stated, populism has come to be seen in various contexts 

as synonymous with the far right, resulting in a number of associated problems. 

However, this analysis emphasises that it is open to use by actors from across the 

political spectrum, so mainstreaming proves a useful lens through which to assess 

its role. 

As the literature review outlined, populism is understood here as a discourse 

pitting the elite against ‘the people’ (Katsambekis, 2022). The first subsection 

therefore focuses on this central antagonism and the way in which it was articulated 

by the different groups. What emerges, however, is that it was rarely expressed 

solely through this opposition, so the second subsection explores how it was 
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Figure 18: BSE graphic (10/06) 

adopted to communicate and substantiate other claims linked to the themes already 

discussed. Both sections emphasise further the dangers of exclusively studying the 

far right through the lens of populism, failing to engage with more central features 

such as racism and ignoring its presence among mainstream actors too. 

Elite vs people 

As the shared diagram of Brexit discourse (see Figure 14) illustrates, the notion of 

elite ineptitude was articulated across the different campaigns, with common values 

of selfishness, dishonesty and incompetence attributed to this group. In contrast, 

constructions of the people and voters relied on the idea that elites were out of touch 

with their concerns, either unaware or unmoved by the real problems they face. It 

should be noted that these kinds of constructions were expressed across the board 

by the different groups, as evidenced shortly, but this form of antagonism did feature 

less prominently in Remain discourse. It is clear from the context of the referendum 

that they had less scope to play on this opposition because they did not wish to 

criticise EU elites in that way. However, this did not preclude them from engaging in 

populist discourse completely as their critique of Leave sometimes took this form. 

First, it is important to deal with the antagonism in its purest form, where we 

see the construction of both an elite and a people and where they are positioned in 

opposition. 

The IN Campaign have the government, we have the public. It's the People vs the 

Establishment. (Banks [L.EU], 08/04) 

Of course, we are the underdogs and it’s hard to take on the whole power of the 

establishment; the CBI, Whitehall, Brussels. (Cummings [VL], 22/01) 
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A clear dualism is created in each of these examples, where the ‘government’, 

‘establishment’ or ‘them’ are placed in opposition to the ‘public’, ‘people’ or 

‘underdogs’. Cummings’ quote illustrates how Leave were able to incorporate 

different groups into their conception of the elite in order to heighten the sense of 

injustice suffered by the ‘underdogs’. Remain clearly take a different approach and 

concentrate their efforts on prominent figures of the Leave campaign. Although 

multi-modal approaches are not the focus here, the imagery of the graphic attempts 

to reinforce the way that Leave elites are out of touch with the people, dressed in 

suits, drinking whiskey and smoking cigars while gambling on people’s lives.  

Where the groups positioned themselves in relation to ‘the people’ does differ 

somewhat. Both far-right and mainstream Leave use inclusive personal pronouns to 

involve themselves in the underprivileged group who are fighting the powerful, 

quite ironic given the status of the individuals quoted here.63 Remain instead use the 

imperative to talk directly to an implied ‘people’ rather than include themselves 

specifically in this group. This could be because the leadership comprised of the 

Prime Minister himself, making it difficult to tow this line, yet VL contained many 

prominent politicians and still presented themselves in this way. However, each 

group attempted to show that they were on the side of the people downtrodden by 

elites in society: 

It is we who are speaking up for the people, and it is they who are defending an 

obscurantist and universalist system of government that is now well past its sell by 

date and which is ever more remote from ordinary voters. (Johnson [VL], 09/05) 

I suspect the silent majority is irritated by, even contemptuous of, such evasion and 

political trickery. (Major [BSE], 29/05) 

In both cases, the people are portrayed as voiceless and in need of these groups to 

speak up for them. Again, BSE create more distance between themselves and the 

people they claim to represent, but there was a common attempt across the groups 

to construct a form of antagonism between the elite and the people. 

 
63 This hypocrisy further cements the need to move away from ideological accounts of populism 
because these discourses often emerge from the very elites they claim to oppose. 
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What the people want 

However, this opposition was rarely expressed alone and instead was used 

primarily to articulate themes related to the other nodal points identified in Figure 

14. In this way, what the people supposedly wanted and what it was claimed the 

elite were denying them was flexible according to the specific aims of the campaign 

groups involved. Populist discourse therefore offered a mode of expressing key 

messages in the campaign by invoking the popular will against deceptive and 

incompetent leaders. The form that it took matched the priorities of the individual 

campaigns, with Remain often using it to warn of the economic consequences of 

Brexit, while Leave focused on the impact of EU immigration policy on ‘ordinary 

people’. Thus, this section emphasises the importance of taking populism as a 

starting point for further exploration rather than a central component in analysis of 

both far-right and mainstream discourse. With its lack of normative content, what 

populism is used to articulate is often more central to the arguments put forward, 

rather than the people-vs-elite opposition in and of itself. 

As others have suggested (Zappettini, 2019; Vasilopoulou, 2016), economic 

concerns were central to Remain’s strategy, as they attempted to tap into the 

uncertainty that Brexit would bring. The prominence of keywords and high-scoring 

connectivity index terms (see Tables 11, 12 and 13) within the semantic field of 

economy is testament to its importance within BSE’s campaign. In particular, they 

sought to illustrate how Leave’s position was reckless and driven by those who 

would not face the consequences of negative financial outcomes: 

It means pressure on the pound sterling. It means jobs being lost. It means mortgage 

rates might rise. It means businesses closing. It means hardworking people losing 

their livelihoods. For those who advocate leaving, lost jobs and a dented economy 

might be collateral damage, or a price worth paying. For me, they’re not. They 

never are. Because there’s nothing more important that protecting people’s financial 

security. (Cameron [BSE], 10/03) 

Here, Cameron argues that Leave show disregard for the impact on ‘hardworking 

people’, placing himself in contrast as a protector of financial security. Of course, his 

record on welfare and austerity would suggest quite the opposite (Emejulu and 

Bassel, 2018; McEnhill, 2012), but the populist framing allows him to position 

himself alongside the people while Leave campaigners display indifference to their 
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needs, using the war metaphor of ‘collateral damage’ to illustrate the disdain they 

show for people’s lives. 

Corbyn goes further to suggest that it is not only disregard for the consequences 

faced by those in society, but rather an active attempt to further entrench global 

inequalities. It is therefore not just ‘collateral damage’ but a marked strategy of elites 

to reinforce their own position of privilege: 

Labour has allies across Europe prepared to take on this global network of the 

corrupt, and we will work with them to clamp down on those determined to suck 

wealth out of our economies and the pockets of our people. […] Left to themselves 

it is clear that the main Vote Leave vision is for Britain to be the safe haven of choice 

for the ill-gotten gains of every dodgy oligarch dictator or rogue corporation. 

They believe this tiny global elite is what matters, not the rest of us who they 

dismiss as, sadly probably everyone in this room, low achievers, I’m sorry. (Corbyn 

[BSE], 14/04) 

Whereas BSE populist discourse centred almost exclusively on the Leave campaign, 

Corbyn incorporates a wider ‘global network of the corrupt’ to situate VL within a 

broader phenomenon. He uses predication to emphasise the deliberateness of these 

acts (‘ill-gotten’, ‘dodgy’ and ‘rogue’) and unlike other Remain examples, places 

himself actively within the people through inclusive personal pronouns (‘our’ and 

‘us’). Both his policies and position outside of government enabled him to take this 

stance, but it is clear how populism can be adapted to suit the requirements of 

different levels of context. Even within the Remain campaign and even centred 

around the same nodal point of economy, the opposition was mobilised in different 

ways and by actors of differing political positions. This further emphasises the 

fallacy and potential harm caused by broad-stroke conceptions of populism which 

dull the differences in its articulation, particularly when it is used as a vehicle to 

express exclusionary positions. 

With the need to pay attention to the purpose of populism’s use in context and 

the interest here in mainstreaming, it is notable how there are marked similarities 

between far-right and mainstream articulations. In the case of Leave in general, 

populism was often used as a way to convey the supposed threat of immigration:  

The leadership, they support the EU, but that’s not true of the ordinary Labour 

supporter in the street, who fear for their salaries being compressed with 
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competition from European workers coming over with the open-door 

immigration policy. (Coburn [UKIP], 29/02) 

Stowed away in their ivory tower, Brussels' bureaucrats are oblivious to the 

problems facing ordinary people. With the economic pressures of freedom of 

movement and security fears within the borderless Schengen Zone, that the EU's 

expansionist agenda is still being pursued is beyond comprehension. Turkey’s 

accession into the EU will only make this worse. (L.EU, 08/03) 

In both of these examples from the far-right corpus, the groups stake a claim to 

understanding the troubles posed by immigration on ‘ordinary people’, whereas 

elites remain distant from such struggles and actively worsen the situation through 

their support of or involvement in the EU. The two groups are juxtaposed within the 

sentence, but it is not this opposition that takes centre stage; instead, immigration 

is the focal point, the source of the people’s troubles and the disconnect between the 

two groups. Thus, the focus is not truly centred around the top-down organisation 

of the institutions; this framing instead acts as a mode of legitimising opposition to 

immigration as the will of ordinary citizens, which the campaigns claim to represent 

and protect in the face of elite incompetence or collusion. 

Again, it is not simply the far right that uses populist discourse to articulate anti-

immigrant positions, as mainstream Leave similarly played on the people-vs-elite 

framing to justify their stance on immigration: 

Of course, the FTSE100 fat cats will sign up for remaining in the EU: they are getting 

personally richer and richer – by mainlining immigrant labour for their firms 

and manipulating EU regulation that only the big players can understand – while 

those at the bottom have seen a real terms fall in their wages. […] If you want to 

back the entrepreneurs, the grafters, the workers, the innovators, the burgeoning 

and dynamic businesses of Britain – then Vote Leave on June 23, and give this cabal 

the kick in the pants they deserve. (Johnson [VL], 15/05) 

And those campaigning to stay in the EU need to be up front about who bears the 

burden. Because it is often those on the lowest incomes who feel these pressures the 

most. The Bank of England has calculated that, for this group, every 10% increase 

in migration leads to a 2% fall in wages. (Raab [VL], 08/06) 

Elites are presented as either benefitting from or at least being untouched (in the 

implied negative sense) by immigration, while ‘those at the bottom’ or ‘those on the 
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lowest incomes’ feel the full effects. Johnson’s quote sees the elite form a more 

central focus as he claims that greed encourages them to favour ‘immigrant labour’ 

at the expense of ‘the grafters’. However, this only solidifies the need to avoid 

ideological understandings of populism as Johnson’s premiership was marked by 

consistent elitism and stringent anti-immigration measures, illustrating that the key 

implication here is that immigration is the source of people’s declining living 

standards. Raab suggests that elites are being dishonest about the effects of 

immigration for the poorest in society, placing the two groups in direct opposition 

through decontextualised statistics64 which intensify the notion of competition 

between them. The people-vs-elite framing here is therefore not central to the core 

message; it instead serves principally to increase the sense of injustice around 

immigration and place VL as the honourable campaign defending people against its 

ill effects. 

To draw this sub-section to a close, it is evident that each campaign engaged in 

populist discourse, though to differing extents based on the varying elite groups 

available to critique according to campaign position. The use of it as a shared 

strategy of positive self- and negative other-representation emphasises the 

limitations of its principal association with the far right as we see its clear 

normalisation through mainstream actors. Furthermore, the people-vs-elite 

framing was very rarely used in its own right as the main message to be 

communicated; instead, it served as a mode of further sedimenting other key themes 

linked to the economy and immigration. In terms mainstreaming, we see again that 

the far right is not alone in the use of populism, nor in the way that it is intertwined 

with other topics, so we must be cautious when attributing certain discourses 

simply to the most extreme groups. Furthermore, this analysis reinforces the role of 

our own interpretations as academics in the process of mainstreaming, whereby 

centralising populism at the expense of more accurate conceptions can detract 

attention from the most harmful discourses at play. We must therefore be attentive 

to these dynamics when framing our work.  

 
64 Richard Braham (2016) underscores how this statistic refers to a very specific set of professions 
rather than the broad-stroke claim made here and that many other reasons are posited to explain 
this effect.  
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Summary 

Talking ‘with’ aims to capture the shared discourses between mainstream and far-

right actors. This chapter explored the ways in which this phenomenon occurred 

within a specific case study. The findings have implications both for our 

understanding of Brexit itself and the wider mainstreaming phenomenon. For the 

former, it emphasises the significant overlap between the different groups during 

the campaign. This encompasses the specific argumentation used within the more 

micro-level context of the referendum, whereby common themes were broached 

and took on a central role in the debate. Not only were the main topics shared, 

however, but often the underlying logics that motivated their combined articulation. 

This meant that despite the fundamental contradiction between Leave and Remain 

positions, the narrative offered by the various groups bore a number of similarities, 

where visions of the past and future in particular appeared largely congruous. In 

terms of Brexit research, these findings have important implications in challenging 

some of the false binaries that have been constructed in relation to the referendum 

(Brown, Eklundh and Mondon, 2022) which place them as contrasting visions. We 

must therefore be wary of over-emphasising the oppositions between the groups, 

particularly when approached through the lens of mainstreaming where it is 

important to account for the role of mainstream actors in normalisation processes. 

Indeed, beyond Brexit itself, the way that ideas were intertwined with wider 

societal discourses emphasises the broader implications of this work. Brexit both 

relied on and contributed to these discourses, with the similarities between the 

groups illustrating how deeply entrenched these associations are. It was notable 

that each group drew on these reference points and contributed to reinforcing 

exclusionary positions. This highlights how prominently mainstream actors talk 

‘with’ the far right and contribute to normalisation. Phenomena such as populism 

and racism (whether or not it is euphemised through other terms) are often 

attributed to far-right parties specifically. While there are of course differences, and 

the aim is certainly not to downplay the deeply harmful rhetoric of far-right groups, 

this analysis emphasises that mainstream actors also play a key role in propagating 

such exclusionary positions. The pressing matter of dealing with the rise of far-right 

parties and movements should not therefore detract attention from the role of the 

mainstream; in fact, it is not possible to divorce the two. 
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Chapter 7: Results II 

Talking ‘about’ the far right 

Having underscored the overlapping discourses between the campaigns and 

highlighted the role of talking ‘with’ the far right in mainstreaming, it is now 

important to draw attention to the often-overlooked place of talking ‘about’ the far 

right in this process. As developed in detail in the theoretical framework (see 

Chapter 3), talking ‘about’ the far right denotes the way that mainstream actors may 

refer explicitly or implicitly to this type of politics, associated actors and/or ideas. It 

is critical to explore the strategies used to talk ‘about’ the far right, because they play 

a key part in the self-construction of the mainstream as fixed and moderate, while 

at the same time feeding into aspects of talking ‘with’ and thereby contributing to 

the normalisation of far-right discourse. As outlined in the literature review (see 

Chapter 2), there has been some interest in mainstream party strategies in response 

to the far right (Schwörer and Fernández-García, 2021; Meguid, 2005; Downs, 2001, 

etc.), but these approaches have focused largely on voting outcomes rather than 

engaging with the discursive features themselves and the implications of such 

positions. The purpose of this chapter, therefore, is to explore the discursive 

construction of the far right by mainstream actors, and in particular to interrogate 

the combined effect of different strategies on the process of mainstreaming. 

Through the triangulatory analytical approach described in Chapter 4, seven 

principal strategies of talking ‘about’ were identified in the data: dissociation, 

delegitimisation, idealisation, legitimisation, deflection, euphemisation and 

recontextualisation. Among some of these strategies there is significant overlap, 

while others may appear directly contradictory, so this chapter explores the 

complex interactions between them. Indeed, it is their combination that plays such 

a critical role in mainstreaming, at once reifying the assumed position of the 

mainstream as a bulwark against the far right while normalising the discourse and 

language on which such parties or groups rely. There was potential for an eighth 

strategy to be included, namely silence/avoidance, but this manifested in different 

ways according to the campaign group and in relation to individual strategies, so 

rather than include a further category, instances are highlighted alongside the 

appropriate strategy with which it intersects. 
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To explore the topic of talking ‘about’, this chapter first defines each of the 

strategies identified, situating them within relevant literature and providing some 

illustrative examples from the data. Next, key passages from the texts are analysed 

in depth through the lens of these strategies, highlighting how they combine to 

problematic effect. This is followed, finally, by a reflection on the way talking ‘about’ 

combines with talking ‘with’ to play a critical role in mainstreaming. Although often 

overlooked, this chapter emphasises the need to engage with these strategies and 

their effects, not only when analysing the discourse of politicians themselves but in 

reflecting on the potential implications of our own practices of talking ‘about’. In 

light of this point, it is critical to note that by exploring talking ‘about’ in this way, 

with some of the strategies identified as negatively constructing the far right, this 

must not feed into the victimisation narrative purported by many such groups 

(Sengul, 2021; Oaten, 2014). As Emmy Eklundh (2020, p.125) states, many actors 

‘often claim to suffer exclusion […], when they are in fact at the very centre of the 

political debate.’ Indeed, what this chapter argues is that the combination of various 

strategies often serves to normalise the far right and further legitimise their politics, 

challenging this victimisation narrative. 

Seven strategies 

Chapter 4 highlighted how a poststructuralist understanding of the construction of 

subject positions underlines the importance of exploring talking ‘about’, because 

categories themselves are constructed. As Jørgensen and Phillips (2002, p.38) state, 

‘the subject is not autonomous, but is determined by discourses.’ Furthermore, these 

constructions have implications for both the object that is being described and the 

entity doing the describing. For this reason, it is critical to examine the chains of 

equivalence that are drawn to form identities (Wilkinson, 2022), through both 

positive self- and negative out-group depiction (van Dijk, 2015, pp.73–4). The 

strategies identified here form part of this apparently antagonistic development 

between the mainstream and far right, aimed at drawing an explicit frontier 

between the two. However, from what we have seen in the previous chapter, this 

logic of equivalence masks the fuzzy borders between them, particularly in terms of 

shared discourses. Furthermore, while these modes of talking ‘about’ may appear 
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largely to create distance from the far right, the framing of certain issues and the 

interactions between strategies can serve to further contribute to talking ‘with’. 

This chapter is framed through the use of strategies, understood as discursive 

interventions which represent reality in particular ways (Carvalho, 2008). Crucially, 

despite common understandings of the term, ‘strategy’ here does not necessarily 

imply a deliberate or intended approach but one that nevertheless has significant 

implications. As Wodak (1999, p.188) suggests, strategies ‘may vary in their degree 

of elaboration, may be located at different levels of mental organization, and may 

range from automatic to highly conscious.’ Regardless of intention, however, it is 

crucial to engage with these strategies and the impact they have. This section 

provides an overview of the seven strategies identified,65 drawing on both relevant 

literature and selected examples from the data. It should be noted that some 

strategies were more prominent in one campaign group over another (Vote Leave 

[VL] or Britain Stronger in Europe [BSE]), which often reflect their differing relative 

position to the far right in the referendum (i.e., whether campaigning for the same 

outcome or not), so any differences are highlighted. Additionally, although BSE 

referred explicitly to far-right groups or figures in a number of instances, their mode 

of talking ‘about’ was sometimes directed at Leave more generally, thereby 

conflating official and unofficial campaigns. Even though this may encompass 

mainstream actors within the critique in places, such references are still included 

because the far-right component remains a key part of these depictions and in some 

cases, its role was emphasised over others. Finally, the order in which the strategies 

are introduced is designed to reflect some of the associations between them, which 

are developed in more detail in the second section.66 

Dissociation – ‘we are not with them’ 

In a conference speech following the referendum result, former CEO of VL, Matthew 

Elliott (cited in Foster, 2016), stated that ‘it was essential that Vote Leave was a non-

UKIP based campaign’, claiming that swing voters and smaller campaign groups 

were more comfortable being associated with a ‘non-UKIP, mainstream’ alternative. 

 
65 Like the previous chapter, these strategies were identified through a combination of deductive and 
inductive logic, for instance both drawing on my previous work on euphemisation and on the more 
surprising features of idealisation in the data. 
66 The order adopted does not reflect their relative importance within the data but rather aims to 
follow a logical progression based on the links between them. 
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Certainly, aside from Douglas Carswell’s involvement (UKIP’s only MP at the time), 

there remained a form of cordon sanitaire (Jonge, 2021; Abts, 2015) around UKIP’s 

participation in VL activities. Such avoidance of UKIP’s physical presence within the 

campaign left room for this first strategy (evident also above in Elliott’s construction 

of events), which denotes an attempt to overtly dissociate and separate VL from 

UKIP. This entails explicit statements that deny any form of collaboration or 

similarity between the two, centred around an expression of the idea: ‘we are not 

with them’. While CDS is often interested in indirect and implied meanings (van Dijk, 

2009, p.70), to which we will turn in some of the following sections, the strategy of 

dissociation refers instead to unambiguous statements of distancing from the far 

right, often in the form of simple, direct language. Despite such explicitness, 

dissociation raises a number of important underlying questions relating to why such 

strategies would be considered necessary, what their effects may be, and when they 

are or are not used. 

Given BSE’s position in the referendum, particularly in light of the sport and war 

metaphors discussed in the previous chapter, they did not need to clarify in such an 

overt manner that they were not on the same ‘side’ as the far right; instead, they 

could focus on ascribing particular qualities to such groups and actors (a topic 

explored in following sub-sections). Consequently, this examination of dissociation 

centres around its place within VL discourse, for whom a position of opposition was 

not immediate from the format of the campaign, and indeed, nor from their 

approach. Dissociation merits scrutiny as a strategy because this form of overt 

denouncement regularly goes unsaid in political discourse, since opposition is 

normally the inferred position of mainstream parties towards the far right (despite 

clear symbiosis between them in many cases). As in the case of BSE, antagonism can 

often be constructed around what makes something different rather than the simple 

statement that there is difference. Thus, VL’s need to condemn UKIP in certain 

instances points to the perceived and evidenced (see Chapter 6) similarities 

between their approach and discourse, because their distinction could be otherwise 

assumed. This underscores how the absence of the far right’s direct involvement in 

a physical sense does not necessarily mean that mainstreaming has not occurred. 

Indeed, such avoidance of tangible collaboration can be used by the mainstream to 

provide a veneer of difference and acceptability. 
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In the campaign, dissociation was used by VL in relation to the unveiling of the 

now-infamous Breaking Point poster by UKIP in June 2016 (see Figure 19). There 

had been notable silence regarding the relationship between the two until this point, 

a factor explored shortly. The poster was widely reported on in the media, with 

outlets such as the Guardian, Independent and Al Jazeera commenting on its likeness 

to Nazi propaganda and charges of inciting racial hatred. It therefore became a major 

talking point, one that would have been difficult for VL to ignore. Indeed, Michael 

Gove (cited in Wright, 2016) claimed to have ‘shuddered’ upon seeing the poster, 

calling it ‘the wrong thing to do’, and Gisela Stuart (VL, 19/06) stated: 

We could not be clearer: Nigel Farage's posters are not ours and we don't agree 

with them. 

The use of simple, direct language seeks to express unequivocal denunciation, with 

repetition of the negative particle emphasising the strength of condemnation. Gove’s 

use of ‘shuddered’ further creates a sense of moral reprehensibility, as if such a 

move should be unthinkable from VL. CDS is concerned with what may be obscured 

through language (van Dijk, 2006b), so we can see in Gove and Stuart’s responses 

that they aim to communicate their disgust at the poster and thus construct the 

position of VL in opposition, i.e., good vs bad. However, from an examination of VL 

campaign materials, as well as the levels of talking ‘with’ discussed in the previous 

chapter, we can see that this construction of difference masks significant 

similarities, including in the use of visuals (see Figures 19, 20 and 21). 

Figure 19: FR Breaking Point poster 

Figures 20 and 21: VL campaign graphics 
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The VL graphics here convey a similar image of large numbers of people and their 

implied Muslim identity, which matches the FR poster. Through these examples, it 

is clear how dissociation can build a veneer of antagonism when other discourses 

suggest there is not such stark contrast. 

Finally, although instances of dissociation emerged in relation to the Breaking 

Point poster and in the period following the referendum result (underscored by 

Matthew Elliott’s intervention), such explicit distancing was not a consistent and 

marked strategy repeated frequently by VL. Instead, silence/avoidance was 

preferred, with very few references made to UKIP or associated groups/actors. 

Indeed, across the whole VL corpus, Nigel Farage is mentioned only twice (see 

Stuart’s above quote for one instance), Leave.EU also twice and Grassroots Out none. 

‘UKIP’ occurred 34 times in total, but 23 of these references were within a speech by 

Frank Field (VL, 26/04) where he claimed that Labour was recruiting for UKIP by 

ignoring traditional Labour voter concerns over immigration (see legitimisation and 

deflection). None of the remaining references to UKIP explicitly denounce the party 

or emphasise its lack of involvement in VL, so dissociation was generally avoided, 

with silence preferred. This permitted VL to maintain its claim to distance when it 

proved beneficial (in extreme cases and in retrospect), while its general avoidance 

of such condemnation allowed it to tap into this support. Thus, the flexibility to move 

between dissociation and silence when talking ‘about’ the far right allows the 

mainstream to be fluid in its approach while appearing fixed in its opposition. 

Delegitimisation – ‘they don’t know what they’re doing’ 

The second strategy, delegitimisation, similarly contributes to an apparently 

antagonistic relationship between the mainstream and far right but is more 

concerned with ascribing particular characteristics rather than simply claiming 

difference. As mentioned earlier, BSE’s position on the other side of the campaign 

meant that there was no requirement for explicit dissociation, so they could instead 

rely on strategies of delegitimisation. There are two core features of delegitimisation 

within BSE discourse, first presenting Leave as incompetent, and second as 

irrational. Although these two elements are closely linked, they each emphasise 

different aspects, relating to the perceived chaotic outcome should Leave be 

successful, and the emotional (rather than rational) foundations on which their 

campaign is said to be built. Based on the ideological square (van Dijk, 2015, pp.73-
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4), there is the clear implication that BSE embodies the opposite qualities, seeking 

therefore to underline its own capability to deliver and its grounding in fact over 

emotion. Remaining in the EU consequently becomes the safe and sensible option, 

in marked and repeated opposition to the qualities of Leave. 

A document produced by BSE (27/02) entitled ‘What does Leave look like?’ 

epitomises the attempt to portray Leave as incompetent, aiming to expose internal 

inconsistency and a lack of direction and planning. The document covers a number 

of topics: trade, immigration, single-market access, EU laws, budget payments, etc. 

For each topic, there are accompanying quotes from figures within Leave, 

summarised under short headings such as: 

Leave campaigners have a history of supporting Norway as an option… [quotes] 

…but leave campaigners also have a history of opposing Norway as an option 

[quotes] 

Before examining the form of delegitimisation expressed here, the composition of 

quotes included in the document underscores the importance of including general 

references to Leave within this exploration of talking ‘about’. Indeed, of the 171 

quotes included, more than 10% (19) are from Nigel Farage, whereas Boris Johnson 

is cited only twice and other leading VL campaigners, Michael Gove and Gisela 

Stuart, are not mentioned at all. This is an indication of the prominent position 

afforded to UKIP and Farage in such constructions of Leave, so not only is the far-

right component included but it is often emphasised. 

The pitting of contradictory quotes against one another in this way aims to 

delegitimise Leave through emphasising a lack of cohesion in their message and 

plan. Critically, and as discussed in more depth in the second half of this chapter, this 

strategy targets the feasibility of their proposed plans rather than questioning or 

challenging the desirability of the vision they put forward. Indeed, as the section in 

the previous chapter on the pathology of greatness underscored, it was not the 

projected idea of Britain’s place in the world that was confronted through Remain 

discourse, but the means and capability of achieving it in the future. Certainly, in the 

same BSE (27/02) document, a variety of positions on the core topics are expressed 

through the quotes, but they are not evaluated on their content or appeal and are 
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instead used simply as a means to express the disorganisation and inconsistency of 

Leave: 

Those campaigning for Britain to leave Europe have no clear or credible plan for 

what Britain's future looks like outside Europe. All they offer is chaos and confusion 

– and working people would pay the price. (BSE, 27/02) 

Here, the alliterative expressions ‘no clear or credible plan’ and ‘chaos and 

confusion’ serve to highlight Leave’s incompetency; these multiword clusters 

appear 21 and 22 times respectively across the entire document, representing a 

concerted effort to emphasise these features and entrench their association with 

Leave. Thus, one of the core messages conveyed through these depictions is: ‘They 

don’t know what they are doing.’ 

Intertwined closely with this idea is the representation of Leave as irrational 

and emotional, thereby being guided to these positions by baseless desires, 

unsupported by evidence.67 The way these two ideas come together is demonstrated 

in the following quote: 

Nigel Farage can't name ONE serious economic organisation that thinks the UK 

would be better off if we left Europe. That’s because economic experts from the Bank 

of England and the IMF to the OECD all say we’re better off IN Europe. (BSE, 27/04) 

Here, Farage is portrayed as inept, linking to the first feature of delegitimisation, but 

also as unable to back up his argument with support from reputable sources; the 

predication ‘serious’ with reference to economic organisations implies that any 

claim to support from elsewhere is not serious, and thereby not grounded in fact or 

evidence. BSE, on the other hand, lay claim to truth through the nomination 

‘economic experts’ and through naming well-known organisations that support 

their perspective. Again, it is critical to emphasise that this should not feed into 

victimisation narratives, and there are clear examples of deliberate disinformation 

pushed by Leave in the campaign, but in combination with other strategies, as 

discussed shortly, this kind of construction can feed into the normalisation of far-

right discourse through bolstering the position of the mainstream. Indeed, what is 

of particular interest in the rational/irrational binary is the way in which this 

contributes to the self-construction of the mainstream as moderate and sensible. 

 
67 Note how this ties in with the hierarchies of rationality vs emotion in hegemonic masculinity. 
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Eklundh (2020, p.111) argues that ‘labelling some actors as emotional and some 

as rational only works to sediment the status quo’, underlining how this has been a 

feature of democratic thought throughout its history. Certainly, beyond the 

construction of the far right itself, we must consider how the principal focus of 

talking ‘about’ may not always be about talking ‘about’, but instead constitute a key 

part of forming the identity of the in-group. Delegitimisation therefore often serves 

to reinforce the position of the mainstream and increase its own credibility. In 

emphasising Leave’s lack of grounding in evidence, BSE make repeated references 

to independent experts, scientists, economists and many other professions deemed 

trustworthy and reliable. Of all the words in the BSE corpus ending ‘*ist/s’, 

‘economist/s’ and ‘scientist/s’ were in the top three most frequent (25 and 16 

respectively) along with ‘terrorist/s’ (20),68 while ‘expert*’ occurred 72 times in 

total, with ‘economic’ and ‘independent’ among its top collocates. Thus, through 

perspectivisation, BSE attempt to portray themselves as the purveyors of facts, free 

from ideological influence. Luca Cian, Aradhna Krishna and Norbert Schwarz (2015) 

highlight how rationality and emotion have been symbolised throughout the history 

of Western society by the metaphor of head and heart. This is evoked explicitly in a 

BSE article (25/05) where quotes from ‘veterans and military and security experts’ 

are collated: 

My heart wants an end to our loss of sovereignty, to external courts overruling ours, 

to EU red tape and bureaucracy. But my head says strategic considerations must 

weigh significantly more heavily if we are to look with confidence to a secure future. 

(Jackson [BSE], 25/05) 

This direct reference to head and heart is emblematic of the narrative constructed 

in BSE discourse, where Remain represents the head, the sensible and balanced 

position, and Leave the heart, guided by what we might desire but not by what is 

feasible. Although delegitimisation aims to discredit on account of incompetency 

and irrationality, when combined with other strategies in particular, this has 

important effects on normalising what the far right is saying as both attractive (see 

idealisation) and based on legitimate concerns (see legitimisation). Rather than 

challenging such discourse, the focus is logistical, with criticism instead centred 

around the types of solutions pursued. 

 
68 This again reinforces the prominent articulation of immigration and security in Remain discourse. 
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Idealisation – ‘we may want it, but we can’t have it’ 

This leads on to the third strategy, idealisation, referring to a mode of talking ‘about’ 

which implies the desirability of certain ideas, while often still stressing their 

impossibility. It was one of the more surprising strategies emerging from inductive 

analysis, as it was not something that I expected when approaching the data. 

Returning to the head and heart analogy, idealisation suggests that doing the 

sensible thing might run counter to what is desired; for BSE then, the implication is 

that Remain is the right choice but one that may be taken begrudgingly, against one’s 

instincts and wishes. This is clearly expressed in a quote from The Mail on Sunday, 

which is used by BSE in an article aiming to demonstrate the way that newspapers 

from across the political spectrum support Remain: 

The human head knows that, especially in the world we now inhabit, our deepest 

desires must somehow be moderated to suit the increasingly tough reality of a 

competitive world in which, though still a great nation, we no longer have the power 

or the wealth which once allowed us to live in splendid isolation. (The Mail on 

Sunday [BSE], 19/06) 

Of the quotes included from the newspapers, this one is the first, placing it in the 

primary position and setting the tone for the article. Here, ‘deepest desires’ are said 

to be tempered and moderated in order to match up to the ‘tough reality’ of the 

current situation, clearly indicating that the vision articulated by Leave is something 

‘we may want but can’t have’. This kind of idealisation, the expression of ‘what we 

want’, is often intertwined with legacies of empire and the resulting image of 

Britain’s place in the world. As the previous chapter emphasised, colonial nostalgia 

and amnesia were not limited to Leave, but when it comes to talking ‘about’, BSE 

attempt to portray themselves as realists who do not seek to recreate the past. 

However, as is evident in the above quote, while denying this possibility of a return, 

the image of the past that is constructed is one of glory and desirability: ‘once 

allowed us to live in splendid isolation’. This emphasises how apparently negative 

modes of talking ‘about’ can contain messages which convey the opposite sentiment, 

portraying ideas positively and feeding into talking ‘with’. 

This kind of framing is repeated in various BSE articles, with positive 

nomination and predication contributing to the romanticisation of Leave’s portrayal 

of Britain. For instance, in a response to Leave’s dubbing of Remain as ‘Project Fear’, 
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David Miliband (BSE, 12/04) claimed that ‘it is quitting Europe which is Project 

Fantasy’. While clearly the nomination ‘fantasy’ has negative connotations 

surrounding practicability, the fantastical often expresses an attractive (yet 

perceived unachievable) image. Across various contexts, such as trade (Mandelson 

[BSE], 01/03), legislation (BSE, 16/06) and the economy (Darling [BSE], 15/06), 

‘fantasy’ is used in an attempt to delegitimise Leave, but at the same time it retains 

this positive association. One of the clearest examples of idealisation is when Peter 

Mandelson (BSE, 01/03) depicts Leave’s aspirations as unrealistic but utilises an 

idealising metaphor to describe their approach: 

It would be thoroughly reckless for Britain to sacrifice the settled network of trade 

advantages and preferences we have built up over decades, just for the thrill of a 

dare devil race round the international circuit in our own Aston Martin 

Here, while attempting to stress Leave’s recklessness, the glamorisation of sports 

cars in popular culture, particularly in light of hegemonic masculinist ideals, means 

that the image Mandelson constructs can be interpreted as not wholly negative, and 

indeed may be considered aspirational for some. In particular, the brand identity 

forged by Aston Martin through the James Bond film franchise, as the ‘super-hero 

archetype’ (Cooper, Schembri and Miller, 2010, p.562), feeds into the narrative 

pushed by Leave that they are rescuing the country from ruin. Thus, although the 

choice may be risky, it is also portrayed as exciting, daring and even brave. In the 

context of the pathology of greatness, this therefore becomes a further opportunity 

and challenge for Britain to ‘once again beat the odds’. This particular example 

clearly evidences how strategies may have unintended consequences, almost 

achieving the opposite of the desired effect, which emphasises the need to further 

interrogate modes of talking ‘about’ the far right so that it can be done consciously. 

Legitimisation – ‘they make some good points’ 

The fourth strategy, legitimisation, feeds further into this idea by presenting the far 

right’s demands as grounded in ‘legitimate grievances’, particularly around 

immigration. This relates closely to talking ‘with’ on this topic but specifically claims 

to account for the rise of extremism, often in other countries and/or among 

working-class communities (an aspect discussed in more depth in deflection), on the 

basis that immigration has been the stimulus for discontent. By identifying this 
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unsavoury extreme while accounting for supposedly ‘valid’ concerns, mainstream 

actors reinforce their own position and capacity to deal with the situation in a 

‘sensible’ way. In so doing, they align themselves with the idea that immigration is a 

problem and at the same time present themselves as the reasonable and moderate 

solution, including as a bulwark against the rise of the far right. The narrative of 

‘legitimate grievances’ regarding immigration has gained ground in some academic 

circles too, but insightful critiques have dismantled the logic of this argument 

(Bhambra, 2017; Mondon and Winter, 2019). Here, both VL and BSE engage in this 

legitimising narrative, which has two interrelated dimensions: (1) the identification 

of the problem, and (2) the resultant solutions. 

First, in this mode of talking ‘about’, immigration is portrayed as the catalyst for 

growing resentment among certain communities and the consequent rise of 

extremist parties and movements. It is depicted as the root cause for the 

development of this type of politics: 

The rise of extreme right-wing movements in many states suggests that many 

voters share a sense of disillusionment. The failure to control inward migration 

is the common denominator that explains their growth. (Dearlove [VL], 16/05)  

Within this VL quote, the avoidance of modal verbs in ‘that explains’ is used to 

construct a causal relationship between the two, presented unequivocally as fact. 

Furthermore, in suggesting that ‘voters share a sense of disillusionment’, controls 

on migration are portrayed as a democratic demand, originating from ‘the people’ 

(a topic explored further in deflection and euphemisation). These kinds of ideas are 

echoed also by BSE, for instance republishing a Financial Times article expressing 

support for Remain: 

To be sure, Leave’s focus on immigration resonates with voters. […] The influx of 

EU migrants, far greater than successive governments predicted, has stirred fears 

about jobs, public services and British identity. (Financial Times [BSE], 15/06)  

Here, concern with immigration is again positioned as a bottom-up sentiment which 

has produced fears around its impact on several issues. Beyond the manifest 

deflection away from acknowledging the capacity of elite actors to set the agenda, it 

is clear that through talking ‘about’ in this way, it both legitimises discourses around 

immigration and substantiates the far right’s claim to represent the democratic will 

of the people. 
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As a result of this logic, the types of solutions proposed feed further into the 

legitimisation of the narrative of ‘legitimate grievances’ and place the mainstream 

in a position of saviour. In this way, a reduction in migration is portrayed not only 

as solving the so-called ‘problem’ of immigration but as a way to restore balance in 

society through the defusal of growing resentment, a case of ‘killing two birds with 

one stone’: 

we can introduce a humane and fair points-based system that does not 

discriminate against people based on the country they live in. The public will again 

be able to control migration policy at elections. Extremists will be neutralised and 

politics will be healthier. (Stuart, Johnson and Gove [VL], 22/06) 

It is clear from this statement, published on the day before votes were cast, that VL 

seek to frame their position on immigration as virtuous, at once fairer, more 

democratic and better for society. Using medicalised language (Baker, 2021) around 

neutralisation and health in the final sentence, VL and associated mainstream actors 

become the antidote to less palatable forms of politics. It suggests that it is possible 

to ‘sanitise’ politics and that certain actors (i.e., within the mainstream) should be 

entrusted with making it respectable and free from antagonism. Consequently, their 

position in normalising anti-immigration discourse is obscured to some extent, as 

the origins of such politics are placed elsewhere, but these claims also serve to 

justify such a position in the name of preventing the rise of a more unsavoury type 

of politics. The mainstream thereby self-constructs as a bulwark against the far right 

while espousing and normalising some of its positions. 

Although BSE’s position on the referendum made it more difficult to argue that 

supporting them equated to voting for change – indeed, the nature of ‘remain’ 

implies stasis – they still posited immigration as a problem and advocated pandering 

to exclusionary ideals as a solution: 

Of course, there is a temporary problem of numbers of migrants. I totally accept 

this. But please note the word 'temporary'. (Major [BSE], 29/05) 

there is a feeling the people express: we need to bring control back home. And 

these are the words that are used by nationalist movements, by isolationist 

movements, by protectionist movements, by xenophobic movements […] The 

real issue is: how in each area do you balance the need for people’s national 
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identity to be respected with also the need for cooperation in an interdependent 

world? (Brown [BSE], 11/05) 

In Major’s quote, immigration is depicted unequivocally as an issue worthy of 

concern, with ‘of course’ implying a common-sensical and undisputed position. 

Although Brown does not directly refer to immigration in this section of his speech 

(though later discusses ‘the problem of illegal immigration’), discourses around 

insecurity and globalisation have become a proxy for discussing the supposed 

effects of migration (Bhambra, 2017, p.217); the popularisation of the ‘left behind’ 

thesis has made tacit such an association, allowing these topics to form a kind of 

dog-whistle politics. Here, Brown claims that ‘we’, the good mainstream, must 

balance people’s legitimate concerns around national identity with a rational 

position (see delegitimisation) on the global economy. This plays further into the 

idea that immigration is the source of such instability and that the mainstream offers 

a reasoned solution. In other words, it pushes the notion that the mainstream will 

adopt a sensible, balanced approach which allays these justified fears but through 

its very nature as a ‘moderate’ political force, cannot stray into the realm of 

extremism. 

Interestingly, legitimisation when talking ‘about’ was not simply limited to VL 

and BSE, with far-right actors also engaging in this narrative; they too drew 

attention to the rise of extremism and declared immigration as the cause: 

When I was first elected here the word immigration did not even appear on my 

election address. We did not use that word once when the first three of us got elected 

here, but now as we have allowed much poorer countries to have the free movement 

of peoples, we see considerable anger in Britain and in many countries across 

the North of Europe. And yes it has led to rise of parties that some may consider 

to be deeply unpleasant, but that is what happens when you take control out of 

people’s lives. (Farage [UKIP], 08/06) 

According to Farage’s account here, immigration did not initially form part of his 

political agenda but was instead forced to be so based on its growing salience as an 

issue. In placing UKIP outside the category of parties some consider ‘deeply 

unpleasant’ while claiming that their rise is simply ‘what happens’ in the face of 

uncontrolled migration, Farage at once justifies the party’s position both on the topic 

and as a moderate force in comparison to others. As discussed in the literature 
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review, scholars have traced the attempted reconstruction of far-right parties 

towards a destigmatised and ‘de-demonised’ image; this may involve shifts in 

discourse to appear more ‘mainstream’ (see Chapter 3), but this example 

emphasises that talking ‘about’ can also facilitate the far right’s pursuit of a 

reconstructed image. Certainly, UKIP’s particular development from a single-issue 

party (Usherwood, 2008) and its regular exclusion from the far-right category in 

academic and public discourse  (Akkerman, de Lange and Rooduijn, 2016, p.6) aid 

its ability to talk ‘about’ the far right as a separate entity, highlighting the importance 

of contextual factors. However, this case equally underscores that strategies of 

talking ‘about’ are not always limited to mainstream actors and can be adopted by 

various groups to justify their position, particularly if it also entails a legitimisation 

of their narrative. 

Deflection – ‘not now, not here, not us’ 

As has already emerged in many examples of legitimisation, explicit references to 

the far right (through associated terms such as extremism, nationalism, populism, 

etc.) often relate to its presence in other countries and/or its origins within certain 

communities. Thus, while not as obvious as explicit dissociation, it serves to create 

distance and separation. Deflection therefore refers to the portrayal of the far right 

as an outside problem, locating its origins within particular time periods, groups or 

places. In accordance with these categories, three types of deflection are identified 

within the data: historical, geographical and classist. Although somewhat different 

in focus, these forms of deflection all identify the locus of the problem as external 

and thereby share in diverting attention from the role mainstream actors play in 

normalising far-right discourse. Indeed, through these various forms, the message 

around the far right in Britain is simultaneously that it is ‘not now’ (historical), ‘not 

here’ (geographical) and ‘not us’ (classist). 

Historical deflection denotes the way that expressions of far-right politics may 

be talked ‘about’ as though limited to past manifestations or remnants of this past. 

Work on racism has highlighted how understandings that reduce it to a bygone era 

serve to conceal its continued prevalence in adapted forms (Lentin, 2016; Mondon 

and Winter, 2020). Thus, by talking ‘about’ the far right and its ideas in this way, 

attention is drawn to historical examples or its most extreme forms (regarded as 

linked to this past), rather than its modern configuration and normalisation through 
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the mainstream. Although many references to the far right within the data referred 

to its contemporary presence in other countries (geographical deflection), there 

were clear examples of its association with the past, particularly when feeding into 

the pathology of greatness: 

And the moments of which we are rightly most proud in our national story include 

pivotal moments in European history. Blenheim. Trafalgar. Waterloo. Our country’s 

heroism in the Great War. And most of all our lone stand in 1940, when Britain 

stood as a bulwark against a new dark age of tyranny and oppression. 

(Cameron [BSE], 09/05) 

The narrative around Britain’s role in the Second World War, expressed particularly 

in the final sentence of Cameron’s quote, serves to position Britain as exceptional in 

its approach, heroically standing alone against Nazism, as is common in recounts of 

this period (Colley, 2017, p.9). Clearly, such a notion relies on the erasure of the 

concurrent brutality of empire as well as longstanding systemic and institutional 

inequality (Gopal, 2020), yet it has proven a powerful narrative. Here, both 

campaigns use it to construct the ‘natural’ place of Britain in opposition to such 

phenomena: whereas BSE accuse Leave of breaking this progressive tradition and 

propose that Britain’s presence within supranational organisations represents a 

continuation of its historical leadership, VL use it to counter accusations of 

exclusionary politics and claim that the EU has become the kind of ‘totalitarian’ force 

Britain fought against in the Second World War. Through historical deflection, focus 

is put on the past ills of others which thereby portrays the in-group in a positive 

light. 

Geographical deflection constructs spatial distance from the far right, as though 

it is only an issue ‘over there’. Concordance analysis of allusions to the far right 

(using associated signifiers) reveals that it was the most common deflective strategy 

across the corpora, with many overt references specifically describing its rise in 

other European countries. Indeed, within historical deflection too, emphasis is often 

placed on the supposedly ‘foreign’ origins of the problem. In descriptions of the 

present, as underlined in legitimisation, extremism is said to be on the rise across 

the continent: 

Extremist and populist forces have grown in strength. A far-right party in Austria 

has come within an ace of the Presidency, an openly anti-semitic party is the second 
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force in Hungarian politics, Marine Le Pen is in pole position for the French 

Presidency. […] Our ability to present a united front across the West in defence of 

liberalism and democracy is currently vitiated and undermined by the operation 

of the EU and its institutions. (Gove [VL], 08/06) 

Attention is therefore drawn to dangers elsewhere, with Britain almost never 

included aside from in the implication that such trends could translate ‘over here’ 

should nothing be done. Two principal deflective effects emerge from this depiction, 

relating to (1) the British far right, and (2) the mainstream. First, by consistently 

pointing to the far-right threat in other countries, UKIP’s common exclusion from 

the category of far right (see Chapter 2) – whether defining itself in this way (Farage, 

2016, in Mondon and Winter, 2020, p.44) or being excluded by others (Akkerman, 

de Lange and Rooduijn, 2016, p.6) – is reinforced. Despite the prominent role 

afforded to UKIP in the referendum, for instance with ITV hosting a debate between 

Farage and Cameron, there is no condemnation of its platform and amplified 

presence in British politics. Thus, maintaining the separation between UKIP and 

other far-right parties across Europe plays into its mainstreaming because it can 

position itself as somewhere between the mainstream and far right. Second, by 

hyping the threat such parties pose in other countries, for example suggesting above 

that Marine Le Pen was ‘in pole position’, there is an exaggeration of their political 

significance (Glynos and Mondon, 2019, p.83). This does not mean that we should 

ignore developments among far-right parties themselves (ibid., p.84) but that it can 

serve to distract from mainstream complicity and failures. As demonstrated by 

Gove’s final sentence, the mainstream is presented as a defence against these forces 

(hampered in their task by the EU), which deflects from their active role in 

mainstreaming and normalising exclusionary politics. 

In a similar vein, classist deflection alleviates the blame from mainstream elites, 

instead placing the rise of far-right parties as originating from popular discontent 

among certain communities, notably the so-called (white) working class. In this way, 

concern about immigration (see legitimisation) is ‘attributed to white working-class 

populations and rationalized on the basis of their precarious socio-economic 

conditions being linked to, or even produced by, these processes’ (Bhambra, 2017, 

p.217). Despite the numerous problematic assumptions associated with this 

position, as Chapter 2 underlines, these ideas have been replicated in numerous 
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interpretations of Brexit through the ‘left behind’ thesis. Within the campaign itself, 

this narrative is used strategically by each group: 

The level of immigration is already a major issue for traditional Labour 

supporters, and never more so for those in lower paid jobs. […] UKIP has only risen 

in support and become a deadly threat to Labour to the degree that a Labour 

leadership, supported by all too many Labour MPs, allowed the Party to desert the 

bedrock of its long-term support and particularly over immigration. (Field [VL], 

26/04) 

It is not true, finally, that Brexit would answer at a stroke the prayers of those Vote 

Leave is wooing. This is especially so in Labour strongholds where most social 

problems predate the EU’s expansion and most immigration is from outside 

Europe. (The Times [BSE], 19/06)  

In both examples, immigration is portrayed as a major concern for ‘traditional’ 

Labour voters, often used as shorthand for the idea of the ‘white working class’. As 

Gurminder Bhambra (2017, p.227) suggests, it forms a coded way of expressing 

racialised identity politics. Classist deflection thereby forms a mode of talking 

‘about’ which in unison talks ‘with’ on race and immigration, by pitting communities 

against one another. Furthermore, Aurelien Mondon and Aaron Winter (2019, 

p.522) point to the implications of this narrative on the mainstreaming of racism ‘by 

portraying it as a popular demand’. Certainly, in placing it uniquely as a bottom-up 

sentiment deriving from a section of the working class, elite-driven discourse is 

minimised and ignored. Despite the significant power possessed by elite actors to 

set the discursive agenda (Brown, Mondon and Winter, 2021b, p.10) and the 

evidenced place of immigration in the referendum campaign (see Chapters 5 and 6), 

classist deflection allows the mainstream to claim that it is responding to the 

concerns of certain communities, and in so doing, that it is avoiding the growth of 

extremism and maintaining balance in society. 

Euphemisation – ‘they are populist and popular’ 

The next strategy of talking ‘about’, euphemisation, denotes the use of less 

stigmatising language to label the far right, notably in this case the signifier 

‘populist’. Literature within discourse studies has emphasised how euphemisms are 

used to present ideas or actions deemed taboo, unsavoury or unpleasant in more 

positive terms across a range of contexts (Crespo-Fernández, 2014; Abrantes, 
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2005). Paul Chilton (1987, p.13) draws on psychological research on the two stages 

of discourse processing to explain the role that euphemisms can play. The 

propositional first stage remains more at the surface level of sentences, while the 

optional second phase entails greater reflection and a mental representation of what 

this means in the real world. Taking Phillip Johnson-Laird's (1989) work on mental 

models, he suggests that euphemisms ‘work because of the possibility of processing 

discourse superficially at stage one only [while taboo words have become] direct 

triggers for mental models’ (Chilton, 1987, p.13). In this way, euphemising the far 

right can result in less engagement with the exclusionary discourse espoused by 

these groups, because the notions with which they are commonly associated 

(notably populism) are taken more at face value.  

As discussed in the literature review, there have been numerous ways of 

labelling and conceptualising far-right parties over the years, each placing emphasis 

on different aspects of their programme. Despite warnings around over-stressing 

the place of populism within far-right ideology or discourse (Glynos and Mondon, 

2019; Stavrakakis et al., 2017), there has recently been a huge upsurge in use of the 

term to refer to such parties. Although populism is generally employed as a negative 

description in public discourse (Goyvaerts and De Cleen, 2020), ‘populist’ as a 

signifier has important euphemistic implications when talking ‘about’ the far right. 

Indeed, rather than more accurate and rightfully stigmatising descriptors (such as 

racist, nationalist, far right, etc.), ‘populism’ creates an association with popular 

support (Brown and Mondon, 2021) both lexically and through the construction of 

‘the people’. Consequently, the politics with which it is regularly connected (i.e., the 

far right) also benefits from this association with democratic demand and gains 

legitimacy as a result (ibid). Such positive connotations have led some far-right 

figures to openly embrace the term (ibid., p.9), something largely unthinkable for a 

number of other descriptors. For instance, even the extreme right and clearly racist 

Britain First have a page dedicated to racism on their website, stating that ‘Britain 

First rejects racial hatred in all its forms.’ Thus, more precise and defamatory 

descriptions are less easily co-opted positively by far-right actors as a sign of their 

allegiance with ‘the people’.  

Both campaign groups use ‘populist’ to describe the far right in certain contexts, 

often coinciding with other strategies introduced in this chapter. Indeed, 
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euphemisation works hand in hand with classist deflection and legitimisation 

because it feeds further into the claim that far-right politics is representative of 

‘what the people want’, with the mainstream almost then ‘obliged’ to appease such 

sentiment: 

If Europe cannot act together to persuade a majority of its citizens that it can gain 

control of its migrant crisis, then the EU will find itself at the mercy of a populist 

uprising which is already stirring. (Dearlove [VL], 16/05) 

This quote illustrates two key interrelated facets of the populist euphemism, linked 

to (1) the conflation of ‘populism’ with unrelated phenomena, and (2) its portrayal 

as driven by bottom-up demand. 

First, despite clear definitions that identify populism as an antagonistic 

discursive construction which pits an elite against ‘the people’, many analyses and 

commentaries still confer on populism additional features, often associated with its 

right-wing expression. For instance, as has already been noted in journalistic 

practice and academia too (Hunger and Paxton, 2022; Brown and Mondon, 2021), 

populism and anti-immigration are wrongly equated. Although they may be 

articulated together, as the previous chapter demonstrated, anti-immigration is not 

a feature of populism on its own, signifying that there are many more accurate 

modes of describing this element (i.e., racism, nativism, nationalism, etc.) which do 

not euphemise its exclusionary core. Second, populism and the ideas with which it 

is associated are depicted as driven from below, by ‘the people’. In the quote, the 

discursive link between the signifier ‘populism’ and democratic demand is clear in 

the claim that the EU needs to persuade ‘a majority’ of European citizens else face a 

‘populist uprising’. Like some of the strategies already discussed, the use of 

‘populism’ feeds into the idea that this kind of politics is driven by bottom-up 

demand, with politicians simply responding to this call. Euphemisation therefore 

means that exclusionary politics is reframed under more palatable terms and 

further reinforces the idea that this is spurred exclusively by sentiment from below, 

rather than stoked and constructed by politicians. Thus, the power structures at play 

and mediatory effects described in Chapter 3 are denied and ignored. 
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Recontextualisation – ‘no, we are the true patriots’ 

The final strategy to be introduced individually is recontextualisation, which refers 

to the reframing of language usually associated with the far right to make a claim to 

it and profess greater authenticity on the topic. Although this corresponds in many 

ways with talking ‘with’, what signals its inclusion within talking ‘about’ is the 

attempt to invalidate the far right’s claim to ownership of the issue. In this way, there 

is a desire to self-construct as the purest incarnation of the idea under question 

while discrediting others who profess to uphold it. This may entail an attempted 

redefinition of the term and recalibration of its limits, but as the Discourse-Historical 

Approach underscores, intertextuality and interdiscursivity are crucial in 

understanding the development (both evolution and continuity) of discourses 

(Reisigl, 2018), so these ideas remain embedded in their previous and established 

connotations. Consequently, recontextualisation is unavoidably implicated in 

normalisation processes. 

Within the data, recontextualisation centres around BSE’s attempt to portray 

itself as the true expression of patriotism in the campaign, as if in dialogue with 

Leave: ‘we are the true patriots’… ‘no, we are the true patriots’. Meghan Tinsley, 

(2021, p.10) has pointed to the use of this strategy among rival political parties, 

which ‘may lay claim to patriotism, and deem their opponents unpatriotic, even as 

they advocate opposing platforms.’ Indeed, BSE portrays Leave’s patriotism as 

deceptive and disingenuous: 

Patriotism is to love who we are and what we have been as a country. 

Nationalism is to think we are better than everyone else. […] The Brexiters are 

peddling a fraudulent form of British patriotism. In fact, if they get their way, it 

won't be patriotism but nationalism that wins the day. (Burnham [BSE], 18/03) 

According to this account, nationalism is masquerading as patriotism, Leave’s wolf 

in sheep’s clothing, whereas Remain is said to instead represent the authentic form 

of patriotism. Nationalism therefore becomes insidious, associated with Leave, and 

patriotism is painted as its aspirational counterpart, embodied in Remain. Tinsley, 

(2021, p.17) notes how this distinction between nationalism and patriotism veils 

their similarities: ‘the same impulse to divide underlies both ideologies.’ A false 

binary between nationalism and patriotism is therefore established through this 

form of talking ‘about’ which serves to mask their shared exclusionary foundations. 
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In particular, this form of recontextualisation feeds further into the pathology 

of greatness and colonial nostalgia/amnesia. As Gargi Bhattacharyya et al., (2021, 

p.73) state, by setting conditional value on racialised people based on perceived 

service to the nation, ‘progressive nationalism, in spite of its disavowals of 

xenophobia and its celebration of multiculturalism, reproduces an imperial ordering 

of British politics.’ Linked to this, distinctions between the patriotic and unpatriotic 

in BSE discourse often rely on a particular reading of Britain’s history: 

Pulling up the drawbridge and unilaterally withdrawing from the world is so out 

of character for the British. Our allies and trading partners would look on such a 

decision with bemusement and dismay. That’s why the case for Remain is a 

powerful and patriotic one. (Osborne [BSE], 18/04) 

As the previous chapter emphasised, depictions of Britain’s place in the world are 

intertwined closely with the legacy of empire. Here, patriotism is linked to 

remaining true to Britain’s supposed ‘character’ as an outward-looking nation, 

thereby denying and erasing the exploitation and destruction brought about by the 

British empire, which continue to play a fundamental role in world politics today. 

Consequently, we must be attentive to the role of recontextualisation in reproducing 

exclusionary and harmful logics under the guise of being a progressive alternative 

pushed by the moderate ‘good guys’. Recent examples from the Labour Party, such 

as the leaked strategy to make more open displays of patriotism (Chakrabortty and 

Elgot, 2021) and the use of the St George’s flag on campaign leaflets in Hartlepool 

(Dyer, 2021), signal the enduring relevance of such critique. 

Interestingly, there is a significant difference between the campaigns in their 

use of this strategy, with the notable absence of references to ‘patriotism’ in VL 

campaign material. Indeed, across the whole corpus ‘*patriot*’ was mentioned only 

three times, as opposed to 29 references from BSE. Of course, ideas around 

patriotism and un-patriotism can be expressed without direct reference to the term 

itself, and certainly VL’s repeated accusation that BSE were ‘doing Britain down’ 

speaks to the notion of being unpatriotic. However, VL’s avoidance of ‘patriotism’ 

itself is interesting because it echoes the flexibility already discussed in dissociation, 

whereby campaigns could move between talking ‘about’ and not talking ‘about’ 

depending on the context and requirements at the time. The association between 

‘patriotism’ and the far right has become well established, as Audrey Osler (2009, 
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p.88) notes: ‘Although patriotism is a concept regularly invoked in the United States, 

it tends to be avoided in Britain and other western European countries, where it is 

too readily associated with fascism and ethno-nationalism of the 1930s and with the 

extreme right today.’ Even in the far-right corpus there was an apparent reluctance 

to over-use the term, with only 10 occurrences in total. Given VL’s position on the 

same side of the campaign as far-right groups, claims over authentic patriotism 

could have drawn greater attention to the similarities between their discourses (i.e., 

talking ‘with’), so through avoidance, they could again maintain some semblance of 

distance while capitalising on a shared association for those to whom ideas around 

patriotism are attractive. What this example highlights is the flexibility of strategies 

of talking ‘about’, which allows the mainstream to articulate and rearticulate its 

position relative to the far right while appearing fixed in opposition.  

Strategies in combination 

Having outlined each of the strategies identified, it is now important to turn to the 

way they combine with one another. Although individually they play a role in 

mainstreaming, their complex interactions, seemingly both complementary and 

contradictory at times, are key to the process. In particular, they allow the 

mainstream to adopt this flexible position, discussed earlier, which appears largely 

oppositional but masks shared discourses and positions. Indeed, it is this 

combination that allows Michael Gove, for instance, to ‘shudder’ at the sight of the 

Breaking Point poster (dissociation) yet equally claim that immigration is the source 

of numerous ills (legitimisation). Thus, by considering the strategies in unison, it is 

possible to interrogate more closely the role they play in emphasising certain 

elements over others. In particular, such analysis can help us to challenge the 

hegemonic construction of mainstream identity as moderate and good, instead 

exposing how talking ‘about’ feeds into processes of talking ‘with’ and thereby 

obscures the role of the mainstream in mainstreaming. 

Although some links between strategies have already been alluded to within the 

individual explanations, this section of the chapter looks in more depth at some 

examples of their combination and the role this plays in mainstreaming. Some of the 

quotes used above could certainly have been analysed through this combined frame, 

but it was important to establish clearly what is meant by each strategy alone, and 
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examples were selected to do this most effectively. Figure 22 conveys the way that 

some strategies interact and communicates the types of combined messages 

portrayed through them. Here, sections of analysis centre around two or three 

strategies in combination, commencing with the most clearly complementary and 

finishing with those that seem somewhat contradictory. This section is not an 

exhaustive list of how they combined but seeks to exemplify the way that talking 

‘about’ can contribute to talking ‘with’. 
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Figure 22: Messages conveyed through combined strategies of talking 'about' 
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Delegitimisation, idealisation and dissociation 

The first of the combinations illustrates how the use of various strategies can favour 

the subject positions of different groups depending on the construction. In particular, 

BSE’s combined use of delegitimisation and idealisation feeds into VL’s hands because 

the attractiveness of what they offer is not under question, allowing mainstream Leave 

to present themselves as the nicer, more competent way of achieving desirable ends 

by dissociating themselves from the far-right component. The following quote from 

John Major (BSE, 08/04) is a clear illustration of how delegitimisation and idealisation 

combine in Remain discourse: 

The battle now joined over Europe has – on one side – the romantic nostalgia of an 

“Out” campaign that aches for a past that has long gone, in a world that has moved 

on. On the other side those – like me – who wish to remain are not European 

dreamers:  we are realists who see an edgy, uncomfortable world  

The use of the predication ‘romantic’ linking to the past and the nomination ‘dreamers’ 

referring to the future sends a clear message that the alternative may be aspirational 

but is not based on rational calculations. Remain instead are the ‘realists’ who deal in 

facts rather than emotions and who propose credible solutions to the problems the 

country faces. 

However, in combination with VL’s attempt to dissociate from far-right Leave, this 

approach allows the mainstream campaign to further strengthen its own legitimacy 

by becoming the ‘good and rational’ face of Leave: 

So I find it offensive, insulting, irrelevant and positively cretinous to be told – 

sometimes by people who can barely speak a foreign language – that I belong to a 

group of small-minded xenophobes (Johnson [VL], 09/05) 

In this example, Johnson creates a clear dividing line between himself and the kind of 

‘unrefined’ politics that Remain seemingly evoked when criticising the feasibility of 

Leave’s position. Furthermore, the prominence of the ‘left behind’ narrative, with its 

connotations around lower education levels (Antonucci et al., 2017), makes classist 

deflection also implicit in this rebuttal, where Johnson emphasises his foreign-

language skills and separates himself from those who are ‘ignorant’. Crucially, the 

combination between delegitimisation and idealisation means that VL can further play 

into this distinction and are only tasked with convincing people of their competency 
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rather than the appeal of their ideas. Through dissociation, they can identify those 

who fall into the category that Remain campaigners are describing and paint 

themselves as different. 

This is clear too in the way that proposed anti-immigration policy was put 

forward by VL. They were able to focus on arguing that their position was possible 

and enforceable. 

And my ambition is not a Utopian ideal - it’s an Australian reality. Instead of a 

European open-door migration policy we could - if a future Government wanted it - 

have an Australian points-based migration policy. We could emulate that country’s 

admirable record of taking in genuine refugees, giving a welcome to hard-working 

new citizens and building a successful multi-racial society without giving into people-

smugglers, illegal migration or subversion of our borders. (Gove [VL], 19/04)  

Gove is able to brush over, with limited fear of rebuke, the idea that increased border 

control is something to be strived for, instead placing emphasis on how it can be 

achieved through the example of Australia. Thus, BSE’s combined delegitimisation 

and idealisation strategies feed into the effectiveness of VL’s attempt to outwardly 

dissociate themselves from the far-right component. The combination of these 

strategies can therefore be used by mainstream actors to position themselves as the 

legitimate voice on these topics while still normalising exclusionary politics. 

Euphemisation, legitimisation and deflection 

Remaining with the topic of immigration, the next amalgamation of strategies, 

involving euphemisation, legitimisation and deflection, demonstrates how 

combinations of talking ‘about’ can at once create some semblance of distinction 

with the far right while expressing congruent ideas. 

With such porous borders and loss of national identity into some distant 'Euro' 

nationalism, it does not take an academic to understand why political extremism is 

on the rise. EU elites are quite frankly stunned by the rise of nationalist and 

populist political parties, but what did they expect? (L.EU, 08/03) 

The determination to rip down borders in defiance of popular opinion has 

fuelled the rise of far-right politicians. Free movement without consent is 

dangerous and a risk to stability. In Britain, the impact is felt above all by those 
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on the lowest incomes. For them, the Bank of England has calculated that every 

10% increase in migration leads to a 2% fall in wages. (Stuart [VL], 06/06) 

In these examples, which illustrate how the far right can also use such strategies, 

immigration is portrayed as a legitimate concern which originates from other 

sources (i.e., ‘populists’, ‘popular opinion’ and those on ‘the lowest incomes’), 

requiring action else risk growing resentment. According to this logic, opposition to 

immigration belongs to someone else (i.e., the working class) and is being driven 

from below, but politicians are compelled to act because of dangers not only from 

immigration itself but the type of politics that inaction can inspire. This simply 

serves to intensify the implied threat that immigration poses, thereby feeding 

further into far-right discourses, while presenting themselves as a protection 

against such politics. 

Perhaps one of the clearest articulations of these strategies, which exemplifies 

the intimate connection between talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ and which underscores 

the necessity to challenge mainstream practices, is the following passage from an 

article in which Ian Duncan Smith is interviewed: 

"That's a classic case of the elite turning to people whose ordinary lives are 

damaged by this process and refusing to engage," he says. 

The Conservative government today risk making the same mistake. "They won't 

engage about border control. They refuse to. They say it's not a problem. What 

happens is a government grows away from the people. That's very dangerous 

because their daily experience is where the government must always be." 

Extreme right-wing political parties will be the ones to benefit because they will 

address immigration but in a way that is "nasty", he says. "The job of 

mainstream politicians is to deal with this because if you leave it, you leave it 

at your peril. 

"It's about caring about people on the lowest incomes. It's not about a 

government that cares about corporates. 

"My worry is what happens to the small businesses and to people when they cannot 

get their view across because they are told by government that their 

experience is bigoted or wrong or racist. Their experience of migration is their 

lives are actually being damaged. It is the poorest that suffer most and that is a 

fact of life." 
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Duncan Smith uses the classic populist construction of elites acting against the 

interests of the people, here claiming that they deny what he calls ‘a fact of life’, that 

immigration is ‘damaging lives’. This despite clear evidence that the Conservative 

government at the time (and certainly ever since too) had engaged in no such 

denials; indeed, two weeks after the 2015 general election, David Cameron, (2015) 

completed an extensive speech on the topic. In making this claim however, he 

suggests that the issues with immigration are being downplayed and that they arise 

from the valid concerns of ‘ordinary people’. Particularly interesting in terms of 

talking ‘about’ is the way that he specifically evokes ‘extreme right-wing political 

parties’ and their ‘nasty’ way of handling immigration, placing ‘mainstream 

politicians’ in a position of responsibility to deal with these ‘issues’ in a sensible way. 

Often the use of the signifier ‘mainstream’ is avoided and instead implied in the type 

of politics described, as discussed in Chapter 3, but its explicit use here illustrates 

plainly how this identity is constructed. Once again, classist deflection is used to 

locate where anti-immigration sentiment is derived from, while political 

correctness is suggested to stifle open debate on the topic. The strategies of 

euphemisation, legitimisation and deflection all contribute to the idea that such 

politics is driven from below, where the mainstream offers the ‘sensible’ response 

to such issues. They therefore contribute to the normalisation of exclusionary 

discourse while trying to bolster the mainstream’s position as the saviour. 

Recontextualisation and deflection or delegitimisation 

The next combination of strategies relates to how attempts to appropriate and 

redefine the idea of patriotism by BSE (recontextualisation) were often 

accompanied by other messages, for instance relating to depictions of a heroic past 

of defeating Nazism (historical deflection) or comparing their ‘sensible’ patriotism 

to Leave’s inappropriate version (delegitimisation). In both cases, the ideas 

associated with patriotism, clearly intertwined with the pathology of greatness, are 

pushed as those to be aspired to while at the same time placing the mainstream (in 

this case, BSE) as the valid way of expressing them. 

And that in the end is what I think the Leave campaign is about. Far from being 

about patriotism, Brexit is in fact a recipe for nationalism. I say to everyone - 

don't diminish this great country of ours. Don't let them define how we are seen 

by the rest of the world. Don't let them make us something we're not and have 
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never been - a country which turns it back. Let's fight them on the beaches of what 

it means to be British and reclaim that ground. Let's be true to what we've always 

stood for and always should. Let's honour the memory of those who fought to 

bring peace to Europe. Vote IN for the Britain we know and love. (Burnham 

[BSE], 18/03)  

Here, it is clear how this imagery, with a direct intertextual reference to Churchill’s 

famous ‘We shall fight them on the beaches’ speech, feeds into the pathology of 

greatness, drawing an explicit link between patriotism and Britain’s exploits in the 

Second World War. In suggesting that true patriotism is in defence of these values 

and that Remain’s cause is an attempt to ‘honour the memory’ of those who fought 

for peace, BSE strive to position themselves as the worthy voice in the debate. As the 

previous chapter illustrated, however, the ties of these legacies are intimately linked 

to colonialism and exclusion, so there is an irony in the way that this is portrayed as 

the virtuous form. It also illustrates the close interconnections between talking 

‘about’ and ‘with’, where an attempt to criticise the opposition actually serves to 

reinforce exclusionary norms. 

Similarly, Remain use delegitimisation to further suggest that their form of 

patriotism is the most appropriate, the other grounded instead in ‘emotional 

assertions and appeals to “national pride”’ (Mandelson [BSE], 01/03). The 

emotional-vs-rational binary is therefore once again evoked in this context: 

Instead of specifics we are offered vague sentiments wrapped up in the Union 

flag: that Britain has a proud, buccaneering, trading past and can have a proud, 

buccaneering trading future […]. To ask for more detail on what Brexit would 

actually look like is, we are told, unpatriotic or pessimistic. This is nonsense. To 

me, patriotism is making a rational decision about what is best for Britain, 

based on the evidence. (Dunstone [BSE], 01/05) 

Thus, the ideas underlying patriotism and nationalism go unquestioned; it is instead 

about being realistic. Once again, talking ‘about’ in this way brings no challenge to 

what is being said but rather the competence of who is saying it. Such an approach 

was not limited to recontextualisation either, as it also combined with 

euphemisation in places: 

The campaign has split the country. Emotions have trumped facts. Born-again 

populists rail against the establishment. (Financial Times [BSE], 15/06) 
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Again, this draws the focus to the respectability of those involved, where emotion is 

seen to be a weakness and one that populists uniquely suffer from. By referring to 

Leave as ‘populists’ who are opposed to ‘the establishment’, it not only evokes 

associated images of ‘the people’ but places Leave in a position against elites, despite 

being deeply elitist in terms of structure and personnel. Such combinations can 

therefore work contrary to their perceived aim of denouncing the other side, instead 

reinforcing the desired position of either the far right or mainstream to be viewed 

as standing in opposition to elites. In all these examples, we again see how the desire 

to establish mainstream credibility through deflection and delegitimisation is 

accompanied by the normalisation of far-right positions via recontextualisation and 

the consequent failure to actually challenge the premise of patriotism and 

nationalism. 

Delegitimisation and legitimisation 

The final combination sees two seeming opposites come together to contribute to 

mainstreaming, an illustration of how talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ are closely 

intertwined. In particular, this blend of strategies brings a focus on ridiculing the 

opposing side to the extent that it is the sole focus and thereby serves to back up far-

right positions by failing to challenge the premise on which they are built. Earlier in 

the chapter (see p.237), delegitimisation was evidenced in a long document by BSE 

in which they used contradictory quotes from Leave to demonstrate what they 

repeatedly termed ‘chaos and confusion’. From the same text, we can see how this 

focus on the lack of cohesion in their message actually contributes to legitimisation 

in terms of immigration: 

Some leave campaigners want to end free movement and out of EU migration rules… 

[quotes] …others accept that free movement would have to remain if the UK were to 

remain in the EU single market… [quotes] …others even want to see an increase 

in immigration… [quotes] …and meanwhile some just don’t want to talk about 

immigration at all [quotes] …even though others are clear that it is the most 

important issue [quotes]. (BSE, 27/02) 

The emphasis here is on showing the different positions adopted by Leave, but in 

the claim that some ‘even’ want to see greater immigration, there is the clear 

implication that this notion is unthinkable and that immigration is unquestionably 

something to be opposed. 
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Again, a similar effect is achieved when BSE focused on deriding Leave’s 

protestations around the location of the border, feeding into the idea that these are 

legitimate worries but that they are being addressed in the wrong way. 

David Cameron warns border checks could move from Calais to Dover if we leave the 

EU: Leave campaigners say he’s “scaremongering”. President Hollande confirms 

border checks will move from Calais to Dover: Leave campaigners silent... (BSE, 

04/03) 

This framing therefore serves to bolster the notion of threat posed by immigration, 

reinforcing the idea that dangerous people are entering through the borders and 

that Leave would actually worsen an already bad situation. The attempt to attack 

the opponent’s logic through delegitimisation in these scenarios therefore not only 

comes at the expense of countering what they are saying but actually legitimises 

their position further. Even seemingly dichotomous strategies can work in unison 

to further contribute to mainstreaming.  

Summary 

This chapter has analysed strategies of talking ‘about’ the far right in the context of 

the Brexit referendum, emphasising that a range of seemingly both complementary 

and contradictory strategies were used by mainstream actors (and in some cases 

even far-right actors) to attempt to distance themselves from or sometimes draw 

closer to the far right. In each case, this construction of the subject position of the 

far right came with the corollary positive self-depiction of the mainstream, where 

they are different from (dissociation) and better than the far right (delegitimisation) 

despite their attractive propositions (idealisation) and legitimate grievances 

(legitimisation), originating from certain sections of the population (deflection and 

euphemisation), which are currently addressed in the wrong way by those groups 

(recontextualisation), meaning that the mainstream is best-equipped to deal with 

these pressing issues (all). 

While individual strategies have their own mainstreaming effects, as evidenced 

in the examples given, their combination proves critical in reinforcing the link 

between talking ‘with’ and talking ‘about’. bell hooks (1994, p.28) points to common 

contradictions between what is said and what is acted upon: 
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What amazes me is that so many people claim not to embrace these values and yet 

our collective rejection of them cannot be complete since they prevail in our daily 

lives. 

In this way, the mainstream is able to adopt a seemingly antagonistic relationship 

with far-right actors, making them appear like reasonable and reliable opposition, 

while actually normalising exclusionary positions. What this means is that they 

often face less scrutiny for their actions in this sense, as their hegemonic position as 

moderate is consistently reinforced. Only by unpicking these complex forms of 

depiction can we begin to address the key role that the mainstream plays in 

mainstreaming. 
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Chapter 8: Conclusion 

Resisting normalisation and mainstreaming 

This thesis started with some recent examples from current UK and European 

politics, where positions and policies often associated with the far right were found 

right at the heart of the mainstream. As I have drafted and redrafted my work, I have 

repeatedly added to that list, as more and more cases of exclusionary politics 

becoming the norm have continued to abound across a range of contexts. Whether 

here in the UK or elsewhere in the Global North, these ideas have never been too far 

from the surface, as by virtue of their history, these countries are by their very 

nature built on the foundations of inequality and exclusion. However, as Ruth 

Wodak, (2020, p.6) puts it, we are seeing the ‘shameless normalization’ of such 

politics, where ‘the boundaries of the “sayable” are being shifted’ with unabashed 

candour. And the dominant direction of travel is clear: towards greater levels of 

inequality which bring tangible effects for those at the sharp end. As suggested in 

the introduction and emphasised throughout this study, these shifts are not enacted 

simply by those at the fringes of society or the political system, but by actors 

considered part and parcel of the so-called mainstream. The starting point for this 

project was the underexplored role of mainstream actors in the process of 

mainstreaming. With their position of relative power, one of the main messages to 

convey here is that we must unpick their role in order to approach this phenomenon 

critically. Indeed, only by examining and challenging the categories, assumptions 

and processes at play can we start to build towards alternatives. 

This chapter brings together all the components of this project, tying the 

theoretical, methodological and empirical aims together once more. It deals with 

each of the principal research questions in turn, answering the more focused sub-

questions in tandem. Some reflections are then offered on the potential limitations 

of the work, with proposed avenues for future research on the topic in order to 

further refine the frameworks on offer. Finally, in line with the importance of 

prognostic critique within CDS (Wodak, 2009, p.312), some rules of engagement  are 

proposed in order to encourage a critical approach to both the mainstream and 

mainstreaming. It is hoped that these guidelines can form a starting point to which 

others can add their insights as we look for ways to counter this dangerous trend. 
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A holistic approach to mainstreaming 

This project commenced with three interrelated aims, encompassing theoretical, 

methodological and empirical objectives targeted towards developing a holistic 

understanding of the mainstreaming of the far right. It first sought to draw together 

the varied literature on the topic and reframe it by establishing the multiple 

associations between different actors, processes and outcomes. In taking this more 

rounded approach, we are encouraged to critically engage with the category of 

‘mainstream’ itself and to maintain a sharp focus on the interrelations between 

different components. By doing so, we can strive to avoid partial accounts which 

actually feed into the very process that is being studied. Given the centrality of 

discourse in the account of mainstreaming that is produced, the second objective 

was based around developing a comprehensive methodological framework to 

underpin the study and link the theoretical and empirical components together. 

While both poststructuralist Discourse Theory and Critical Discourse Studies form 

full research programmes themselves, I wanted to derive the benefits from each, 

alongside Corpus Linguistics in a supportive role, to offer an innovative blend of 

approaches from an ontological and analytical perspective. In this way, we are able 

to access a range of insights which can help us to understand this complex 

phenomenon in more depth. Finally, to develop a deeper understanding of the 

process of mainstreaming and implement the methodological approach, the third 

aim was to ground this work in a precise case study. Through analysing Brexit 

campaign materials, an account of the particular role of mainstream elite discourse 

in mainstreaming could be established. Brought together, these objectives were 

what guided the approach that was adopted, and the following subsections provide 

a summary of the findings for each of the corresponding research questions.69  

How can the process of mainstreaming best be conceptualised? 

By using current approaches to the far right, mainstream and mainstreaming as a 

starting point, it was established that a dominant narrative has formed around the 

topic. Notably, this account centres around the way that far-right actors seek to 

improve their electoral fortunes and the potential implications that this may have if 

successful. While certainly an area worthy of scrutiny, especially in light of recent 

 
69 The answers roughly follow the structure of the sub-questions outlined on p.9. 
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developments in various countries, it is argued that this approach has brought too 

narrow a focus on simply the far right’s electoral activities at the expense of other 

significant actors and processes. In particular, the mainstream itself has been 

subject to somewhat limited attention in comparison, with the power that actors 

within this construct possess often downplayed or omitted. Assumptions about the 

mainstream standing in fixed opposition to the far right through its ‘moderate’ 

approach to politics have therefore been strengthened and gone unchallenged. 

Taking these observations and restructuring their configuration, we can start to 

unpick the complex interactions at play and move away from the linear narrative 

that sees the far right as the fundamental driver of mainstreaming. Instead, both the 

far right and mainstream are acknowledged to have the capacity to shift their 

positions on different topics in either direction, moving closer or further from one 

another according to the scenario. Any such changes can bring about strategic 

outcomes in elections, with the aim clearly to gain greater support at the polls and 

increase their vote share. These shifts are not simply the result of demand from 

below, however, as is often insinuated by those involved, but they themselves are 

active in influencing what is seen as important among the electorate through 

mediation. Thus, the adaptations undertaken by these groups may be significant in 

shaping views and electoral outcomes. Nevertheless, the process must not simply be 

understood through the lens of elections as this fails to account for the significance 

of discourse in its own right, to which we as academics also have the capacity to 

contribute through our interpretations of social phenomena. Crucially, discursive 

shifts towards the far right are not only concerning when accompanied by far-right 

success in elections; even if such parties or movements fail to gain ground in that 

respect, the impact of normalisation reaches far beyond the electoral domain, 

notably in the consequences faced by those who are targeted in exclusionary 

discourse. The framework draws together these different elements to encourage 

critical approaches to mainstreaming which engage with the various factors at play. 

Within this broader conception of mainstreaming, the acknowledgement of the 

relative power differential between actors is crucial. This is already fundamental to 

the assumptions of mediation, where elite actors are identified as key drivers in 

shaping what people consider important. However, among elite groups too, there 

are hierarchies of power. While far-right actors clearly possess agenda-setting 
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capacity, particularly when given a platform on mainstream media (as we have seen 

with Farage for instance), it is clear that the mainstream often occupy a privileged 

position in terms of institutional, discursive and symbolic power. This means that 

while the far right may exert pressure and benefit from their ‘outsider’ status when 

not in government, it is ultimately mainstream actors who are in the position of 

greatest power to normalise such politics. To conceptualise the way that the 

mainstream can contribute to far-right mainstreaming, two complementary 

features of discourse were identified: talking ‘with’ and talking ‘about’ the far right. 

Talking ‘with’ denotes shared discourses with the far right, while talking ‘about’ 

refers to the strategies used to describe the far right and consequently position the 

mainstream in relation to it. I argue that the combination between these features 

means that mainstream actors can be responsible for the normalisation of 

exclusionary discourse while maintaining their apparent position of respectability. 

By examining these features in depth, we can start to centralise the powerful role 

played by the mainstream in mainstreaming. 

How can DT, CDS and CL be combined to study mainstreaming? 

In order to explore the process of mainstreaming, the methodology was designed to 

draw the theoretical and empirical components together, while providing a clear 

ontological and epistemological foundation for the research project as a whole. 

Although DT and CDS in particular have rarely been combined as one, owing to their 

capacity to stand alone and differing underlying assumptions in some respects, my 

framework highlights their capacity to work complementarily, with CL providing 

supportive tools to allow greater scope of analysis. It was determined that each 

tradition would have a principal role in the framework, either as the foundations, 

the glue tying the theoretical to the empirical, or the facilitator of analysis. However, 

rather than a rigid format, the framework remains open to different configurations, 

where the role of each tradition is not set in stone, allowing their varied application 

according to the needs of the project. 

Using the metaphor of a tree to capture their main contributions, DT forms the 

roots, with its poststructuralist position offering a sophisticated understanding of 

discourse construction and reconstruction, and its relation to power and hegemony. 

CDS constitutes the trunk of the tree because it is able to successfully link theory to 

analysis. One of its biggest strengths is applying concepts to problem-driven 
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research and working between the micro- and macro-levels. Finally, CL represents 

the branches because it allows the scope of analysis to be extended both in terms of 

breadth and depth, enabling analysts to work on a larger scale but also probe certain 

aspects further. It acts in a more supportive capacity as its offering is less developed 

at the philosophical level. These defined roles do not mean that we should dismiss 

the contribution of DT to analysis, for instance, or CDS in terms of underlying 

assumptions, so any insights they can offer at different levels (e.g., constructing a 

discursive web, centralising the role of the researcher) are incorporated. There are, 

of course, some marked differences between the traditions, notably in terms of 

divisions between the discursive and non-discursive, but their significant crossover 

too makes them compatible research partners. Overall, the tree emphasises the way 

that these traditions are interlinked and rely on one another, forming a cohesive 

approach to discourse studies. 

This broader structure was then translated into a practical analytical 

framework, offering a starting point for conducting empirical work but which 

remains flexible. It outlines four phases in the process, from data collection to 

communicating the findings. In particular, it illustrates how both manual and 

computerised techniques deriving from the three traditions can be combined when 

collating corpora and identifying samples, when conducting preliminary analysis to 

gain an overview of the data, and when pursuing detailed insights during in-depth 

examination. The approach encourages triangulation between the different 

traditions and consistent engagement with various levels of context in order to offer 

critical interpretations in line with the research aims. Finally, findings should be 

communicated with adherence to the broad principles of the framework, entailing 

conscious reflections on the potential impact of the work and offering possible 

strategies to overcome the issues identified in the research. 

Implementing this innovative framework for the purposes of the project has 

highlighted the significant success that such an approach can have in providing a 

thorough and multi-layered research programme. It was instrumental in 

determining the way that I conceptualised core ideas (e.g., the mainstream), forming 

the philosophical principles and ethical position that underpinned my work, and 

producing the wide-ranging insights that my analysis of Brexit campaign discourse 

generated. My aim in creating this framework was to establish a comprehensive 
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approach to the study of discourse at macro-societal and micro-textual levels by 

drawing on the respective focal points of each tradition. The outcomes of this 

project, where I was able to produce an overall map of Brexit discourse and at the 

same time provide in-depth textual analysis, all framed within a wider 

understanding of mainstreaming, underscores the clear benefits of combining them 

in this way. It also illustrates the significant potential of this approach to be 

developed further and applied more widely, encouraging greater dialogue between 

these traditions and harnessing their strengths for the purposes of a dynamic and 

adaptable approach to the study of discourse. 

What is the role of mainstream elite actors in normalising far-right discourse 

during the Brexit campaign? 

Applying these theoretical and methodological frameworks, the empirical 

component of the project was carried out through analysis of Brexit campaign 

discourse. With reflections on my own role as a researcher and the importance of 

transparency above unattainable objectivity in rigorous research, the range of 

decisions involved in designing and conducting each of the three studies was laid 

out clearly. Criteria for the delineation of mainstream and far-right actors in the 

campaign was based largely on the designation process and the political affiliation 

of each group. Vote Leave and Britain Stronger in Europe were therefore identified 

as representative of the mainstream in this context, having been granted official 

campaign status (with associated benefits, e.g., funding, visibility, respectability) 

and having been composed largely of politicians from perceived mainstream parties 

(especially those in the most prominent positions). On the other side, UKIP were 

taken as the focal point for the far right within Brexit, identifying associated 

campaigns and using the more traditional extreme-right Britain First as a point of 

comparison. Articles within the defined time period were gathered from the 

respective websites of each group and sorted according to whether they would be 

included in the corpus, sample or excluded completely. Analysis then followed the 

framework set out in Chapter 4 to produce a broad overview of the data for each 

study and to probe the key features of mainstream elite discourse further. 

The exploration of talking ‘with’ revealed a number of similarities between 

mainstream and far-right discourse during the campaign, even when the groups 

proposed seemingly dichotomous solutions to different issues. A shared narrative 
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between them constructed a heroic past and prosperous future which intersected 

with the four key themes that characterised the debate: immigration, economy, 

influence and elites. By placing these topics within broader frames, the wide-ranging 

similarities between the groups could be explored while situating these 

articulations in their context. Shared expressions of colonial nostalgia/amnesia, 

racism, a pathology of greatness, hegemonic masculinity and populism 

characterised both mainstream and far-right discourse. This meant that across the 

campaign groups, a common imaginary of Britain and Britishness was expressed, 

whereby the nation’s history was portrayed as a source of great pride and 

inspiration for what the country should strive towards; a number of racialised 

groups were depicted as a multifarious threat to the British people; British national 

identity was constructed through a sense of inherent greatness; traditional markers 

of masculinity, in opposition to femininity, were taken as emblematic of positivity; 

and a range of elite groups were criticised, though crucially in conjunction with 

other issues such as immigration. The key takeaway from this work is the way that 

these discourses did not simply belong to one group but transcended the different 

campaigns. Of course, this does not mean that differences were not apparent, and it 

is clear that the far right may offer cruder forms in places, but there were marked 

similarities between the groups. We must therefore move away from 

exceptionalising the far right as an entity that extends way beyond the norm. Talking 

‘with’ illustrates that mainstream actors play a significant role in normalising 

exclusion and inequality. 

Despite their similarities, the mainstream still largely manages to maintain an 

image of moderacy and respectability. This has been clear in subsequent analysis of 

Brexit itself, where people have suggested that the two main Leave campaigns took 

differing approaches or where Remain has not been included in analysis. An 

examination of talking ‘about’ underscored how mainstream actors use different 

strategies to confer various qualities on the far right and in turn paint themselves as 

the attractive alternative. Strategies of dissociation, delegitimisation, idealisation, 

legitimisation, deflection, euphemisation and recontextualisation came together in 

multiple ways to convey different messages about the desirability, origins and 

legitimacy of the far right, often with mainstreaming effects. In particular, this 

empirical analysis emphasised how talking ‘with’ and talking ‘about’ work in unison, 

allowing powerful mainstream actors to normalise far-right discourses while they 
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maintain some semblance of respectability. As a result, if we are to counter the 

mainstreaming of the far right, we must start by acknowledging and unpicking the 

mainstream’s leading role in that process. 

Contributions and limitations 

As the answers to the above questions indicate, this project offers three main 

contributions, encompassing theoretical, methodological and empirical insights. It 

has brought into focus how different components combine in the process of 

mainstreaming and drawn particular attention to the powerful role of mainstream 

elite actors. In so doing, it offers a conceptualisation of two key features of 

mainstream discourse: talking ‘with’ and ‘about’ the far right. Second, it outlines an 

innovative methodological framework for discourse studies which seeks to bring 

together diverse traditions and draw on the strengths that they each bring to the 

process. A demonstration of how this was applied in the current project is provided, 

but this framework should be widely applicable and others are encouraged to 

challenge or refine it as they see fit. Finally, the project offers a concrete example, 

through case study analysis, of the role played by mainstream elite actors in 

mainstreaming, while at the same time presenting new insights into the Brexit 

referendum by establishing the similarities between the different campaigns. 

Overall, this thesis provides an in-depth account of mainstreaming and illustrates 

how particularly powerful actors can be centralised rather than side-lined in our 

analysis of real-world examples. 

Of course, despite these considerable contributions, there are always potential 

limitations that can be levelled at a project of this nature. Ideally, I too would have 

liked to go further in some respects, but decisions have to be made for the feasibility 

and coherence of the study. In response to some potential critiques, I underscore the 

reasons behind the choices I made, how my approach attempted to mitigate such 

issues and where future research could contribute further. Indeed, it could be 

suggested that the project is both too broad and too narrow in certain respects. The 

scale of my manual analysis is fairly large for studies of this nature, which could 

result in some depth of insight being lost. However, the framework that I have 

created is designed to reduce these risks and provide a well-rounded approach. 

Certainly, had I spent the same time on a reduced number of articles, I perhaps could 

have provided more sentence-level interpretations, but the approach taken was 
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designed to meet the requirements of charting the range of similarities and 

strategies within mainstream discourse. There are many benefits to conducting 

smaller scale in-depth analysis, so it could certainly be useful for future studies to 

take a tighter approach to uncover more micro-level similarities. 

In contrast, it could be suggested that the project is too narrow, by centring on 

one case study and a single domain of focus (i.e., political actors). The emphasis on 

detailed engagement with context, as well as the extensive corpora involved, meant 

that I chose to centre only on Brexit in order to do justice to the analysis. It would 

certainly be beneficial to extend the approach to other locations or times and 

compare the findings – something I hope to do in future – because it could help to 

uncover both similarities and differences in how normalisation and mainstreaming 

occur across different contexts. Furthermore, the framework acknowledges that the 

mainstream is composed of various groups (within politics, media, academia, 

culture industries, etc.) and that they may intersect with one another in different 

ways. As with the choice to focus on one case study, the decision to limit my analysis 

to politicians and political campaigns was taken to ensure appropriate depth of 

insight. However, with the importance of intertextuality and interdiscursivity, 

studies which assess the way that different mainstream groups may combine could 

shed light on how exclusionary norms come to be sedimented across different 

domains. Thus, while there are valid critiques based on the limitations of this 

project, the purpose of the frameworks to provide guidance on the key factors 

involved and encourage critical engagement means that any further development of 

these concepts, whether through smaller-scale analysis, extension to other contexts 

or the incorporation of further mainstream groups, is certainly welcomed. 

Critical research on mainstreaming: Nine rules of engagement70 

With numerous future avenues for research on mainstreaming and the desire to 

carry the contributions made in this project forward, I borrow the approach from 

two recent examples of articles in which a set of guidelines are produced for critical 

engagement with key topics (Newth, 2021; De Cleen, Glynos and Mondon, 2018). My 

aim here is to lay out some key ground rules for those participating in research on 

 
70 This heading us directly derived from Benjamin De Cleen, Jason Glynos and Aurelien Mondon's 
(2018) article entitled: ‘Critical research on populism: Nine rules of engagement’. 



274 
 

mainstreaming in the hope that these assumptions help to shape critical approaches 

to this phenomenon. It forms the final level of critique pursued in CDS, the 

prognostic, which has ‘the ultimate aim of contributing towards the betterment of 

society’ (KhosraviNik and Esposito, 2018, p.57). As this thesis has emphasised, the 

mainstreaming of the far right is a complex and multifaceted process with no easy 

solutions, but by starting with these assumptions as a baseline, we can identify key 

drivers, challenge simplistic or incomplete accounts and start to think about how 

best to forge new pathways ahead.  

The mainstream is not a fixed identity 

Subject positions are constructed through discourse and can be generated both 

internally (self-identification) and externally (by others), with both positive and 

negative attributes bestowed on the identity being produced/reproduced. The 

mainstream has attracted little attention in terms of precise definitions, yet 

dominant conceptions of mainstreaming often place it almost in a static role, with 

limited acknowledgement of its capacity to adapt and shift. By placing contingency 

at the heart of our understanding of the mainstream, we can begin to explore how it 

may change over time, location, context, etc. It means that the mainstream itself, not 

just the far right, becomes a critical object of enquiry in processes of normalisation 

and mainstreaming, because it has the capacity to enact change with considerable 

power. 

The mainstream does not necessarily stand in opposition to the far right 

With its contingency recognised, the next key challenge to dominant conceptions 

comes in rejecting the notion that the mainstream necessarily acts as a bulwark 

against the far right. There are many ways that mainstream actors can in fact 

facilitate rather than counter its rise, whether directly through forming coalitions or 

more subtly through discursive normalisation. Even when explicitly claiming to be 

opposed, we must dig deeper into whether these claims mask shared discourses 

between the two. By avoiding the reification of the mainstream as a unitary line of 

defence against the far right, we can start to take a critical eye towards its 

positioning and investigate the ways in which it too is implicated in mainstreaming.  
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Mainstreaming is not just about elections 

To date, many accounts of mainstreaming have centred around whether the far right 

has managed to make electoral gains by increasing its support base and attracting 

supporters from traditional mainstream parties. Although it is of course important 

to evaluate the far right’s performance in elections, this constitutes just one way of 

measuring influence. While we may rightly celebrate their failure to gain seats in 

parliament, for instance, this may well be accompanied by an increasingly 

exclusionary agenda from those within the mainstream, thereby illustrating the 

presence of normalisation at the discursive level. The benchmark for whether the 

mainstreaming of the far right has occurred or been successful must therefore 

extend beyond electoral success, and our strategies for countering it must 

consequently be more wide-ranging.  

Mainstreaming is not just about the far right 

The level of literature on the far right is testament to its popularity as a research 

topic in political science and beyond. There has long been interest in what parties 

and movements of this nature entail, who they attract, why they are/are not 

successful, etc. In terms of mainstreaming, this has translated into placing them and 

their actions at the heart of the process. This is certainly an area worthy of 

investigation as there is significant evidence of far-right actors modifying their 

discourse to appear more mainstream. However, they are not solely responsible for 

shifts at this level and we must account for power dynamics, whereby those actors 

considered part of the mainstream have significant discursive, symbolic and 

institutional power. This hype around the far right must not come at the expense of 

engaging with the range of mainstream actors that are fundamental in this process. 

Mainstreaming is not something we, as academics, are separate from 

In any research field, academia is not an entity that acts in isolation, whether that be 

in terms of preconceptions coming in or the implications of reported findings going 

out. It is critical to acknowledge that we do not enter a field free from prior 

assumptions about the topic so we must understand how they may influence our 

approach. Furthermore, the way in which events are interpreted and reported 

within academia can be transmitted and shared through wider channels, 
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particularly with the increasing focus on ‘impact’ within UK institutions. As a result, 

we must consciously reflect on the messages that we too are conveying through 

talking ‘about’, because if we euphemise the far right through ‘populism’ for 

instance, we are legitimising their claim to represent ‘the people’. Our 

interpretations can therefore feed into discursive normalisation and broader 

mainstreaming processes, so if we seek to truly counter this trend, we must think 

actively about the implications of our own choices too. 

You cannot beat the far right by joining them 

Some of the literature on mainstream tactics towards the far right has suggested 

that accommodative strategies can hinder their success by appropriating and taking 

over issues with which they have become associated. In terms of elections, this may 

see a fall in far-right support as people view the mainstream as a more viable way of 

enacting such policies. However, we cannot and should not see this as a form of 

victory, because while the far right may not be in government, the normalisation of 

such ideas and discourse is certainly not cause for celebration. This may in turn lead 

to renewed success at future elections based on the legitimisation they have 

garnered, but regardless of whether or not this is the case, the prominence of 

exclusionary politics within the mainstream is cause for significant concern in itself, 

most notably because of the impact for those who are targeted. 

Mainstreaming has tangible effects for those at the sharp end 

When approaching the topic of mainstreaming, the comprehension that it is not 

some abstract process devoid of real-world consequences must always remain front 

and centre. For some, viewing it as such is simply not an option because it is they 

who feel the full impact. Exclusionary politics reinforces inequalities on a number of 

levels, entailing varied effects for those at the sharp end, something of which we 

must never lose sight. If we centralise this assumption in our work, some of the 

common pitfalls identified in current approaches (and which these rules seek to 

combat) can be avoided. For instance, accommodative strategies cannot be 

proposed as the solution as they simply further entrench exclusionary norms within 

mainstream society. 
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Mainstreaming does not have to be this way 

The mainstreaming of the far right is not a given, nor is it inevitable; with 

contingency come possibilities for different paths to be taken. Gender 

mainstreaming, for instance, despite notable difficulties in practice (Caglar, 2013, 

p.337), endeavours to embed gender equality within various structures. Of course, 

there are always issues when radical and progressive agendas are taken up within 

mainstream circles, the language of decolonisation a case in point (Tuck and Yang, 

2012). However, in affirming that mainstreaming does not have to travel in a 

rightward direction, we open up opportunities to produce potentially 

transformative counter-strategies. 

We must strive for alternatives 

And it is on this message that I wish to end my thesis: that it must always be this 

drive for radical change that motivates our approach. When researching injustice, 

there is no other position worth taking. Clearly, we must firmly oppose any inroads 

made by far-right parties into the political arena, but we must equally stand 

unwaveringly against the way that exclusionary ideals continue to be woven into 

what is mainstream. We need to reflect carefully on how we talk ‘about’ the far right, 

ensuring that we do not talk ‘with’ it in any way. Instead, by standing in true 

opposition to what it represents, we must find ways to mainstream talking, acting 

and fighting ‘against’ exclusion and inequality at every level.   
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Appendix I 

A record of all articles included in the sample and/or corpus for each study are 

provided below. 

Far-right data 

 

Date Title Set Group Main actor 

20-Feb The starting gun has been fired Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

21-Feb 
Mike Hookem – “Iain Duncan Smith absolutely right 

on Paris type attacks” 
Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

21-Feb The UK needs you now! Corpus UKIP Nigel Farage 

22-Feb 
Tim Aker challenges Jackie Doyle-Price MP to 

Thurrock EU Debate 
Corpus UKIP Tim Aker 

24-Feb Cameron's sham deal not even legally binding Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

24-Feb 
UKIP Transport spokesman welcomes confirmation 

from airline boss that leaving the EU would not 
necessarily trigger a rise in air fares 

Corpus UKIP Jill Seymour 

25-Feb 
Another 323,000 migrants arrive in the UK - a city the 

size of Hull 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

25-Feb 
Nigel Farage has accused the Government of 

muddying the waters over the sheer scale of EU 
immigration 

Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

25-Feb 
Unemployed Brits' chances of finding work dashed by 

Brussels scheme 
Sample UKIP Jane Collins 

26-Feb 

UKIP Commonwealth Spokesman welcomes 
comments from former New Zealand Foreign Affairs 
Minister calling for Commonwealth free trade deal to 

be struck after Brexit 

Sample UKIP James Carver 

29-Feb The EU is an Evil Empire Sample UKIP Ray Finch 

29-Feb The EU is an Evil Empire Booklet Sample UKIP Ray Finch 

29-Feb 
UKIP Leader Nigel Farage's 2016 Spring Conference 

Speech 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

01-Mar 
Labour Opposition Day Motion is cynical attempt by 

Labour to hide its impotence over steel 
Sample UKIP Roger Helmer 

01-Mar 
UKIP Trade Spokesman demolishes PM's claim that 

potential UK-EU Trade agreement would have to have 
free movement of people 

Corpus UKIP 
William 

Dartmouth 

02-Mar 
Shocking figures on tariffs PROVE EU is killing off 

Welsh steel 
Corpus UKIP Nathan Gill 

02-Mar Spring conference 2016 - Speeches Sample UKIP various 

02-Mar The 'In' crowd admit that wages will rise on Brexit Sample UKIP Jane Collins 

02-Mar UKIP responds to Dave's Dodgy Dossier Sample UKIP 
William 

Dartmouth 

02-Mar 
UKIP's latest Party Political Broadcast on the housing 

crisis 
Corpus UKIP Peter Whittle 

03-Mar EU plan to raise duty on e-cigarettes an act of folly Corpus UKIP Louise Bours 

03-Mar 
UKIP's Small Business Spokesman has backed more 
than 200 bosses of firms who have signed an open 

letter urging Britain to leave the EU 
Corpus UKIP Margot Parker 

04-Mar 
Swiss Government tear up free movement of people 

with the EU 
Sample UKIP 

William 
Dartmouth 

04-Mar Tusk's plea too little, too late to stop vast migrant flow Sample UKIP Diane James 

05-Mar Freedom of speech is vital for business Sample UKIP 
Christopher 

Mills 

08-Mar 
Cllr Peter Reeve is to retain the role of UKIP Local 

Government spokesman 
Corpus UKIP Peter Reeve 
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08-Mar It’s not the EU’s job to regulate British ports Sample UKIP Jill Seymour 

08-Mar The EU has failed women Sample UKIP Margot Parker 

08-Mar 
UKIP Blast Tory Benefit Raid on Britain's Most 

Vulnerable People 
Corpus UKIP Tim Aker 

08-Mar 
UKIP MEPs highlight unfair 'tampon tax' on 

International Women's Day 
Sample UKIP 

Jane Collins, 
Margot Parker, 
Louise Boards 

09-Mar 
UKIP Defence Spokesman asks Home Secretary: "Why 

would you prefer criminals to stay in the UK than 
veterans from the British Army?" 

Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

09-Mar 
Vote remain for political union with Turkey, vote leave 

if you believe in Britain says Nigel Farage 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

10-Mar Is Cameron the new Nick Clegg? Sample UKIP 
William 

Dartmouth 

10-Mar 
That the world's biggest Sovereign Wealth fund has no 

fear of Brexit is no surprise 
Corpus UKIP 

Christopher 
Mills 

11-Mar Scientific research will be boosted by Brexit Sample UKIP Dr Julia Reid 

14-Mar 
Outside the EU, the world is our oyster, and the 

Commonwealth is its pearl 
Sample UKIP James Carver 

15-Mar 100 days to go till EU Referendum day Corpus UKIP None 

15-Mar 
News that Avon will be relocating its headquarters to 
the UK is another blow to Project Fear and great news 

for Great Britain 
Sample UKIP Jane Collins 

16-Mar 
Employment up but wages stagnate: mass low skilled 

migration harms British workers 
Sample UKIP Jane Collins 

16-Mar Time to Go global after a budget of low horizons Sample UKIP Mark Reckless 

17-Mar Budget a lost opportunity for Small Business Corpus UKIP Margot Parker 

17-Mar 
Findings of latest European Court of Auditors report 

should worry everyone 
Sample UKIP Steven Woolfe 

17-Mar Not worth the paper - The EU Referendum Deal Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

17-Mar Not worth the paper booklet Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

18-Mar Turkey IN means Britain OUT of the EU Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

18-Mar 
UK must make it clear, no deal with anti-democratic 

Turkey 
Sample UKIP 

William 
Dartmouth 

21-Mar 
CBI/PwC report claims to be an economic case but the 

motivation is purely political 
Sample UKIP Mark Reckless 

21-Mar EU funded CBI wrong on job losses from Brexit Sample UKIP Jane Collins 

21-Mar 
William Dartmouth MEP, the UKIP trade spokesman 

has called for transparency from the CBI 
Sample UKIP 

William 
Dartmouth 

22-Mar 
UKIP Defence Spokesman Responds to the Brussels 

Terror Attacks 
Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

24-Mar 
Amber Rudd's facile analysis fails to grasp energy 

economics 
Sample UKIP Roger Helmer 

24-Mar Thurrock Council votes in favour of leaving the EU Corpus UKIP Graham Snell 

26-Mar 
UKIP Northern Ireland Leader welcomes Lord 

Trimble’s support for Brexit 
Sample UKIP David McNarry 

29-Mar 
UKIP Employment Spokesman says Education 

Secretary is a disingenuous mouthpiece for Project 
Fear 

Sample UKIP Jane Collins 

30-Mar 
High Energy costs driven by EU rules behind Tata 

decision 
Corpus UKIP Nathan Gill 

31-Mar EU cash for HS2 rail link is nothing short of an insult Sample UKIP Jill Seymour 

04-Apr The Steel Crisis Corpus UKIP various 

04-Apr 
UKIP Wales Leader Nathan Gill says Steel Crisis shows 

Welsh Assembly’s ‘ineptitude’ 
Sample UKIP Nathan Gill 

04-Apr We are better off outside the EU Sample UKIP Margot Parker 

06-Apr Nigel Farage responds to Government pro-EU leaflets Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

06-Apr Now even the EU admit open borders are a threat Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

07-Apr 
Cameron's Referendum flyer opposed by Election 

Commission 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

08-Apr 
UKIP welcome Treasury Select Committee study into 

economic facts in the Brexit Debate 
Sample UKIP Mark Reckless 
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12-Apr 
EU rules allow job discrimination for foreign workers 

based on languages 
Sample UKIP Jane Collins 

12-Apr 
Farage calls out the IMF - It's only protecting its own 

as it always does 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

12-Apr 
France to cooperate on security and intelligence post 

Brexit says French Prime Minister 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

13-Apr 
Hammond must rule out British troops joining EU 

Battlegroup 
Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

13-Apr 
Statement from UKIP Leader Nigel Farage on EU 

Referendum Designation 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

13-Apr 
The people's army will prevail over anti-democratic 

EU 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

14-Apr 
Jeremy Corbyn has sold out and joined the Europhile 

elite (Telegraph) 
Sample UKIP Paul Nuttall 

14-Apr 
Jeremy Corbyn on EU mass migration - an outlier even 

within the Labour Party 
Sample UKIP Steven Woolfe 

14-Apr The True Migrant Crisis Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

15-Apr Farage letter to Cameron Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

15-Apr 
UKIP Leader Nigel Farage challenges David Cameron 

to live head-to-head debate 
Corpus UKIP Nigel Farage 

17-Apr 
Leaving the European Union would not stop teams 

being able to take on top flight players from overseas 
Sample UKIP Paul Nuttall 

18-Apr Migration costs the NHS far more than we ever knew Sample UKIP Louise Bours 

18-Apr School places shortage fuelled by EU Open Borders Sample UKIP Paul Nuttall 

18-Apr 
Treasury Report - A political posture not an economic 

study 
Sample UKIP Steven Woolfe 

18-Apr 
UKIP demands fair treatment for SMEs over late 

payment scandal 
Corpus UKIP Margot Parker 

20-Apr 
Mexico confirms it wants a trade deal with a post 

Brexit Britain 
Corpus UKIP 

William 
Dartmouth 

20-Apr 
Mike Hookem has slammed a petition calling for an 

end to the subsidies paid to Drax power station 
Corpus UKIP Mike Hookem 

21-Apr 
Imagine the USA trapped in an organisation like the 

EU 
Sample UKIP 

Jonathan 
Arnott 

22-Apr 
Hypocritical Obama needs to return to his history 

lessons 
Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

24-Apr 
It's not just difficult to control our borders within the 

EU, it's impossible 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

25-Apr Collins letter to Osborne Sample UKIP Jane Collins 

25-Apr 
If Theresa May wishes to leave the ECHR she must 

support Brexit 
Sample UKIP Diane James 

26-Apr 
Junior doctors should campaign against Cameron's 

cuts and in favour of Brexit 
Sample UKIP Louise Bours 

26-Apr The ABC of why Obama is wrong Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

27-Apr EU Parliament fail to show urgency in steel crisis Sample UKIP Bill Etheridge 

27-Apr 
UKIP spoofs Lord Patten for suggesting BBC 

deferential to Brexit cause 
Sample UKIP Paul Nuttall 

28-Apr 
Union Deal with Government not in best interests of 

workers 
Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

02-May 
Fight against terror in the UK is not going to be won by 

giving more powers to the EU 
Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

02-May 
Something is rotten in our justice system to put 

criminals above Afghan interpreters 
Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

03-May EU Army spells the end of UK Sovereignty Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

03-May 
Farage and Boris clear favourites to represent Leave 

in TV debates 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

03-May 
James Carver MEP hits out over a government 
propaganda “blitz” about the forthcoming EU 

referendum 
Sample UKIP James Carver 

03-May 
Leave the EU or lose the NHS says UKIP health 

spokesman Louise Bours 
Sample UKIP Louise Bours 

03-May Open door immigration isn't working Sample UKIP none 

04-May 
Turkey visa deal – a huge error of judgement says 

Farage 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

09-May Pubs want out Sample UKIP Paul Nuttall 
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09-May 
UKIP Leader Nigel Farage responds to the PM's EU 

speech 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

10-May 
Europol's actions prove the threat of terrorism via the 

Balkan Migrant route 
Sample UKIP Steven Woolfe 

10-May Why SMEs are better off out of the EU Corpus UKIP Margot Parker 

12-May 
True EU immigration figure 250,000 a year higher 

than first thought 
Sample UKIP Steven Woolfe 

12-May What are they trying to hide? Sample UKIP 
Jonathan 

Arnott 

13-May Britain can trade around the world post-Brexit Sample UKIP Winston Peters 

13-May Draft EU Budget delay slammed Sample UKIP 
Jonathan 

Arnott 

15-May 
Brussels plans for EU border and coastguard vote 

after UK referendum 
Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

16-May Business leaders want freedom Sample UKIP Margot Parker 

16-May What’s changed your mind Michael? Corpus UKIP Jill Seymour 

17-May UKIP response to MigrationWatch report Sample UKIP Steven Woolfe 

18-May A Queen's speech of a Government at Sea Sample UKIP Paul Nuttall 

18-May 
Latest employment figures show we need Brexit to put 

British workers first 
Sample UKIP Jane Collins 

23-May 
UKIP Deputy Chairman William Dartmouth calls on 

the PM to be honest with the British people over 
Turkey potentially joining the EU 

Sample UKIP 
William 

Dartmouth 

23-May 
UKIP London Assembly member Peter Whittle slams 

the flying of the EU flag at City Hall today 
Sample UKIP Peter Whittle 

24-May 
University of Wolverhampton slammed for its pro-EU 

letter 
Sample UKIP Jill Seymour 

26-May 
European Parliament vote against reduced Tampon 

Tax 
Sample UKIP Louise Bours 

26-May 
UKIP London Assembly Member David Kurten 

responds to the latest immigration figures 
Sample UKIP David Kurten 

26-May UKIP response to latest immigration figures Sample UKIP various 

30-May Albanian migrants in Kent must be sent back to France Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

31-May 675 milion more reasons to leave the EU Sample UKIP 
Jonathan 

Arnott 

31-May 
Only outside the EU can we decide British laws on 

alcohol labelling 
Sample UKIP Louise Bours 

31-May 
UKIP criticises the agreement between the European 

Commission and tech firms Facebook, YouTube, 
Twitter and Microsoft to tackle hate speech online 

Sample UKIP Peter Whittle 

01-Jun 
Watch Brexit in Plymouth: William Dartmouth joined 

by David Owen 
Corpus UKIP 

William 
Dartmouth 

02-Jun 
BBC Bias claim as EU Monnet Professor presented as 

independent expert 
Sample UKIP Patrick O'Flynn 

06-Jun 
Make sure you register to vote and help us make June 

23rd our Independence Day! 
Corpus UKIP none 

07-Jun 
Euro court rules non-EU nationals illegally entering 

UK cannot be imprisoned 
Sample UKIP Steven Woolfe 

08-Jun 
Brexit vote on June 23rd will spell end for entire EU 

Project 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

08-Jun 
Centralised EU tax system is one more step to a 

European Super-state 
Sample UKIP Steven Woolfe 

08-Jun 
Nigel Farage beats David Cameron, wins over 

undecided voters 
Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

15-Jun Former Conservative Mayor joins UKIP Sample UKIP Bob Dhillon 

15-Jun Let's take back control of our waters Sample UKIP Nigel Farage 

15-Jun Major coach tour to crusade for Brexit Sample UKIP various 

18-Jun The tragic death of Jo Cox MP Sample UKIP none 

19-Jun 
"Remain is for the very rich, Mr Osborne" says Jane 

Collins 
Sample UKIP Jane Collins 

19-Jun 
UKIP Defence Spokesman welcomes decision by Field 

Marshal Lord Guthrie to switch to Leave side 
Sample UKIP Mike Hookem 

20-Jun 
Ford used European loans to relocate British jobs to 

Turkey with more potentially to go at Dagenham 
Sample UKIP Jane Collins 



320 
 

22-Jun 
Nigel tops Ipsos Mori poll of political leaders on eve of 

EU Referendum 
Corpus UKIP Nigel Farage 

22-Feb 
Arron Banks On Sky News Discussing The EU 

Referendum 
Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

22-Feb 
Leave.EU Comments On Boris Johnson; Two 

Referendums Strategy 
Sample L.EU Richard Tice 

22-Feb 
Liz Bilney Debating The Better Option For People In 

Wales On BBC 
Sample L.EU Liz Bilney 

23-Feb 
Britain Should Vote For Brexit Before The Inevitable 

Eurozone Meltdown 
Sample L.EU none 

23-Feb 
Jacob Rees-Mogg "The European Union Is A Failing 

Organisation" 
Sample L.EU 

Jacob Rees-
Mogg 

23-Feb Leave.EU Comment On The 'Ftse 100' Letter Sample L.EU Richard Tice 

24-Feb 
Co-Founder Richard Tice On BBC Discussing Brexit 

And Business 
Sample L.EU Richard Tice 

24-Feb Our Ambassador Jim Mellon On BBC Radio 4 Sample L.EU Jim Melon 

25-Feb 
EU Plans For Saudi Trade War Which Could Cost UK 

Billions 
Sample L.EU Andy Wigmore 

25-Feb 
Leave.EU Comments On MEPs Promise To Destroy 

Cameron's Deal 
Sample L.EU Brian Monteith 

25-Feb 
Leave.EU On Brussels' Plan To Delay Demands For 

More Money And Power Until After The Referendum 
Sample L.EU Richard Tice 

25-Feb 
Leave.EU On 'Flashman' Cameron Pressuring 
Veterans; Restricting Gove's Access To Papers 

Sample L.EU unknown 

25-Feb 
Leave.EU Responds To Stronger In Europe Charity 

Scaremongering 
Sample L.EU Richard Tice 

26-Feb 
Arron Banks On Sky News Discussing The EU 

Referendum 
Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

03-Mar Leave.EU Condemns Calais Scaremongering Sample L.EU 
Jack 

Montgomery 

05-Mar 
France’s Interior Minister Tears Apart The Calais 

Scare Story 
Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

08-Mar EU Summit Deal Plays With Fire Sample L.EU none 

08-Mar Leave.EU Condemns BCC Double Standards Sample L.EU Richard Tice 

15-Mar 
Leave.EU Welcomes Vote Of Confidence From Avon In 

The Business World 
Sample L.EU Liz Bilney 

18-Mar 
Leave.EU Welcomes Hargreaves Landsdown Founder 

Peter Hargreaves 
Sample L.EU Andy Wigmore 

23-Mar 
Now Is The Time To Discuss How The EU Endangers 

Our Security, Says Arron Banks 
Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

24-Mar 
Arron Banks Welcomes Australian Prime Minister's 

Intervention In EU Terror Debate 
Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

29-Mar 
Arron Banks: The Millionaire Hoping To Bankroll UK 

Into Brexit 
Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

07-Apr Why The Government Leaflet Is Wrong Sample L.EU none 

08-Apr Read Arron Banks' Letter: The People V Propaganda Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

14-Apr Judicial Review: Statement From Arron Banks Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

14-Apr Labour GO Respond To Corbyn's Pro-EU Speech Sample L.EU unknown 

14-Apr Whitewash: Corbyn's Anti-EU Articles Being Deleted Sample L.EU 
Brendan 
Chilton 

19-Apr 
Why An EU-UK Free Trade Agreement Is In Everyone’s 

Interests 
Sample L.EU none 

22-Apr 
British Higher Education Will Thrive Outside The 

European Union 
Sample L.EU none 

22-Apr 
Can We Secure A Brighter Future Outside Of Political 

Union? Yes We Can! 
Sample L.EU none 

22-Apr The EU's Great Greek Tragedy Sample L.EU none 

28-Apr New EU Regulation On E-Cigarettes Will Cost Lives Sample L.EU Matt Ridley 

29-Apr The CAP Doesn’t Fit British Farmers Sample L.EU none 

04-May Arron Banks Obama Article Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

04-May Arron Banks: Keep Sending Obama Over Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

04-May The Lords Report: Leave.EU’s Verdict Sample L.EU none 

06-May The Three EU Directives Crippling British Energy Sample L.EU none 
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09-May We’re At War Again, For Some Reason! Sample L.EU none 

13-May They Can Take Our Freedom Sample L.EU various 

20-May Leave.EU Report: Brexit Better For Northern Ireland Sample L.EU none 

20-May Northern Ireland Report Sample L.EU none 

20-May Nothing Cool About Latest EU Ban, Says Arron Banks Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

23-May 
Mystic Gideon's Brexit Predictions Have All The 

Credibility Of A Magic 8-Ball 
Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

03-Jun 
Press Release: When JP Morgan's Jamie Dimon Speaks, 

Voters Should Run The Other Way 
Sample L.EU Arron Banks 

08-Jun Speculation And Hard-Nosed Investment Sample L.EU none 

18-Jun 
Simon Heffer In Tomorrow's Telegraph: The Chance 

For Our Moment Of Greatness 
Sample L.EU Simon Heffer 

No date 
"New Living Wage Will Be Irresistible Draw For 

Migrants" Warns Peter Bone MP 
Sample GO Peter Bone 

No date 
"Scotland Would Be Better Off Out Of The EU," Urges 

Liam Fox MP 
Sample GO Liam Fox 

No date 
Spending £9.3 Million Of Taxpayers Money On EU 

Propaganda Is "Major Error Of Judgement" That Must 
Be Reversed Says Peter Bone MP 

Sample GO Peter Bone 

No date 
"Outrageous" That Government Spending £10 Million 
Of Our Own Money To "Tell Us What To Think" Says 

Farage 
Sample GO Nigel Farage 

No date 
Peter Bone Tables Parliamentary Questions On 

Government's Taxpayer Funded EU Propaganda 
Sample GO Peter Bone 

No date 
PM Commitment To EU "Must Not Come At The Cost 

Of Our Democracy" - He Must Listen To Electoral 
Commission 

Sample GO Tom Pursglove 

No date 
Bold Plan From Brexit Campaigners To Give Gibraltar 

Own MP 
Sample GO various 

No date 
UK Security At Risk From Future Bosnian Membership 

Of EU – As Country Becomes Hub For Islamist 
Extremists 

Sample GO various 

No date 
Grassroots Out Responds To TUC Claim That Brexit 

Will Put Holiday Pay At Risk 
Sample GO Kate Hoey 

No date 
Government Ripping Up Referendum Rule Book 

Because It Is Losing Key Arguments - David Davis 
Sample GO David Davis 

No date 

Hypocrisy Of French EU Commissioner Who Wants To 
Clamp Down On Tax Havens But Presides Over System 

Where EU Civil Servants Pay HALF The UK Tax Rate 
On £78,500 Average Salary 

Sample GO various 

No date Grassroots Out Statement On IMF Scaremongering Sample GO Peter Bone 

No date Nigel Farage: The IMF Cannot Be Trusted Sample GO Nigel Farage 

No date 
Statement On Midlands Industrial Council Support For 

GO Movement 
Sample GO Alex Deane 

No date 
Grassroots Out Responds To BSE's 'Talk To Gran' 

Campaign 
Sample GO Tom Pursglove 

No date 
Chris Grayling To Speak At GO Movement Rally In 

Strong Show Of Leave Campaign Unity 
Sample GO various 

No date 
Graham Gudgin: "I have long opposed the UK’s 

membership of the EU and believe that the UK joined 
the EEC in 1973 on a false prospectus." 

Sample GO Graham Gudgin 

22-Feb 2202 News Page 1 Sample BF various 

22-Feb Boris: “I’ll Get Us Out Out Of The European Union” Sample BF Boris Johnson 

03-Mar 0303 News Page 1 Sample BF various 

10-Apr 
“Our Economy Would Be Better With A Brexit”: 

Employment Minister Blasts EU Membership 
Sample BF Priti Patel 

10-Apr 
EU Loaning Millions To Chinese Steel Companies That 

Threaten 40,000 UK Jobs 
Sample BF none 

10-Apr 
UK Border Force Officers Say Agency Is “Not Fit For 

Purpose” 
Corpus BF Andy Burnham 

10-Apr 
German Refugees: Balkans Closures Stem Refugee 

Flow 
Corpus BF none 

15-Apr 
Refugee Crisis In Greece: How The Migrants Are 

Impacting Greek Society 
Corpus BF none 
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15-Apr 
EU Migrant Plan ‘Dead’ As Poland Refuse To Take 

Refugee Quota 
Sample BF 

Konrad 
Szymanski 

02-May 
Furious Romanian Prostitutes Protest Against Bid To 

Deport EU Migrant Criminals 
Sample BF Niki Adams 

02-May 
127 Million People With Visa-Free Travel To Europe 

In EU Plans For Turkey And Ukraine 
Sample BF unknown 

02-May 
Suspected Islamic State Suicide Bomber Kills Two 

Police In Southeast Turkey 
Corpus BF 

Mehmet 
Simsek 

25-May 
Britain’s Once World-Leading Scientific Standing Has 

Been Devastated By EU Red-Tape 
Sample BF none 

25-May 
Bank Boss Carney Accused Of Conspiring With George 

Osborne For EU Propaganda 
Sample BF Mark Carney 

26-May 2605 News Page 1 Sample BF various 

26-May 
Gang Of Romanian Migrants Evicted After Sleeping 

Rough In Abandoned Cars For Eight Years 
Sample BF none 

26-May 
British Exports To Europe Are Lower Than Before We 

Joined Single Market 
Sample BF 

Michael 
Burrage 

12-Jun 1206 News Page 1 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Boris Reveals Plans To Ban Migrants From Entering 

Britain Unless They Speak English 
Sample BF Boris Johnson 

18-Jun 
Brexit: Will Britain Leave The EU? Latest Polls, Odds 

And Predictions 
Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Britain Could Be Forced To Take Half A Million 

Refugees Who Acquire EU Citizenship 
Sample BF none 

08-Jun 
Britain’s Immigration System Is A Disaster And Must 

Be Scrapped, Business Chief Says 
Sample BF 

John 
Longworth 

08-Jun 
British Countryside ‘Will Be Ruined By Homes For 

Migrants’, Says Top Government Minister 
Sample BF Chris Grayling 

18-Jun 
EU referendum poll latest: Leave surges to six points 

lead as britain heads for brexit 
Sample BF Gideon Skinner 

08-Jun 
Fears Over Brexit Vote Integrity As EU Citizens Sent 

Polling Cards For Referendum 
Sample BF Nigel Farage 

02-Mar 
Euro Will Stumble From Crisis To Crisis And Fall, 

Warns Mervyn King 
Sample BF Mervyn King 

02-Mar 
Romanian Pickpocket Stole £18,000 Of Phones At One 

Gig 
Corpus BF none 

12-Apr 1204 News Page 2 Sample BF various 

20-Apr 
‘No Jail For Harmless Jihadis, They’ll Get More 

Radicalized In Prison’ – EU Counter-Terror Chief 
Corpus BF unknown 

20-Apr 
You Pay For 10,000 Foreign Criminals Languishing In 

Britain’s Cushy Jails 
Sample BF none 

26-May 
Government Minister Slams EU For Interfering ‘Day In, 

Day Out’ In UK Affairs 
Sample BF 

Andrea 
Leadsom 

26-May 
Daesh In EU: Armed, Dangerous And Operating 

Without Detection 
Sample BF 

Manuel 
Navarrete 
Paniagua 

03-Mar News Page 3 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 3 Sample BF various 

02-Mar 
Britain Has Paid More To Europe Than It Has Saved In 

Entire Austerity Drive 
Sample BF none 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 4 Sample BF various 

18-Jun 
JO COX SHOOTING: Deputy Leader Jayda Fransen 

Examines The Monstrous LIES Peddled By The Media 
Sample BF Jayda Fransen 

18-Jun Kent backs Brexit in EU referendum poll Sample BF none 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 5 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 6 Sample BF various 

08-Jun Asylum Seekers Head Straight For Scotland Corpus BF none 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 7 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 8 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 9 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 10 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
EU Immigration Will Force Young People To Live With 

Their Parents, Former Minister Warns 
Sample BF Liam Fox 
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08-Jun 
“We Are With Them, But Not Of Them!”: Sir Winston 

Churchill Opposed Membership Of EU 
Sample BF Boris Johnson 

08-Jun 
Donald Trump To Visit UK On Day Of EU Referendum 

Result 
Corpus BF Donald Trump 

18-Jun 
Last Remaining “Eye Witness” To Jo Cox Murder Is Ex-

BNP Member! 
Sample BF various 

08-Jun Top Labour MP Brands Older White Men A ‘Problem’ Sample BF Pat Glass 

08-Jun Europe’s Stock Markets Nosedive As Bank Policies Fail Sample BF 
Michael 
Hewson 

08-Jun 
Migrants Pay Just £100 To Get To Britain: Organised 

Gangs Ferry Them Across The Channel 
Corpus BF none 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 13 Sample BF various 

08-Jun Shock As Schengen Creator Tells EU Its Gone Too Far Sample BF Hubert Védrine 

08-Jun 
Eurozone Crisis: Rolling Strikes Threaten To Ruin 

France Economy 
Corpus BF 

Francois 
Hollande 

08-Jun 
Paris Mayor Announces Plan For Another Migrant 

Camp 
Corpus BF Anne Hidalgo 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 14 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 15 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
President Erdogan Urges Turkish Women To Have At 

Least Three Children 
Corpus BF 

Recept Tayyip 
Erdogan 

08-Jun 
Councils’ ‘Biased’ Postal Vote Guide On EU 

Referendum Blocked 
Sample BF none 

18-Jun 
Remaining in EU will create a massive housing crisis, 

new figures reveal 
Sample BF 

Iain Duncan 
Smith 

15-Jun 
Shock As Nine Suspected Illegal Immigrants Found In 

The Back Of A Lorry In Kent 
Corpus BF none 

08-Jun EU ‘Shouldn’t Try To Be A Superstate,’ Says Polish FM Sample BF 
Witold 

Waszczykowski 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 17 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Britain Only Has Three Boats To Stop Migrants 

Reaching Our 7,700 Mile Coast 
Corpus BF none 

08-Jun Migrant Crisis To Get Worse Sample BF none 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 19 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Top Eurocrat Admits EU Collapse Would Be Brussel’s 

Fault For Mad Rush To Euro Superstate 
Sample BF Donald Tusk 

08-Jun 
Treasury Group Savages Osborne Over Project Fear 

Claims Brexit Would Devastate Britain 
Sample BF 

George 
Osborne 

08-Jun ‘No Room For Islam,’ Says Slovakian PM Sample BF Robert Fico 

08-Jun 
Brussels Fears Brexit Will Be The End Of EU Due To 

Devastating Domino Effect 
Sample BF none 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 21 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
‘Too Sick To Work Migrant’ Now Wants To Bring 12 

More Children And 2 More Wives To Europe 
Corpus BF Naser Khader 

08-Jun EU Army Plans ‘Kept Secret’ Until After Referendum Sample BF 
Federica 

Mogherini 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 22 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Poland Rebels As Brussels Meddles In Its Courts 

System 
Sample BF Beata Szydlo 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 23 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Net Migration To Britain Reaches 333,000 – Second 

Highest Level On Record 
Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
British Armed Forces Would Be Stronger Outside The 

EU, Say Former Military Chiefs 
Sample BF 

General Sir 
Michael Rose 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 26 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Eurozone In Low-Growth Quagmire As Economy Falls 

To 16-Month Low 
Sample BF 

Chris 
Williamson 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 28 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 29 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Minister Claims Terrorists Will Flock To Britain If UK 

Votes To Stay In EU 
Sample BF 

Penny 
Mordaunt 

08-Jun 
Britain First Holds Successful Day Of Action In 

Patriotic Leicester! Massive Support In City! 
Sample BF none 
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08-Jun 0806 News Page 31 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
‘Turkish Migrants To Cripple The NHS’: Brexit 
Minister’s Stark Warning About EU Ascension 

Sample BF various 

07-Jun 0706 News Page 32 Sample BF various 

07-Jun 
Greek Court Refuses To Return Refugee To ‘Unsafe’ 

Turkey 
Corpus BF none 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 33 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
British ‘Deserters’ Will Not Be Welcomed Back Into 

Europe – European Commission President 
Sample BF 

Jean-Claude 
Juncker 

08-Jun 
Pro-EU MP Brands Voter ‘Racist’ Over Migrant 

Concerns 
Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 34 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Visa-Free Deal With Turkey Falling Apart As EU 

Reaches Deadlock 
Sample BF none 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 35 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 36 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Anger As Employment Figures Reveal More EU 

Workers In UK Than Ever Before 
Sample BF 

Iain Duncan 
Smith 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 37 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 38 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Cameron Risks Fresh Ridicule After Claiming Isis 

Support Brexit 
Sample BF David Cameron 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 39 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Thriving Norway Is “Perfect Example” Of How Being 

Outside The EU Is Better Than Staying In 
Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
‘Political Correctness Gone Mad!’: Brexit Bin Lorry 

Taken Out Of Service On Election Day 
Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 40 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 41 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 300 Top Business Leaders Support Brexit Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Anti-Islam Protesters Dump Pig’s At Angela Merkel’s 

Personal Office 
Corpus BF Angela Merkel 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 42 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Brexit Would Not Send Britain To The Back Of The 

Queue, Says Donald Trump 
Sample BF Donald Trump 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 43 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Brussels Bosses Delay Plans For Next EU Budget Until 

After Brexit Vote 
Sample BF 

Alexander 
Winterstein 

08-Jun Time For The BBC To Be Abolished! Sample BF none 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 46 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 
Where Does Britain First And UKIP Differ? Answer: 

Islam 
Sample BF Nigel Farage 

08-Jun The Greatness Of The British Empire And Its Legacy Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 47 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 48 Sample BF various 

08-Jun 0806 News Page 49 Sample BF various 
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Mainstream Leave data 

Date Title Set Main actor 

22-Jan 
Economist interviews Vote Leave Campaign Director Dominic 

Cummings 
Sample 

Dominic 
Cummings 

17-Feb 
Britain outside the EU would stand tall as a free and prosperous 

nation 
Sample Nigel Lawson 

20-Feb 
Extracts from Gove articles on Europe - it's Government experience 

that pushed him to Vote Leave 
Sample Michael Gove 

20-Feb 
Patel: EU is still in charge of our borders, our courts and our 

economy 
Corpus Priti Patel 

20-Feb Spot the difference: New EU-UK deal is 99% the same Corpus various 

20-Feb 
Statement from Michael Gove MP, Secretary of State for Justice, on 

the EU Referendum 
Sample Michael Gove 

21-Feb 
Boris Johnson backs Brexit as he hails 'once-in-a-lifetime 

opportunity' to vote to leave EU 
Sample 

Boris 
Johnson 

21-Feb Briefing Room Sample none 

21-Feb Business Opinion Sample various 

21-Feb Control Sample none 

21-Feb Cost Sample none 

21-Feb Immigration Sample none 

21-Feb Our Case Sample various 

21-Feb Security Sample none 

21-Feb The Government’s omnishambles renegotiation Sample 
David 

Cameron 

21-Feb Why are we campaigning for 'leave'? Corpus various 

22-Feb Campaign News - Boris and Gove back Britain Corpus various 

22-Feb 
Vote Leave slams taxpayer-funded propaganda designed to scare 

voters 
Corpus Robert Oxley 

23-Feb A vote to ‘remain’ in the EU is a vote for the Lisbon Treaty Corpus 
Chris 

Grayling 

23-Feb Boris says Vote Leave Sample 
Boris 

Johnson 

23-Feb Britain's farms would thrive outside of the EU Sample 
George 
Eustice 

23-Feb Campaign News - Number 10 start Project Fear Corpus various 

23-Feb Manufacturers hit back at Alan Johnson’s scaremongering Corpus various 

24-Feb Campaign News - Renegotiation is not legally binding Corpus various 

24-Feb EU overrides UK law Sample Lord Owen 

24-Feb Lord Lawson's Chatham House speech - The Case for Brexit Corpus Lord Lawson 

24-Feb Michael Gove says backing UK leaving the EU is 'optimist's choice' Sample Michael Gove 

24-Feb 
Priti Patel's speech at the BBCWE: Why women should take a 

leading role in the debate on Britain's future with the EU 
Sample Priti Patel 

24-Feb Raab: European Court ‘free not to enforce the British deal’ Corpus 
Dominic 

Raab 

24-Feb 
Statement from Priti Patel MP, Employment Minister, on how UK 

India relations will be strengthened by leaving the EU 
Corpus Priti Patel 

24-Feb Vote Leave: EEF does not speak for British business Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

25-Feb Campaign News - UK has no control over its borders Corpus various 

25-Feb 
Michael Howard: David Cameron's reform bid has failed – it’s time 

to go 
Sample 

Michael 
Howard 

25-Feb 
Patel: Migration statistics show we must Vote Leave to take back 

control of our borders 
Corpus Priti Patel 

27-Feb Lord Lawson responds to 'absurd' G20 claims Corpus Lord Lawson 

29-Feb Campaign News – Military heroes back Vote Leave Corpus various 

29-Feb I fought for Britain and I know how the EU weakens our defences Corpus 
Maj Gen 

Julian 
Thompson 
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29-Feb 
Patel: Heywood’s unconstitutional act threatens the reputation of 

the civil service 
Corpus Priti Patel 

29-Feb Vote Leave: latest dodgy EU dossier is devoid of credibility Corpus various 

01-Mar Brexit is the left-wing choice Corpus Gisela Stuart 

01-Mar Campaign News - Government machine backing IN campaign Corpus various 

01-Mar EU referendum: Former Tory chancellor Lord Lamont backs Brexit Corpus Lord Lamont 

01-Mar 
New report shows London will be £120 billion better off outside 

the EU 
Corpus 

Dr Gerard 
Lyons 

01-Mar Vote Leave responds to Lord Mandelson's scaremongering Corpus various 

02-Mar Campaign News – EU court still in control Corpus various 

02-Mar 
Latest Government EU report designed to falsely engineer a climate 

of fear over leaving the EU 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

02-Mar Lord Lawson's speech - Not so much white paper as white flag Corpus Lord Lawson 

02-Mar Revealed: UK loses over three-quarters of all cases in the ECJ Corpus 
Dominic 

Raab 

02-Mar 
Third ‘dodgy dossier’ from the Government misrepresents the 

alternatives to EU membership 
Corpus various 

03-Mar 
BSE campaign slammed by Treasury Committee for ‘scandalous 

misuse of data’ 
Corpus various 

03-Mar Campaign News - IN campaign says wages will rise if we Vote Leave Corpus various 

03-Mar Ludicrous claims about Calais are desperate and illogical Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

03-Mar 
Statements by Secretary of State Michael Gove MP and Mayor of 

London Boris Johnson MP 
Sample various 

04-Mar Campaign News - Weekly update Corpus various 

06-Mar 43 years of broken EU promises Corpus Luke Johnson 

06-Mar Who do you trust on the EU? Don’t Get Conned Again Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

07-Mar Campaign News - Get ready for #TakeControlDay Corpus various 

08-Mar Campaign News - Women make their voice heard in EU debate Corpus various 

09-Mar Campaign News - Business will benefit if we take back control Corpus various 

10-Mar Campaign News - PM’s deal won’t return powers to UK Corpus various 

10-Mar 
The House of Commons Library states that the European Court will 

not be bound by the renegotiation 
Corpus various 

10-Mar The renegotiation has failed to return powers to Parliament Corpus various 

10-Mar Trade and investment Sample various 

13-Mar 
EU referendum: Backing Brexit does not make you a 'bad' person, 

says Vote Leave head Gisela Stuart 
Corpus Gisela Stuart 

13-Mar Gisela Stuart to Chair Vote Leave campaign Corpus various 

14-Mar 
Campaign News - THANK YOU for your support on 

#TakeControlDay 
Corpus various 

15-Mar Campaign News - 100 days to go Corpus various 

15-Mar 
CBI bows out of EU referendum campaign as it publishes latest 

‘dodgy’ EU poll 
Corpus various 

16-Mar Campaign News - Cost of EU to spiral Corpus various 

16-Mar UK to pay another £96.5 billion to the EU over the next five years Corpus 
Chris 

Grayling 

16-Mar UK will still pay £350 million a week to Brussels Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

17-Mar Campaign News - EU has control over our economy Corpus various 

17-Mar 
Chris Grayling: The political union of 26 EU nations will dominate 

the map 
Corpus 

Chris 
Grayling 

17-Mar Statement by John Longworth on why he will Vote Leave Corpus 
John 

Longworth 

18-Mar 
Centre for Economic Performance report: EU-funded, highly 

selective and simply not credible 
Corpus none 

18-Mar EU’s panicky deal with Turkey shows the risks of voting remain Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

18-Mar 
Speech by Lord Owen - The EU's hubris has brought its own 

nemesis 
Corpus Lord Owen 
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21-Mar 
Campaign News – Pro-EU CBI admits jobs and growth will rise if we 

Vote Leave 
Corpus various 

21-Mar 
Vote Leave blasts CBI spin as report reveals that both the economy 

& employment will grow outside of the EU 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

22-Mar Campaign News - More lies from the IN campaign Corpus none 

22-Mar 
Lord Owen speaks at the launch of David Marsh's book - Europe's 

deadlock 
Corpus Lord Owen 

22-Mar The IN campaign’s latest leaflet continues to do Britain down Corpus none 

22-Mar 
Vote Leave responds to Moody’s report which disproves IN 

campaign’s scaremongering 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

22-Mar Vote Leave responds to Oxford Economics Report Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

23-Mar Brexit would not damage UK security Corpus 
Sir Richard 

Dearlove 

23-Mar Campaign News – Vote Leave to protect UK agriculture Corpus 
George 
Eustice 

23-Mar 
George Eustice: UK government will continue to support farmers 

after we Vote Leave 
Corpus 

George 
Eustice 

24-Mar Real risk to energy security is to stay in the EU Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

26-Mar 
250 business leaders back Vote Leave, as new poll shows EU stops 

entrepreneurs creating jobs 
Corpus various 

26-Mar Wetherspoon chief says staying in EU bad for small businesses Corpus Tim Martin 

27-Mar 
EU failure means 75 million EU citizens a year enter the Schengen 

Area without being checked against terror lists 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

27-Mar EU making Easter more Egg-spensive Corpus Robert Oxley 

28-Mar 
UK borders go unprotected as border force ships are moved to 

Turkey 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

29-Mar Campaign News – Vote Leave to make the UK safer Corpus none 

29-Mar Revealed: Free movement of criminals is a risk to our security Corpus various 

30-Mar Campaign News – Justice Minister gives EU security warning Corpus 
Dominic 

Raab 

30-Mar The EU is harming the UK steel industry Corpus Simon Boyd 

30-Mar 
Vote Leave: Yvette Cooper is either living in fantasy land or lying on 

the EU and security 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

31-Mar Campaign News - Thank you for your fantastic support Corpus various 

31-Mar 
John Longworth: PM should not be doing down our steel industry & 

the measures we could take to help it 
Corpus 

John 
Longworth 

31-Mar Latest ONS stats show why Britain will prosper if we Vote Leave Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

01-Apr Campaign News - Weekly update Corpus various 

01-Apr 
EU institutions spend more on propaganda than on counter-

terrorism 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

02-Apr How the EU is threatening patient safety Corpus none 

02-Apr Sol Campbell signs for Vote Leave Corpus Sol Campbell 

03-Apr 
Government is impotent to save our steel industry because of EU 

rules 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

03-Apr Growing pressure on the NHS due to higher migration Corpus Priti Patel 

03-Apr 
Scottish Vote Leave Director Tom Harris responds to Kezia 

Dugdale's comments on Scottish independence 
Corpus Tom Harris 

04-Apr 
Priti Patel: EU unemployment figures show why it is safer to Vote 

Leave 
Corpus Priti Patel 

05-Apr Campaign News - Our NHS is being shortchanged by the EU Corpus Gisela Stuart 

05-Apr 
NFU report shows that a free trade deal and support for farmers 

will boost farm incomes 
Corpus 

George 
Eustice 

05-Apr 
UK gives £5.8 billion more to EU countries for medical costs than it 

gets back 
Corpus Gisela Stuart 

06-Apr Brexit is necessary to protect NHS from TTIP, says David Owen Corpus Lord Owen 

06-Apr 
Chris Grayling: The future of the EU means we will have even less 

control than we do now 
Corpus 

Chris 
Grayling 

06-Apr 
Number Ten is trying to distract from accusations over PM's tax 
affairs by announcing it will spend millions on EU propaganda 

Corpus Robert Oxley 
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06-Apr 
Vote Leave publishes briefing on threat of the ‘Single Market’ to the 

NHS with Lord Owen speech 
Corpus Lord Owen 

07-Apr 
Commission confirms British women will still be paying the 

tampon tax on 24 June 
Corpus 

Anne Marie-
Trevelyan 

07-Apr Frontex report: The EU is a danger to our security Corpus 
Dominic 

Raab 

07-Apr 
Government bailing out remain campaign with false and misleading 

propaganda 
Corpus Gisela Stuart 

07-Apr 
Lord David Owen, speaking at a Civitas seminar on EU foreign and 

defence policy 
Corpus Lord Owen 

07-Apr 
Priti Patel MP: We need to take back control of immigration and 

asylum policy 
Corpus Priti Patel 

08-Apr Julian Brazier - the EU makes us less safe Corpus Julian Brazier 

10-Apr Big businesses use EU law to claim billions from the taxpayer Corpus Priti Patel 

10-Apr EU members failing to meet NATO defence spending obligations Corpus Julian Brazier 

10-Apr 
'Our economy would be better with a Brexit' Employment Minister 

blasts EU membership 
Corpus Priti Patel 

11-Apr Campaign News - In Defence of Democracy Corpus various 

12-Apr David Miliband on the EU: Wrong then, wrong now Corpus Priti Patel 

12-Apr Healthcare workers say we should Vote Leave to save the NHS Corpus various 

12-Apr IMF talking Britain down again - and getting it wrong, again Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

12-Apr Lord Owen speaking at a Européne Mouvement meeting in Paris Corpus Lord Owen 

13-Apr Gisela Stuart exposes the risks of staying in the EU Sample Gisela Stuart 

14-Apr 
Theresa Villiers: It is time to become an independent self-governing 

nation once again 
Corpus 

Theresa 
Villiers 

14-Apr Vote Leave responds to Bank of England MPC minutes Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

15-Apr A vote to leave could help fix the NHS funding crisis Corpus Gisela Stuart 

18-Apr 
Gisela Stuart says Government must come clean about the impact 

of migration on schools 
Corpus Gisela Stuart 

18-Apr 
Osborne admits we cannot control immigration if we vote to stay in 

the EU 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

18-Apr 
Priti Patel: Uncontrolled migration is putting unsustainable 

pressures on our public services 
Sample Priti Patel 

18-Apr 

Schools are at breaking point, says employment minister: As 
thousands of parents face disappointment over places for their 

children, Priti Patel says migration has put 'unsustainable pressure' 
on system 

Corpus Priti Patel 

19-Apr Michael Gove: ‘The Facts of Life Say Leave’ Sample Michael Gove 

19-Apr 
Michael Gove's essay for Today programme - Why it is safer to take 

back control 
Sample Michael Gove 

20-Apr Campaign News - Even EU boss knows the EU doesn’t work Corpus various 

21-Apr 
Campaign News - Vote Leave to strengthen our relationship with 

the US 
Corpus various 

22-Apr 
Boris Johnson: UK and America can be better friends than ever Mr 

Obama… if we LEAVE the EU 
Sample 

Boris 
Johnson 

22-Apr IDS exposes Obama's double standards Corpus 
Iain Duncan 

Smith 

22-Apr Lord Owen – People will be puzzled by Obama’s intervention Corpus Lord Owen 

23-Apr 
Why I fear a fresh stampede: IAIN DUNCAN SMITH says 

desperation to stay in Brussels means government are rowing back 
on pledge to cut migration 

Corpus 
Iain Duncan 

Smith 

24-Apr ‘Downing Street duo have lost faith in Britain’ Corpus 
Iain Duncan 

Smith 

24-Apr 
Home Secretary admits the EU makes it harder to control 

immigration 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

24-Apr Obama's trade claims not backed up by reality of US trade deals Corpus 
Chris 

Grayling 

24-Apr 
Priti Patel: Let’s take back control of how our taxes are spent and 

vote OUT of the EU 
Corpus Priti Patel 

25-Apr Campaign News - NHS under pressure from uncontrolled migration Corpus various 

25-Apr 
Home Secretary admits that 5 new countries joining the EU is 

dangerous for the UK 
Corpus 

Iain Duncan 
Smith 
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25-Apr 
Junior doctors pay dispute could be settled with just over two 

weeks of our EU contributions 
Corpus 

Chris 
Grayling 

25-Apr Soviet-style control freaks are a threat to our independence Sample Michael Gove 

26-Apr 
Frank Field: This referendum will determine the future of the EU 

and the Labour Party 
Corpus Frank Field 

26-Apr 
Gisela Stuart—Labour’s EU stance is alienating “swathes of 

traditional voters” 
Corpus Gisela Stuart 

27-Apr 
Pessimistic OECD report admits economy will grow and migration 

will be controlled if we Vote Leave 
Corpus Priti Patel 

27-Apr 
Speech by James Cleverly MP: 'How the EU's Common Agricultural 

Policy is making African farmers poorer. 
Sample 

James 
Cleverly 

27-Apr UK pays £1.8 billion to help Albania and Turkey join the EU Corpus Gisela Stuart 

28-Apr Britain faces £93 million bill from EU meddling over HGV levy Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

28-Apr 
Priti Patel speech at the Spring Conference of the Association of 

Licensed Multiple Retailers 
Sample Priti Patel 

29-Apr City leaders voice their support for Vote Leave Corpus various 

29-Apr Poll shows farmers will Vote Leave Corpus 
George 
Eustice 

30-Apr 
EU referendum: Iain Duncan Smith interview - Tory veteran says 

vote to leave on June 23 will make Britain great again 
Corpus 

Iain Duncan 
Smith 

30-Apr Roaming charges won’t go up if we Vote Leave Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

03-May Campaign News - Let's take back control on 23 June Corpus various 

03-May Vote Leave responds to latest BSE attempt to do down the economy Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

04-May 
Campaign News: EU will integrate further - it’s safer to take back 

control 
Corpus various 

04-May 
EU bends rules to create visa-free zone from Syria to English 

Channel 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

04-May 
Speech by Lord Owen - The UK, Canada and a United States of 

Europe 
Corpus Lord Owen 

05-May 
Campaign News - David Cameron's Turkey deal means Britain's 

new border is with Syria and Iraq 
Corpus various 

05-May Vote Leave to end the live transport of lambs to the slaughter Corpus various 

07-May 
Michael Gove says David Cameron will be forced to take immediate 

steps to protect borders and national security in the days after a 
Brexit 

Sample Michael Gove 

07-May Migration pressure on schools revealed Corpus Priti Patel 

08-May 
After we Vote Leave we will act quickly to protect national security 

and save money 
Sample Michael Gove 

09-May Boris Johnson: The liberal cosmopolitan case to Vote Leave Sample 
Boris 

Johnson 

10-May 
Alan Johnson is out of touch if he thinks a hospital a week is a ‘drop 

in the ocean’ 
Corpus Gisela Stuart 

10-May Business opinion moving against the EU Corpus 
John 

Longworth 

10-May Iain Duncan Smith: Are we in this together? Sample 
Iain Duncan 

Smith 

10-May 
Latest trade stats show UK more likely than ever to strike a free 

trade deal with EU 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

11-May Gordon Brown: Wrong Then, Wrong Now Corpus 
Chris 

Grayling 

12-May 
Priti Patel: ‘The scale and impact of immigration from Europe is 
even higher than previously admitted. It is out of control - and 

cannot be controlled as long as we stay in the EU 
Corpus Priti Patel 

12-May Vote Leave to create 300,000 British jobs Sample 
Boris 

Johnson 

13-May EU-funded IMF being used to bully the British people Corpus Priti Patel 

15-May Labour's pro-EU stance 'is recruitment agent for Ukip' Corpus Gisela Stuart 

15-May Of course our City fat cats love the EU – it’s why they earn so much Sample 
Boris 

Johnson 

15-May 
Unwise monkeys: ‘Sneering’ David Cameron, Gordon Brown and 

John Major branded bananas by Brexit-backing Priti Patel 
Corpus Priti Patel 



330 
 

16-May 
Osborne’s event nose dives as fellow campaigner describes the EU 

as an ‘evil empire’ 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

16-May Sir Richard Dearlove: Speech at BBC World on the Move day Corpus 
Sir Richard 

Dearlove 

16-May The ‘single market’ has failed British exporters Corpus 
John 

Longworth 

17-May 
Andrea Leadsom: The choice the UK now faces is to accept a largely 

unreformed EU, or choose the route of freedom and democracy 
Sample 

Andrea 
Leadsom 

17-May We cannot counteract tax avoidance in the EU Sample Gisela Stuart 

18-May 
Lord Howard to the CBI: The lack of democracy in the EU is hurting 

business 
Sample Lord Howard 

19-May The Facts of Life Say Leave Sample Michael Gove 

20-May ‘Paving the road from Ankara’: The EU, immigration and the NHS Sample Michael Gove 

23-May 
Duncan Smith: People will not believe Osborne’s economic 

forecasts of doom 
Corpus 

Iain Duncan 
Smith 

23-May Former Chancellors criticise Treasury forecasts Corpus various 

24-May Prime Minister continues to talk down our country Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

25-May 
Senior military officers speak out about the dangers of remaining in 

the EU 
Corpus various 

26-May 
Boris Johnson: The only way to take back control of immigration is 

to Vote Leave on 23 June 
Sample 

Boris 
Johnson 

26-May 
EU public procurement legislation creates multibillion pound bill 

for taxpayer 
Sample Michael Gove 

29-May PM challenged to set out the facts on EU immigration Sample various 

29-May 
Priti Patel: Blair calls on UK to stay in EU even if migration hits one 

million 
Corpus Priti Patel 

29-May 
Vote Leave to stop non-resident foreign buyers pushing up 

property prices 
Sample Michael Gove 

30-May Carswell: You can’t trust David Cameron Corpus 
Douglas 
Carswell 

30-May Vote Leave issues guarantees of what ‘IN’ looks like Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

31-May 
Chris Grayling: We must Vote Leave to protect our sovereignty and 

democracy from further EU integration 
Sample 

Chris 
Grayling 

31-May 
John Longworth: I agree with what Sajid Javid used to say about the 

EU 
Corpus 

John 
Longworth 

31-May 
Statement by Michael Gove, Boris Johnson and Gisela Stuart for The 

Sun - Vote Leave to cut VAT on fuel 
Sample various 

01-Jun 
BSE republish fifteen year old, discredited research by pro-euro 

campaign 
Corpus 

John 
Longworth 

01-Jun 
Restoring public trust in immigration policy - a points-based non-

discriminatory immigration system 
Sample various 

02-Jun 
Tonight showed that the public does not trust David Cameron on 

the EU 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

02-Jun 
David Cameron has questions to answer on his deeply unpopular 

EU immigration policy 
Corpus 

Iain Duncan 
Smith 

02-Jun 
Rt Hon Liam Fox MP: ‘Memories of Green? The cost of uncontrolled 

migration’ 
Sample Liam Fox 

03-Jun 
Foreign criminals cause pro-EU campaigners to ‘question the point 

of the UK remaining a member of the EU’ 
Corpus 

Dominic 
Raab 

03-Jun 
Gove makes optimistic case for taking back control of our borders, 

money and democracy 
Sample various 

03-Jun 
Statement by Michael Gove, Boris Johnson and Gisela Stuart on NHS 

funding 
Sample various 

05-Jun 
Michael Gove, Boris Johnson, and Gisela Stuart on the Risks of 

Remain 
Sample various 

06-Jun Campaign Leaflet Sample none 

06-Jun 
Lord Owen: Without treaty change UK still exposed to eurozone 

bailout 
Corpus Lord Owen 

06-Jun 
Speech by Owen Paterson Re-establishing Local and National 

control of fishing policy will revive our fishing communities and 
restore our marine environment 

Corpus 
Owen 

Paterson 

06-Jun 
UK taxpayers face EU triple whammy: paying for euro bailouts, a 

higher EU budget, and an extra £2.4 billion bill 
Sample 

Boris 
Johnson 

06-Jun Voting to stay in the EU is the risky option Sample various 
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07-Jun 
Cameron called for honesty then told five outright lies in 30 

minutes 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

07-Jun Cameron panics over flagging 'In' campaign Corpus 
Douglas 
Carswell 

07-Jun Rogue European Court is a threat to our borders Corpus 
Dominic 

Raab 

07-Jun This alarmist rhetoric is ill befitting of the Chancellor Corpus 
John 

Redwood 

07-Jun 
Vote Leave responds to BSE: costs of the EU still massively 

outweigh the benefits 
Corpus 

James 
Cleverly 

07-Jun Vote Leave reveals 50 criminals the EU stopped us deporting Corpus various 

08-Jun 
50% increase non-EU family members entering UK through 

immigration loophole 
Corpus none 

08-Jun Gove and Raab: EU membership makes us less safe Sample various 

08-Jun 
Speech by Owen Paterson - Why the UK environment would be 

improved by leaving the EU and restoring management at National 
and Local level. 

Corpus 
Owen 

Paterson 

08-Jun 
Strong manufacturing stats are a rebuke to negative pro-EU 

campaign 
Corpus 

Andrea 
Leadsom 

09-Jun Latest NHS waiting time statistics show we must Vote Leave Corpus 
Andrew 

Murrison 

09-Jun 
Latest trade statistics show we are more likely than ever to get a 

free trade deal with the EU 
Corpus Steve Baker 

09-Jun Vote Leave responds to NIESR claims on the economy Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

10-Jun 
Cameron and Osborne abusing honours system to keep Britain in 

EU 
Corpus Gisela Stuart 

11-Jun PM vindictive and desperate on pensions and public spending Corpus 
Iain Duncan 

Smith 

12-Jun Cameron's Turkey claims are the height of duplicity Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

13-Jun Danger of Turkish accession clearer by the day Corpus Priti Patel 

13-Jun 
How the EU spends your money - Scandalous expense claims by EU 

officials uncovered 
Corpus Priti Patel 

13-Jun 
Record investment confounds IN campaign’s attempts to talk down 

economy 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

13-Jun Speech by Lord Owen to the Bruges Group Corpus Lord Owen 

13-Jun 
Three-quarters of a million people gained right to come to UK in 

last year 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

14-Jun Britain clears path for Turkey’s EU membership Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

14-Jun European Court still in charge of our social security and borders Corpus various 

14-Jun Leave Ministers commit to maintain EU funding Sample various 

14-Jun Logic of IN campaign’s claims is to Vote Leave Corpus John Mann 

14-Jun 
School place statistics show we must take back control of our 

borders 
Corpus Priti Patel 

15-Jun 57 Conservative MPs reject Osborne’s ‘absurd’ Brexit budget Corpus various 

15-Jun 
A framework for taking back control and establishing a new UK-EU 

deal after 23 June 
Sample 

Chris 
Grayling 

15-Jun 
Employment statistics confound IN campaign’s attempts to do 

down economy 
Corpus Priti Patel 

15-Jun EU-funded CBI does not represent British business Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

15-Jun IN campaign’s claims on Turkey are falling apart Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

15-Jun 
Revealed: MEPs lavish private restaurants and bars – all paid for by 

us 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

15-Jun Steve Baker: I could not support Osborne’s plans to cut the NHS Corpus Steve Baker 

16-Jun 
Letter to the Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary - Getting the 

facts clear on Turkey 
Sample various 

16-Jun Maria Caulfield MP - Vote Leave for the Nurses and NHS Corpus 
Maria 

Caulfield 

18-Jun 
Gisela Stuart, Labour MP & Chair of Vote Leave, pays tribute to Jo 

Cox: 
Corpus Gisela Stuart 
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18-Jun Vote Leave response to IMF report Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

19-Jun 
A note regarding factual errors repeated by the Prime Minister and 

Chancellor 
Corpus none 

19-Jun 
David Cameron repeatedly refused to answer basic questions on 

Turkey 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

19-Jun 
IN campaign acknowledge there is no way of controlling migration 

if we stay in the EU 
Corpus Gisela Stuart 

19-Jun Stuart: PM has questions to answer on Turkey Corpus Gisela Stuart 

20-Jun 
British embassies have dedicated teams to help Turkey, Serbia and 

others join the EU 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

20-Jun Defence Sample none 

20-Jun Energy Sample none 

20-Jun EU tax bombshell to cost each household over £2,600 Corpus 
John 

Redwood 

20-Jun Farming, Fisheries & Food Sample none 

20-Jun Health Sample none 

20-Jun Leave Looks Like Sample none 

20-Jun Red Tape Sample none 

20-Jun Renegotiation Sample none 

20-Jun Science and technology Sample none 

21-Jun EU law keeps killers in the UK Corpus 
Dominic 

Raab 

21-Jun IN campaign can't find a positive reason to stay in the EU Corpus 
Matthew 

Elliott 

21-Jun 
The EU and the European Court increase the cost of living for 

consumers 
Corpus 

Matthew 
Elliott 

21-Jun We could have avoided austerity Corpus various 

22-Jun 
German industry calls for free trade deal if we Vote Leave 

tomorrow 
Sample 

Boris 
Johnson 

22-Jun 
Turkish government and Major contradict Cameron - Turkey will 

join in a decade 
Corpus 

Iain Duncan 
Smith 

22-Jun Vote Leave for a fairer Britain Sample various 
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Mainstream Remain data 

Date Title Set Main actor 

20-Feb Leave Campaigns Criticise a Deal They've Spent Years Calling For Corpus None 

21-Feb It's Official - The Referendum Will Be Held June 23rd Sample 
David 

Cameron 

22-Feb Dan Jarvis on why Britain in Europe is the Patriotic Case Sample Dan Jarvis 

22-Feb This Could Happen to your Pound if we Leave the EU Sample 
Goldman 

Sachs 

23-Feb Business Leaders Sign Letter Backing UK In EU Sample 
Business 
leaders 

23-Feb Nigel Farage Wants to Leave the World's Largest Market Sample Nigel Farage 

23-Feb Pound Falls to Lowest Level In 9 Years Sample None 

24-Feb 10 Ways Being in The EU Strengthens UK Defence Sample None 

24-Feb Give Young People a Chance Today for Britain to Thrive Sample Karren Brady 

25-Feb Only Inside the EU Can the UK Help Fight Global Poverty Sample None 

25-Feb The Value of the £ Could Plummet By 20% Sample 
Goldman 

Sachs 

26-Feb 5 Things That Cost Less Because we're in the EU Sample None 

26-Feb Want To Know Why You and Your Family Are Better Off In Europe? Corpus None 

27-Feb Watch The Prime Minister Support Our Campaign Corpus 
David 

Cameron 

27-Feb What Does Leave Look Like? Sample None 

27-Feb Pdf What Does Leave Look Like? Sample Various 

28-Feb No-One Knows What Britain Out of Europe Would Look Like Corpus None 

01-Mar Leave Campaigners Are “Trying to Sell People a Fantasy” Sample 
Peter 

Mandelson 

01-Mar 
Leaving Europe Would Create “Uncertainty” - Boris Johnson's Senior 

Advisor 
Sample Various 

02-Mar Hitting UK Businesses & Families: The Alternatives to the EU Sample None 

03-Mar Don't Crush the UK Car Industry Sample None 

04-Mar Calais Border Checks Sample 
David 

Cameron 

05-Mar Farmers For In Launched Sample Various 

06-Mar 
Boris Johnson On Leaving the EU: ‘It Might or It Might Not’ Lead To Job 

Losses 
Sample 

Boris 
Johnson 

07-Mar We’re Stronger In The Room Where The Big Decisions Are Made Sample None 

08-Mar 
Bank Of England to Provide Billions of Pounds in Support for Banking 

Sector If We Vote to Leave 
Sample Will Straw 

08-Mar Watch: Women Are Stronger In - International Women's Day Corpus None 

09-Mar Leaving The EU is Britain's Biggest Domestic Risk Corpus Mark Carney 

09-Mar Mark Carney Warns of "Pressure on Prices" If We Vote to Leave Sample Mark Carney 

10-Mar 
More Than 150 Top Scientists Explain Why Leaving the EU Would Be a 

Disaster 
Sample 

Stephen 
Hawking 

10-Mar PM: Here's Why We're Better Off In Europe Sample 
David 

Cameron 

11-Mar "Black Hole" In Leave Campaign's Spending Figures Sample Various 

11-Mar Leave Spending Commitments Sample None 

11-Mar Boris Johnson Speech: One Basic Error Every 80 Seconds Sample 
Boris 

Johnson 

11-Mar Leaving the EU Could Cost Farmers an Extra £330m per Year Sample 
David 

Cameron 

13-Mar Jeremy Clarkson Backs Staying in the EU Sample 
Jeremy 

Clarkson 

14-Mar 9 Ways the EU Makes Your Holidays Better Sample Various 

15-Mar 100 Ways the Leave Campaigns Lost the Economic Argument Sample None 

15-Mar 
Peter Mandelson: Leave Campaigners Want Britain to "Pay More for 

Less" 
Sample 

Peter 
Mandelson 
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15-Mar Watch: 100 Days to Secure our Future in Europe Corpus 
David 

Cameron 

16-Mar Across a Range of Industries, Businesses Are Better Off In Sample None 

16-Mar Eight Out Of Ten UK Businesses Back Staying in Europe Sample 
Carolyn 

Fairbairn 

18-Mar Andy Burnham Speech Sample 
Andy 

Burnham 

18-Mar Your Family would Lose £850 if we Leave the EU Sample None 

20-Mar John Major on why we must Remain in the EU Sample John Major 

21-Mar CBI & PWC: Leaving the EU Could Cost 1million Jobs Sample 
Carolyn 

Fairbairn 

22-Mar Being in the EU is Simply Better for Business Sample None 

23-Mar 
Ed Miliband: ‘If Britain Left the European Union, it would not serve a 

Progressive, Optimistic Agenda." 
Sample Ed Miliband 

24-Mar So which is it Boris? Sample 
Boris 

Johnson 

25-Mar The Reasons We're Stronger In Corpus None 

29-Mar Emma Reynolds: Leaving the EU Would Damage Our NHS Sample 
Emma 

Reynolds 

29-Mar Nicky Morgan: Leaving the EU Risks a Lost Generation Sample 
Nicky 

Morgan 

31-Mar Bank Of England Warns of Increased Mortgages If We Vote To Leave Corpus 
Bank of 
England 

31-Mar Designation For Lead Campaign Deadline Day Sample None 

31-Mar Leave Campaigns Can’t Be Trusted on UK Steel Sample Various 

31-Mar Stronger In Applies for Official Lead 'Remain' Campaign Designation Sample None 

01-Apr 
John Key, the New Zealand PM: "It's a Stronger Position for Britain to 

be in Europe." 
Sample John Key 

01-Apr UK Prices Are £200 Cheaper Per Household Thanks to EU Free Trade Sample LSE Report 

02-Apr 3million Jobs are Linked to our Trade With the EU Corpus None 

03-Apr You Can't Trust Vote Leave on the NHS Sample None 

05-Apr 89% Of Businesses Back Being in the EU Corpus None 

05-Apr David Cameron on the Single Market Sample 
David 

Cameron 

05-Apr UK Economy’s Credit Rating would be hit by Brexit Sample Lucy Thomas 

06-Apr 700,000 UK Jobs are Linked to the Car Industry Corpus None 

06-Apr Brexit likely to push up Food Prices, says NFU Corpus 
National 
Farmers' 

Union 

06-Apr Food rices Likely to Rise if we Leave EU, According to New Report Corpus 
National 
Farmers' 

Union 

07-Apr Young People Have the Most to Gain by Remaining in Europe Sample 
David 

Cameron 

08-Apr 
Leave Campaigners are "Playing Russian Roulette with the Economic 

Future of the UK" - John Major 
Sample John Major 

08-Apr Leave Europe and Lose our Seat at the Table Sample None 

08-Apr The Importance of the EU to UK Universities Sample Various 

08-Apr 
Tom Watson: Labour is United as a Party & a Movement on the 

Question of Europe 
Sample Tom Watson 

10-Apr Jeremy Corbyn on the EU Sample 
Jeremy 
Corbyn 

10-Apr Vote Leave Boss: Europe's Single Market is 'Not Important' Sample Lord Lawson 

12-Apr 
David Miliband: Why Brexit Would Be Nothing Less Than an Act of 

Political Arson 
Sample 

David 
Milliband 

12-Apr IMF’s Warning on Brexit Sample IMF 

12-Apr Watch: Leave Europe and Risk Losing Our Seat at the Table Corpus None 

13-Apr IMF Warning On #Brexit Corpus IMF 

14-Apr Jeremy Corbyn on Why We're Stronger in Europe Sample 
Jeremy 
Corbyn 

14-Apr Talk to Gran Campaign Corpus None 
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17-Apr EU Referendum News Roundup Sample Various 

17-Apr Leave Campaigns Don't Know What Out Looks Like Sample Various 

17-Apr Yvette Cooper: “You Can’t Get Reform If You Stay on the Outside.” Corpus 
Yvette 
Cooper 

18-Apr 
Must-Watch: Want to Know What Brexit Means for you and your 

Family? 
Corpus Treasury 

18-Apr Treasury Analysis: UK Families Would be Worse Off if we Left EU Sample 
George 

Osborne 

19-Apr 
Bill Gates Believes Benefits of Being in the EU "Greatly Exceed" Being 

Out 
Corpus Bill Gates 

19-Apr Watch: The Facts About Europe Corpus Martin Lewis 

20-Apr Albania? Bosnia? Sample Various 

20-Apr 
Bank Of England Governor Warns: "Potentially Higher Mortgage Rates" 

If We Leave the EU 
Corpus Mark Carney 

20-Apr Kate Hoey Doesn't Know What Leave Looks Like Sample Kate Hoey 

20-Apr 
Over 200 UK Entrepreneurs – From Start-Ups to Household Names – 

Say We Are Stronger In Europe 
Sample Various 

20-Apr 
Us Treasury Secretaries: UK Economy And Influence Stronger In 

Europe 
Sample Various 

22-Apr Barack Obama Wants us to Stay in Europe Sample Various 

22-Apr Barack Obama: the UK Will Be at the Back of the Queue Corpus 
Barack 
Obama 

23-Apr England Stronger In Europe Sample None 

24-Apr Hilary Clinton Backs Britain Remaining in Europe Sample 
Hillary 
Clinton 

24-Apr 
The Leave Campaign Have Suggested We Should Leave the EU and be 

More Like Albania 
Sample None 

25-Apr A Brighter Future For Our Children & Grandchildren Corpus None 

25-Apr 
Theresa May: Remaining a Member of the European Union Means 

We'll Be More Secure 
Sample Theresa May 

25-Apr Top Engineering Firms Warn: Brexit Would Hit UK Engineering Sample Various 

26-Apr Alan Johnson on the Social Dimension of Europe Sample Alan Johnson 

26-Apr PM of Albania: It’s Absurd to Drag Albania into the Battle for Brexit Sample Edi Rama 

27-Apr Brexit is a Tax Sample Angel Gurria 

27-Apr Nigel Farage on the Today Programme Sample Nigel Farage 

28-Apr Experts Supporting Britain Remaining In Europe Sample Various 

28-Apr On Europe Even We Can Agree: For British Workers it’s Better In Sample Various 

30-Apr Using Your Mobile Abroad Just Got Cheaper Corpus None 

01-May Carphone Warehouse Founder on Why Britain is Stronger In Sample 
Charles 

Dunstone 

01-May International Workers Day Sample None 

02-May 
Brexit Would Be 'Potentially Catastrophic' Not Just for Cancer 

Research, but for Cancer Patients too. 
Sample None 

02-May The Environmental Case for Staying in the EU Sample Various 

03-May 81% Of Small Businesses Wary of Brexit Sample Various 

03-May Darling: £250 Billion Of UK Trade at Risk if we Leave the EU Sample 
Alistair 
Darling 

03-May EU Funding Fighting Diseases Sample None 

05-May Being in the EU Means A Brighter Future Corpus None 

05-May 
Japanese Prime Minister Latest of Britain's Allies to Back UK's EU 

Membership 
Sample Shinzo Abe 

05-May Vote 'In' For Africa Sample 
Simon 

Maxwell 

05-May World Leaders Back Britain Remaining Stronger In Europe Corpus Various 

06-May Ryanair CEO On Brexit Corpus 
Michael 
O'Leary 

08-May 
The EU Can’t Dictate to us on Security but Staying In it can Keep us 

Safer 
Sample Various 

09-May Boris Johnson Agrees: Britain Is Stronger In Europe Sample 
Boris 

Johnson 
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09-May EU Exit Would Damage Wages, Says New Research Sample Various 

09-May Veterans On Brexit Sample Various 

09-May Watch - PM: EU Brings Peace Sample 
David 

Cameron 

10-May Arron Banks: If It Were Up to me, I'd Privatise the NHS Sample Arron Banks 

10-May Former Secretary Generals of NATO Back Remain Sample Various 

10-May 
Former US Secretaries of State & Defence And NSA Advisers Back 

Remain 
Sample Various 

10-May 
UK Statistics Authority "Disappointed" That Vote Leave Continues to 

Use "Potentially Misleading" Figure 
Sample Various 

11-May Deloitte Survey Finds Leaving EU Biggest Risk Facing UK Businesses Sample Lucy Thomas 

11-May Gordon Brown: Britain Is Stronger In Sample 
Gordon 
Brown 

12-May 
Almost 200 Economists: It Would Be A "Major Mistake" to Leave the 

EU 
Sample Various 

12-May 
Bank Of England Inflation Report Warns: Uncertainty Already has an 

Effect On Sterling 
Corpus None 

12-May "Insecurity Is Fantastic" Sample 
Peter 

Hargreaves 

13-May 
Harriet Harman Delivers Speech on How Women Are Stronger In 

Europe 
Sample 

Harriet 
Harman 

13-May IMF On Brexit: "Pretty Bad to Very, Very Bad" Corpus None 

14-May £4,300 - the Cost of Brexit To UK Households Corpus Various 

14-May Any Chance of Making Your Mind Up, Guys? Sample Various 

15-May Bank Of England: Brexit Would Hit UK Sample 
Name not 

given 

15-May Oxford Historian on Brexit Sample 
Timothy 

Garton Ash 

16-May 
Rachel Reeves: Vote Leave Are Guilty of Deception, the Single Market Is 

Vital for Britain 
Sample 

Rachel 
Reeves 

16-May Ruth Davidson: This Cussed and Messy Nation Should Lead Not Leave Sample 
Ruth 

Davidson 

16-May Ryanair CEO Michael O’leary on Brexit Corpus 
Michael 
O'Leary 

17-May John McDonnell On Brexit Corpus 
John 

McDonnell 

17-May Microsoft And Hewlett Packard Come out for Remain Sample Various 

17-May Prime Minister Busts the Myths of the Leave Campaign Sample 
David 

Cameron 

17-May Remarks By Chris Leslie MP to IOD ‘Business & Brexit’ Conference Sample Chris Leslie 

17-May Sir Ian Mckellen on Why We're Stronger In Sample 
Sir Ian 

McKellen 

17-May The Archbishop of York Will Put His Faith in Staying With EU Sample 
John 

Sentamu 

18-May Former Chancellor on Brexit Corpus 
Alistair 
Darling 

19-May A Lot Can Happen in 6 Years Sample None 

19-May Brexit Would Hit UK Growth and Impede Foreign Investment Sample Various 

19-May 
Credit Agency Moody's Says a Vote to Leave EU Would Hit the UK 

Economy 
Sample Various 

19-May Jeremy Corbyn on the EU and Workers Rights Sample 
Jeremy 
Corbyn 

19-May Yvette Cooper: EU Vital in Fight Against Human Trafficking Sample 
Yvette 
Cooper 

20-May 
Hundreds Of Figures from Britain's Creative Industries Call for UK to 

Stay in the EU 
Sample Various 

20-May Justin Trudeau on Brexit Corpus 
Justin 

Trudeau 

20-May Leading Creative Figures Say We're Stronger In Europe Corpus Various 

20-May 
The Prime Minister of Canada, Justin Trudeau, Backs Britain 

Remaining in the EU 
Sample Various 

21-May Dominic West: Register to Vote Corpus 
Dominic 

West 
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22-May 
Consumer Champion Says Leaving Europe is a “Clear Risk to 

Household Budgets” 
Sample Various 

22-May 
European Arrest Warrant Used to Return Hundreds of Fugitives to 

Face Justice in Britain 
Sample 

Sir Hugh 
Order 

22-May Giants of Retail Warn Against Brexit Sample Various 

22-May NHS Boss on Brexit Corpus 
Simon 

Stevens 

22-May Vote Leave Misleading Public Over Turkey Sample None 

22-May What Would Brexit Mean for the NHS? Corpus None 

23-May Brexit: New Treasury Analysis Corpus None 

23-May Leaving Europe Would Lead to a DIY Recession Sample 
David 

Cameron 

24-May 
Governor of the Bank Of England Says Mortgage Rates Could Be Higher 

if We Leave EU 
Sample Various 

24-May Leaving the EU Risks Women's Rights Sample 
Yvette 
Cooper 

24-May Ngaire Woods on the Single Market Sample 
Ngaire 
Woods 

24-May Sam's Future Corpus None 

24-May #Votin Launch Corpus None 

24-May Your Family Holiday Could Cost £230 More if we Leave Europe Sample 
David 

Cameron 

25-May 
Director of the IFS Warns: You Cannot get a Better Trading 

Relationship Outside EU 
Corpus Paul Johnson 

25-May For Britain, it Should be Clout Not Out Sample 
Gordon 
Brown 

25-May Historians Back Remain Sample Various 

25-May Leaving Europe Will Create £40bn Black Hole Sample 
Alistair 
Darling 

25-May Sir Alan Sugar on Brexit Corpus 
Sir Alan 

Sugar 

25-May 
Veterans and Military and Security Experts Line up to Show 

Overwhelming Support for Britain Remaining in Europe 
Sample Various 

25-May Vote Remain to Keep Prices in UK Shops Lower Corpus None 

25-May What has the EU Ever Done for us? Corpus None 

26-May Mayor Of London Sadiq Khan: We're Stronger In Europe Sample Sadiq Khan 

27-May £32,000 - What Leaving Europe Will Cost Every Pensioner Corpus None 

27-May Corbyn On Brexit Corpus 
Jeremy 
Corbyn 

27-May Hilary Devey - When It Comes to Europe: I’m In Sample Hilary Devey 

27-May Indian Prime Minister Says We’re Better Off In Europe Corpus 
Narendra 

Modi 

27-May 
Leaving Europe Could Cause Staff Shortages that would be 

"Catastrophic" for the Public Sector 
Corpus None 

28-May 
88% Of Top Economists in Biggest Survey Ever Agree UK is Better Off 

in EU 
Corpus None 

28-May 
Miliband: We Could Lose This Referendum Unless Young People Turn 

to Vote 
Sample Ed Miliband 

28-May Millionaire Leave Campaigner Arron Banks Corpus Arron Banks 

29-May 
John Major: Vote Leave's Campaign is an Unforgivable Fraud on British 

People 
Sample John Major 

29-May Think Of the Wider World and Vote to Stay In Europe Sample Various 

29-May This Referendum is About the Future Sample Michael Eavis 

30-May I'm In Corpus None 

30-May PM: 5 Guarantees if we Remain Corpus Various 

30-May Vote Remain on June 23rd & We Guarantee: Corpus None 

31-May Brexit Fears Add Millions on to Costs for Business Sample Various 

31-May 
EU Referendum: 200 Cambridge University Academics Express ‘Grave 

Concern’ Over Impact of Brexit 
Sample Various 

31-May Lord Sugar on the EU Referendum Corpus Lord Sugar 

31-May Seven Dragons: For Business and for Jobs, Britain is Better off in Sample Various 
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31-May Stephen Hawking on Brexit Sample 
Stephen 
Hawking 

01-Jun 
Chancellor - OECD Report Shows "Grim Economic Consequences" of 

Leaving Europe 
Sample 

George 
Osborne 

01-Jun The TUC on Brexit Corpus None 

01-Jun Wages Would Be £38 a Week Lower Outside the EU, says TUC Report Sample 
Frances 
O'Grady 

01-Jun Warning Over UK Manufacturing: Over 100,000 Future Jobs at Risk Sample Various 

02-Jun A Love Letter to the British People, From Europe Sample Various 

02-Jun Angela Merkel on Brexit Sample 
Angela 
Merkel 

02-Jun 
BPI Survey Reveals that 78% of UK Music Labels Want Britain to 

Remain in the EU 
Sample Various 

02-Jun Britain Doesn't Quit Sample 
David 

Cameron 

02-Jun 
Leaving Europe Will Destroy Young People's Hopes of Getting on the 

Housing Ladder 
Sample Various 

02-Jun 
Rankin, Antony Gormley and Axel Scheffler Join Leading Artists in 

Designing Posters to Support Keeping Britain in the EU 
Sample Various 

02-Jun RSPB and WWF Say that the Environment is Safer in Europe Sample Various 

02-Jun 
Spanish PM Warns Leaving EU Would Mean Brits Lose Right to Free 

Movement 
Sample 

Mariano 
Rajoy 

03-Jun 9 Out Of 10 Economists Say Leaving Europe Will Damage Our Economy Sample None 

03-Jun 
Leave Campaign Can't Guarantee Everyone Will Keep their Current Job 

After Brexit 
Corpus None 

03-Jun Service Sector Leaders Warn Leaving Europe Would "Put Jobs at Risk" Sample Various 

03-Jun 
Top Investors Warn UK Start-Ups Would Be "Biggest Victims" of EU 

Exit 
Sample Various 

04-Jun 
Former Labour Leaders Unite to Make the Progressive Case For British 

Membership Of the EU 
Sample Various 

04-Jun Midwives for In Sample Various 

05-Jun John Major on Brexit Corpus John Major 

05-Jun 
Seven Former Police Chiefs: "Leaving Europe Would Make Us Less 

Safe" 
Sample Various 

05-Jun We Just Don't Know Sample None 

06-Jun IFS Slam Vote Leave for NHS Funding Claims Sample 
Alistair 
Darling 

06-Jun Major Parties Back Remain Corpus Various 

06-Jun Your Mortgage Could Rise by £900 Corpus None 

07-Jun David Cameron And the Positive Case for Remain Corpus 
David 

Cameron 

07-Jun David Cameron on Leave Untruths Corpus 
David 

Cameron 

07-Jun Don't Lose Our Seat at the Table Corpus None 

07-Jun Economic Reality Check for Leave Campaigners Sample Various 

07-Jun Exports Would Take Decades to Get Over Brexit, Says Trade Chief Sample 
Roberto 
Azevedo 

07-Jun We Went to Prison for Your Vote Corpus None 

08-Jun Brexit And Your Family Sample None 

08-Jun 
Hague: Leaving the EU Would Be “Downright Irresponsible” And 

Would Damage Britain’s Economy 
Sample 

William 
Hague 

08-Jun The Experts on Brexit Sample Various 

08-Jun Why Cancer Research is Better Off In Europe Corpus Peter Selby 

09-Jun Boris Vs Boris Sample 
Boris 

Johnson 

09-Jun Glastonbury Founder Urges Festival-Goers to Vote Remain Sample Michael Eavis 

09-Jun 
Kofi Annan and Tim Berners-Lee Among Latest Experts Urging Voters 

to Back Remain 
Sample Various 

09-Jun Sarah Wollaston: Brexit and the NHS Corpus 
Dr Sarah 

Wollaston 

09-Jun The Big ITV Debate Corpus Various 
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10-Jun Don't Let them Gamble with Your Future Sample Various 

10-Jun Ed Miliband Speech on Why Labour Voters Must Vote Remain Sample Ed Miliband 

10-Jun How Would Leaving Europe Affect You and Your Family? Corpus None 

10-Jun We Just Don't Know Sample 
Boris 

Johnson 

10-Jun Who are the Leave Campaign Backing? Sample Various 

11-Jun Johnny Vegas Nails It... Sample Johnny Vegas 

11-Jun Out Of Europe, Out Of Work Sample None 

12-Jun Archbishop Of Canterbury Says 'I'm Voting In' Sample Justin Welby 

12-Jun Nigel Farage: So What? Sample Nigel Farage 

13-Jun Don't Let Them Cut Britain Off from the World Sample Various 

13-Jun Gordon Brown on Europe Sample 
Gordon 
Brown 

13-Jun Sacrificing Influence and Control is not a Price Worth Paying Sample 
Andrew 

Tyrie 

14-Jun Alex Salmond On Brexit Corpus Alex Salmond 

14-Jun Every Labour Leader Says We're Stronger In Europe Corpus Various 

14-Jun Jeremy Corbyn: Vote to Remain Corpus 
Jeremy 
Corbyn 

14-Jun Leap in the Dark Corpus None 

14-Jun Liz Kendall on Brexit Corpus Liz Kendall 

14-Jun Markets Tumble Over Brexit Fears Corpus None 

14-Jun 
Trade Unions Warn Public Sector Jobs and Services are at Risk From 

Brexit 
Sample Various 

15-Jun Britain Should Vote to Stay in the EU - the FT Sample None 

15-Jun Bumps in the Road Sample Michael Gove 

15-Jun 
Leaving EU Would Spark Deep Spending Cuts & Sharp Tax Rises, Warn 

George Osborne & Alistair Darling 
Sample Various 

15-Jun Markets Panic Over Brexit Fears Sample None 

15-Jun Sadiq Khan On Brexit Corpus Sadiq Khan 

15-Jun Tata Steel: Single Market Access "Fundamental to Our Business" Sample 
Stephen 
Kinnock 

15-Jun Tom Watson on Brexit Sample Tom Watson 

16-Jun Labour Says Vote Remain Corpus None 

16-Jun Post Brexit Legal Tangle Would Be a Lawyers’ Bonanza Sample None 

16-Jun Stop Others Fucking with Your Future Sample 
Keira 

Knightley 

19-Jun Gordon Brown on Europe Corpus 
Gordon 
Brown 

19-Jun Jo Cox Sample Jo Cox 

19-Jun Newspapers From Across the Political Divide Say: Vote Remain Sample Various 

21-Jun A Personal View by Bear Grylls Sample Bear Grylls 

21-Jun 
Lawrence Dallaglio, Paula Radcliffe and Colin Graves Amongst Sporting 
Figures to Join David Beckham and Rio Ferdinand in Calling For Britain 

To Stay In the EU 
Sample Various 

21-Jun The Patriotic Case for Remaining in Europe Corpus Various 

21-Jun Unavailable Articles Corpus None 

21-Jun Vote Remain or Wake Up to this... Corpus None 

22-Jun Bond, Becks, Bobby, Barnes & Bear Back Britain Remaining in Europe Sample Various 

22-Jun British Business ‘Benefits Massively from Eu’ Sample Various 

22-Jun 
TUC and EEF Unite to Say That British Manufacturing Is Stronger in 

Europe 
Sample Various 
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‘Said I went mainstream, 

Suck your mum.’ 

 

— Stormzy 




