
The real far-right agenda

Published: February 26, 2026, 7:39 am

This is from The Guardian yesterday:

The chart shows the overall sentiment towards migration and migrants expressed in the
House of Commons by year. It is based on linguistic analysis of more than 200,000
comments in debates.

Note that sentiment was always positive, except in 1927, for 80 years.

Then, in 2006, sentiment turned negative before going positive again, only to reverse in
2010 amid recessionary stresses and anti-EU sentiment whipped up by the Tories and
Farage.

Surprisingly, perhaps, sentiment then turned strongly positive until the post-Covid era,
since when there has been a massive backlash fuelled by the politics of hate that has
been deliberately promoted by the Tories and Farage.

There are three things to note.

First, if parliament reflects national sentiment, we have not traditionally been hostile to
migrants, although I do not, of course, deny that racism has existed.

Second, the anti-migrant sentiment now being witnessed has been deliberately
politically generated. We see the evidence of this in parliament.
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Third, the change has not followed public sentiment. It has deliberately sought to create
public sentiment. Toxicity has followed.

Who has done this?

Farage is obviously high in the list.

So is Theresa May, with her hostile environment policy as Home Secretary.

Then add in the now ex-Tories in Reform. Robert Jenrick and Suella Braverman take
particular blame.

But do not ignore the backbenchers: Lee Andersen, Danny Kruger and Miriam Cates.

And who else? GB News and other toxic media like it, such as Talk Radio.

Then there are papers such as the Mail, Express and Sun.

A special place should be reserved for The Telegraph.

The effort invested in creating toxicity has been extraordinary.

So, what is the return those who have doine this seek? Forgive me for being so base as
to ask cui bono? It does seem appropriate.

Of course, the politicians themselves do. But it is more to it than that. The backers want
returns, and the odd thing is, most of them must know that racism, let alone
deportations, cannot deliver them.

They want:

* Freedom to exploit labour. Expect: 
* The end of the minimum wage.
* Attacks on trade unions and their rights.
* Restrictions on employment tribunals.
* An end to discrimination at work regulation.
* A rise in zero-hours contracts.

* Freedom to charge exploitative rents, whilst letting slum conditions return.
* The destruction of the social safety net.
* More privatisation, as none of them has a viable commercial business idea they could
actually pursue.
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* Lower taxes, especially on businesses, rents and the returns from capital.
* Attacks on democracy so that these changes cannot be challenged.

And amidst all this, it will be appreciated that planned deportations are not possible,
not least because of the massive cost and total economic destruction they will cause.

My suspicion is that the deportation policy will be quietly dropped, although the
creation of a toxic environment will be retained. The fear will be kept, but so will the
people be. Their labour is needed, after all.

The aim is something quite different. It is to break the will of most people so that they
will comply with, and not complain about, the toxic state that the far-right wants to
create, at a cost to most of the population. That's the conclusion that asking cui bono
leads to.

Nothing in this offers any hope. There is only bleakness, exploitation and abuse offered
by the far right.  The sad thing is that many are falling for it because of the hatred they
are promoting to cover their true cause.

I can only hope they do not win in Manchester today, but I will still live in fear that they
might, there or elsewhere.
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