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A B O U T  U S UKEDRC

The UK Extremism and
Democratic Resilience Centre
UKEDRC is Britain's first independent organisation dedicated to countering
extremism, building social cohesion and strengthening democratic resilience
— mobilising a whole-society approach built on public-health principles.

There is a significant gap in assessment, research and practical action across
the full spectrum of social division, declining trust in democracy, and extremist
narratives and violence. The Centre will close this gap — supporting government,
policing, intelligence and civil society partners with crucial independent
evidence, analysis and technical expertise.

Our vision is a strengthened, robust and resilient Britain — where extremism
and threats to cohesion are understood and countered, where communities
have the necessary capability and support, and where democratic institutions
are protected rather than eroded.

W H AT  W E  D O

01 Monitor Track and analyse trends and threats, including through
the UK's first Extremism and Democratic Resilience Index.

02 Convene Bring together government, civil society and international
partners for a coordinated response.

03 Advise Develop evidence-based strategies and advise on policy
and strategy.

04 Communicate Translate research into public outputs that counter
disinformation and extremist narratives.

05 Enable Equip practitioners and communities with tools, training
and resources to build resilience.

LAUNCHING WINTER 2026 Sign up for updates at www.ukedrc.org.uk
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FOREWORD

Foreword
I have spent much of my career working on
extremism, social cohesion and democratic
resilience. Yet I have never been more concerned
than I am today about the challenges facing
our country.

The threat now facing us is more serious, and more

deeply rooted, than when I was Counter Extremism

�ommissioner. This is not a passing dip in confidence

but a structural crisis as a result of a chronic erosion

of trust in institutions, now fuelling a broken social

contract. A majority of the public believe the bond

between citizens and the state has broken down, and

that belief cuts across income, age and party. Related

to this, the cordon sanitaire, the consensus that

extremist narratives and conspiracy theories should

not be allowed to pollute the mainstream, is also

bro!en. Ideas once confined to the fringe are held by

large minorities, and in places majorities, of the public.

Dame Sara Khan DBE
Executive Director, UKEDRC

This is cause for serious concern, not least because extremists and malign actors

know it too. They are exploiting this collapse with patience and precision, turning

legitimate grievance into permanent disillusionment, and disillusionment into

something more dangerous still - a task made easier by the fact that today a

quarter of the population is open to siding with Britain’s enemies.

Nowhere is this strain more visible than in the contested question of national identity.

What it means to be British, and who that identity belongs to, has become a genuine

fault line, not confined to any one political tribe, generation or region. �oncern that

diversity is eroding national identity is now a mainstream view, held by a majority of

Britons. Beneath that broad anxiety sits a harder minority view: support for traditional

extremist beliefs such as ethnonationalism and remigration are held by a meaningful

share of the public. A small but consequential number of citizens have already

crossed into accepting political violence or rejecting democratic norms altogether.
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These attitudes shape how people see their neighbours, how willing people are

to respect the rule of law and the legitimacy of the state and the government.

This distrust provides a fertile climate for extremists and hostile states to recruit

people into a story of betrayal and enemies, representing a serious threat to

our democratic and national security.

What is at stake is not a policy area or a department’s remit. It is our democracy itself,

and the kind of country we want it to be. Seeing the scale of the problem clearly is not

the same as giving up. If anything, it is the precondition for doing something about it.

There is much to be concerned by, but this report also shows how much desire there

is across the country for our democracy to 2ourish and deliver@ where politicians act

with integrity rather than point-scoring, institutions delivering, and that the country

works fairly for those who contribute to it. These are not fringe demands. They are

held, in one form or another, across nearly every political segment in this report.

Britain’s divisions are real, and the contest over what this country is, and who

belongs to it, will not resolve itself on its own, especially in our polluted information

environment, where online platforms and AI-generated content play an increasingly

powerful role in shaping what people believe. But the common ground beneath

our disagreements is real too, and wide enough to build on — if we choose to.

Democracy does not maintain itself. It survives only because, generation after

generation, enough of us choose to defend it, repair it and renew it, rather than let it

crumble through neglect or be captured by those who would replace it with something

harder, narrower and less democratic. The relationship between citizens and the state

has frayed badly, and the contest over identity and belonging has frayed it further.

But it can be rebuilt through the unglamorous work of institutions doing better,

and by citizens who refuse to walk away when it would have been easier to do so.

This report is offered in that spirit, and as a call to action. We write it with hope,

not despair. It is a clear-eyed account of where we now stand, and the beginning

of a shared effort to repair what has broken. The country we want to be is still

within our reach but only if we are willing to fight for it, together.

Dame Sara Khan DBE
Executive Director

UK Extremism and Democratic Resilience Centre (UKEDRC)
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A Broken Contract

61% believe the social
contract is broken

Only 23% think it’s working.

Believe the contract is broken — by 2024 vote

Reform UK 83%

Greens 67%

Conservatives 60%

Lib Dems 52%

Labour 36%

32%
believe capitalism
has failed
and we need a
“communist revolution”

28%
say we should ignore the institutions and rules
that get in the way of change, rising to 34%
of those who feel the social contract is broken

Why people say the social contract is broken

Governments don’t deliver on their
promises 36%

Politicians cannot be trusted 33%

The government can’t protect our
borders 31%

Taxes are too high for what we get back 29%

The government doesn’t represent
ordinary people 26%

Politicians are corrupt or self-serving 25%

Source: UKEDRC, with More in Common and Yonder.
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Contested Identity

55%
Believe national
identity is disappearing
because of diversity
45% say it strengthens it

33%
Support for remigration
– compelling migrants
to leave the UK

Feel national identity is disappearing

BY PART Y

Reform UK 87%

Conservative 64%

Liberal Democrat 40%

Labour 28%

Green 21%

BY ETHNICIT Y

White 61%

Non-white 23%

How Britons saw the ‘Unite the Kingdom’ march, 2025

60% 40%

60% — A nationalist march, attended mostly by extremists and racists

40% — A show of patriotism from people with valid concerns about migration, diversity and the future of the
country

31%
are open to the view that non-white people will
never be as English/Scottish/Welsh as white people

42%
disagree that British Muslims can integrate
into British society

41%
say Britain is built on Judeo-Christian values that
should be defended. In contrast, 59% feel the UK
is a secular country not based on any single faith

15%
believe some races are born less intelligent than others

Source: UKEDRC, with More in Common and Yonder.
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Distrust & Allegiance

24% are open to siding with
the UK’s enemies in
some circumstances

Identified as an enemy of the UK

Russia 61%

Iran 51%

China 28%

Identified as an ally of the UK

Ukraine 62%

EU 61%

USA 50%

Open to siding with the UK’s enemies
— by party

Greens 39%

Labour 31%

Conservatives 23%

Reform UK 16%

40%
Say democracy doesn’t
work now, but could
with the right leaders

57%
89%

18–24 75+

Is voting patriotic?
A 32-point generational gap — 57% of 18–24s versus 89%
of over-75s. 81% say fighting for your country is patriotic.

28%
believe Jewish
people hold most
of the world’s
wealth and power

85%
of British Muslims
favour integration —
only 2% would like
to live in a separate
Islamic area, subject
to Sharia Law

27%
of British Muslims
say the Holocaust is
invented or exaggerated

38%
think the UK is
a safe place for
Jewish people — the
least of any group

Source: UKEDRC, with More in Common and Yonder.

UKEDRC ·  BRITAIN UNDER STRAIN 10



A  S T AT I S T I C A L S N A P S H O T

Extremist narratives
and conspiracy beliefs

40%
believe a secret
group of people
controls major
world decisions 15%

1 in 7 believe
political violence is
acceptable in at least
some situations

29%
believe in the
‘Great Reset’
conspiracy theory*

Belief in ‘Great Reset’, by group

25–34 year olds 42%

Reform UK voters 39%

Non-white respondents 39%

�n financia! har�ship 36%

Men 33%

29%
believe in the ‘Great
Replacement’
conspiracy theory†

Belief in ‘Great Replacement’, by 2024 vote

Reform UK 54%

Conservatives 26%

Labour 19%

Lib Dems 14%

Greens 13%

Other conspiracy beliefs entering
the mainstream

�onstituency �oun�aries are rigge� 40%

�ovi�-1: ,as e-aggerate� to
contro! peop!e 34%

�har"a is hi�ing a cure for cancer 31%

�accines are unsafe 23%

O!ine extremist events monitored,
Mar 2025 – Mar 2026

2,009
events

Far-right 1,784

Islamist 225

* The ‘Great Reset’ — the false theory that global elites are exploiting crises
to seize control and impose a new world order.
† The ‘Great Replacement’ — the false theory that elites are deliberately replacing
the native-born population through immigration.

Source: UKEDRC, with More in Common and Yonder.
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T H E  B R I T I S H  P U B L I C

The British Seven Segments

T H E  B R I T I S H  S E V E N  S EG M E N T S

Throughout this report we read public opinion partly

through More in Common’s British Seven Segments — a

values-based segmentation that maps the UK population

by core beliefs rather than the old left–right spectrum.

Built on polling of more than 20,000 people, it helps

explain not just what Britons think, but why.

D E V E L O P E D  B Y

Progressive Activists

12%
Idealistic and globally
minded, driven
by social justice

Incrementalist Left

21%
Civic-minded;
gradual reform
over revolution

Established Liberals

9%
Prosperous and
confident; the
system works

Sceptical Scrollers

10%
Digitally native;
distrustful, seeking
truth online

Rooted Patriots

20%
Patriotic but
overlooked; common-
sense politics

Traditional
Conservatives

8%
Respectful of tradition;
sceptical of change

Dissenting Disruptors

20%
Alienated and
radical; crave
dramatic change

More about the segments is available at www.moreincommon.org.uk/seven-segments

UKEDRC ·  BRITAIN UNDER STRAIN 12



T H E  B R I T I S H  P U B L I C

Where do the Seven
Segments sit?
An overview of each segment’s position on political violence, conspiracy, the

social contract and patriotism, based on exclusive new research for this report.

12%

Progressive Activists
Highly politically engaged. While not all hold the most radical views, this is the
segment where the most extreme left wing perspectives are concentrated. PAs are
consistently to the left of the average Briton across economic, social, and immigration
issues= an� their po!itics is fi!tere� through a syste"ic in�ustice !ens. �hey have a
�roa� �efinition of hate speech an� are "ore sy"pathetic to civi! �iso�e�ience than
other seg"ents. �hey re�ect tra�itiona! antise"itic tropes= �ut for a "inority= their
passionate defence of Palestine can sometimes tip into it.

21%

Incrementalist Left
�rag"atic an� "o�erate= ,ith �ecent !ife satisfaction. �hey favour ru!es= institutions=
and capitalism over more radical alternatives. Support deplatforming and see diversity
as a national strength, but hold more moderate social views on issues like integration
an� "igration than ��s. �hey are a"ong the !east !i e!y of any seg"ent to ho!�
�s!a"opho�ic vie,s. �hey strong!y oppose po!itica! vio!ence an� are unsy"pathetic
to civil disobedience. Where they see the social contract as broken, they attribute
this to govern"ent fai!ure= "oreso than syste"ic in�ustices.

9%

Established Liberals
�ontent an� syste"-affir"ing E the on!y seg"ent ,here a "a�ority fee! the socia!
contract is working. Strongly patriotic, pro-capitalism, and deeply institutionalist,
with low belief in conspiracy. Liberal on diversity and British identity, but generally
moderate rather than activist. Where there is tension about the state of the nation,
they attribute any worries to taxes and government underdelivering, rather than
ine&ua!ity or in�ustice. �heir high trust in institutions an� !o, grievance !eve!s "a e
them highly resistant to extremist messaging from any direction.

10%

Sceptical Scrollers
�he s"a!!er= younger= "ore on!ine group= shape� �y financia! har�ship an� anti-
establishment grievance, where far-right sympathies cluster. Deeply disengaged and
uncertain across many issues, they are among the most likely to hold racist views
an� to �e!ieve in conspiracy theories !i e the �reat �ep!ace"ent. �heir openness
to political violence, low institutional trust and conspiracy theories stems not from
any coherent ideology but more from disengagement and a sense of nihilism.
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20%

Rooted Patriots
Defensively patriotic and pro-capitalist, they hold restrictive views on national identity and
who counts as truly British. A majority support remigration and many express scepticism
toward Islam and British Muslims. Their conservatism runs through institutions rather
than against them — they are less conspiracy-minded, strongly opposed to political
violence, and the least accepting of civil disobedience. Where they do countenance
political violence, they are most likely to cite tackling communism or unpatriotic
vie,s as �ustification= seeing the i�eo!ogica! !eft an� �is!oya!ty to country as threats.

8%

Traditional Conservatives
Culturally conservative and strongly patriotic, viewing the UK as built on Judeo-Christian
values. Sees the social contract as broken through a nationalist lens, with migration
and diversity as their mobilising issues. Most feel national identity is threatened by
diversity, and many support remigration. They show stronger Islamophobic tendencies
than other segments. However their patriotism is rooted in civility — they strongly
oppose political violence and support deplatforming, and are less anti-establishment
and anti-institution than other right-leaning segments.

20%

Dissenting Disruptors
The most alienated and anti-establishment segment, and one of two primary groups
where far-right sympathies cluster. Hold hardest views on identity, migration and diversity.
Majorities feel national identity is threatened, support remigration, and a smaller core
hold Islamophobic or Antisemitic views. They are among the least trusting of institutions,
are highly conspiracy-minded, and more accepting of civil disobedience and political
harassment than most other segments, making them open to more confrontational politics.

Source: More in Common, based on exclusive research for this report, 2026.
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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y

Executive Summary
This report reveals the extent to which the shared foundations of British democracy
are now under considerable strain and are being exploited by malign actors
to further erode our nation.

Britain’s social contract is broken for a majority of citizens; distrust and disillusionment

with our institutions is the norm and anxiety about national identity and diversity are

now mainstream concerns.
*
 A collapsed cordon sanitairecordon sanitairecordon sanitairecordon sanitaire which traditionally kept

extremist narratives and conspiracy theories confined to the margins are now held

by large minorities, and in some cases majorities, of the population. Ethnonationalist

views are now held by a substantial minority, as is active disengagement from

democratic norms altogether. A small but consequential minority of the public has

crossed into accepting political violence. Hostile states and domestic extremists are

deliberately accelerating these fractures to further destabilise Britain. The central

finding of this report is that these are not isolated phenomena but interlocking

symptoms of a single underlying condition: a democracy whose foundational

bargain with its citizens is failing and whose institutions are unable to treat that

failure as a first-order national security threat that the evidence shows it to be.

At the core of this crisis lies a breakdown in the relationship between citizens

and the state. Our research demonstrates that the perceived erosion of the social

contract is a strong predictor of democratic dissatisfaction. Importantly, this loss

of confidence transcends economic circumstances, re2ecting a broader belief

that institutions are failing to deliver and that political leaders cannot be trusted.

This erosion of trust has created a self-reinforcing cycle in which declining confidence

fuels support for anti-establishment alternatives and increasing political fragmentation

ma!ing effective governance more difficult. �s institutions struggle to demonstrate

responsiveness and accountability, scepticism deepens further. � significant

minority of citizens now question whether institutional rules should be respected

if they are perceived to impede change.

* We define the social contract as the implicit reciprocal relationship through which citizens accept laws, pay
taxes and, when necessary, serve their country in return for security, rights and access to public services. Strong
relationships between citizens, institutions and the state are therefore essential to a functional and healthy democracy.
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At the same time, contested narratives around identity, fairness and belonging

have become increasingly central to public debate. Concerns about national

identity are widespread. Persistent antisemitism and anti-Muslim hatred, and the

emergence of digitally driven forms of radicalisation demonstrate that extremist

attitudes no longer conform neatly to traditional ideological or demographic

patterns. In particular, younger and highly online groups show a concerning

openness to extremist ideas even in the absence of clearly defined grievances.

�buse and intimidation directed at elected representatives have intensified,

while younger generations are showing weaker connections to civic participation,

patriotism and democratic responsibility than previously seen in the post-war

era. These internal vulnerabilities are being actively exploited by hostile states

and malign actors by amplifying social divisions and undermining social cohesion.

Yet despite this, the United Kingdom lacks the whole-of-society capabilities required

to understand and address these interconnected challenges. Existing approaches

are either siloed, disjointed or remain largely reactive, limiting the state’s ability

to respond effectively during periods of heightened tension. These trends cannot

be addressed through fragmented interventions. While downstream strategies

exist to counter state threats or improve protection of parliamentarians, there is

insufficient consideration given to reducing extremism, polarisation and institutional

distrust within our country and which require an upstream coordinated response.

This is critical in building societal and democratic resilience to help weather the

many threats we face. It will require stronger institutional capability, real-time

analytical infrastructure and sustained investment in protecting our democracy.

Rather than treating extremism, social cohesion, polarisation and democratic

decline as peripheral issues which they often are, this report calls for a fundamental

reframing of this challenge as a democratic and national security threat. The central

conclusion is clear: unless these interconnected challenges are addressed as a

single strategic problem, the continued erosion of trust and democratic confidence

will impose growing costs on the stability and resilience of the United Kingdom.

T H E  E V I D E N C E  B AS E

This report brings together evidence from three major original research programmes
conducted between 2025–26: a nationwide public attitudes survey of 4,094 adults
and focus groups in Great Britain by More in Common, a specialist survey of 1,300
respondents and focus groups of British Muslim opinion by Yonder Consulting
and a twelve-month online monitoring of the UK extremism landscape between
�arch 3135-�arch 3137. �hese fin�ings infor"e� �iscussions over three �ays at
�i!ton �ar  in �pri! 3137= ,here senior govern"ent officia!s= par!ia"entarians=
academics, civil society representatives and international partners assessed the
changing threat environment facing the United Kingdom.
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Key Findings
1. The Social Contract Is Broken — and Democracy Is Paying the Price

61% of Britons believe the social contract is broken; only 23% think it’s working.

This is highest among Reform UK voters (83%), followed by Greens (67%),
Conservatives (60%) and Lib Dems (52%) — Labour voters are least likely to agree.

The top three reasons given: governments don’t deliver on promises (36%), politicians
can’t be trusted (33%) and the government can’t protect our borders (31%). Distrust
of politicians overall rises to 58% if combined with 25% of the public who believe
they are corrupt or self-serving. The picture that emerges is rather than frustration
with any one single issue, there is broad disillusionment with politics, a distrust of
politicians and a view that the current system is incapable of meaningful change.

Even the Hvery financially comfortableI mostly agree F84MG that the social contract
is broken, showing this isn’t purely an economic grievance.

The strength of the social contract is tied to democratic resilience where those
who are more optimistic about the social contract also broadly have more faith in
democratic institutions too. 69% of those who feel the social contract is working
are satisfied with democracy in the UK, compared to only <M who arenKt.

Supporters of Reform and the Greens stand out in the intensity of their feeling that
democracy isn’t working. 47% of Reform UK supporters and 48% of Green Party
supporters feel it isn’t working right now, but could with the right leaders. This aligns
with the wider narrative that support for insurgent parties is driven by dissatisfaction
with the status quo — this is fundamental to driving the change in our politics.

40% say democracy HdoesnKt wor! now, but could with the right leadersI, while 8M
say it can never work. One group that does register higher than average scepticism
toward democracy are those who express some degree of openness to political
violence, with 11% outright believing that democracy does not and cannot work.

28% believe we should ignore rules and institutions that get in the way of change.
�hile the ma ority of the public still have faith in the system, a significant minority
are so desperate for change they feel comfortable disregarding rules, institutions
and norms. Of those who feel the social contract is broken, the proportion who
think we should ignore rules and institutions rises to more than 1 in 3 (34%).
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32% of Britons believe capitalism has failed and we need a “communist revolution”.
While our data does suggest economic circumstances do play into this opinion,
their radical stance on dismantling the system stems from disillusionment with
the country and disengagement from its politics, rather than from an orientation
toward far-left ideology. Seven in ten (70%) feel that the social contract in this
country is broken while nearly four in ten (38%) say they typically pay little or
no attention to political news. Nearly half did not (or could not) vote in the 2024
General Election (47%). They want radical change no matter what its origins.

2. National Identity is Contested and Anxiety About it is Mainstream

55% believe Britain’s national identity is disappearing because of diversity -
a view held across age groups, regions, and political affiliations. This is not a
fringe anxiety or the view of any one political tribe, but a majority position. 45%
feel diversity strengthens it. White Britons feel national identity is disappearing
far more (61%) than non-white Britons (23%).

When breaking the data down by voting intentions: Reform (87%) and Conservatives
(64%) feel that national identity is disappearing because of diversity. The Greens (79%),
Labour (72%) and Lib Dems (60%) feel the country’s national identity is strengthened
by diversity. The divide is not merely political — it is civilisational in character,
re2ecting fundamentally different visions of what Britain is and what it should become.

�n ethnonationalism, 9<M still believe national identity isnKt ethnically defined
— but 31% of the whole population show some openness to the view that non-
white people will never be as English/Scottish/Welsh as white people. White
Britons (33%) are slightly more likely than average to hold this view, while 21
per cent of non-white Britons do so as well. Among those who are white and
hold this view, education rather than age is a better predictor, with those with
a degree and who identify as White British less likely to hold this view (25%).
Supporters of remigration are also more likely to support ethnonationalism.

Reform UK is the only major party split evenly (50%) on ethnonationalist identity.
Supporters of every other major party express majority opposition to the
ethnonationalist position: 91% of Green voters, 84% of Labour voters, 78%
of Liberal Democrats, and 66% of Conservatives.

45% of Sceptical Scrollers — a younger, disengaged segment — show ethnonationalist
openness, well above what their general profile predicts, potentially lin!ed to
their high level of engagement with social media.
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52% see protecting “Christian values” as patriotic (cutting across left and right);
41% agree Britain is built on Judeo-Christian values that should be defended
compared to 59% who feel the UK is a secular country and isn’t based on any
single faith — a view driven more by attitudes to diversity than by personal faith.

Those who hold a more ethnoreligious conception of British identity, who believe
national identity is threatened by diversity, that people who are non-white will
never be as British as white people, and that Britain is built on Judeo-Christian
values are mostly over the age of 45, male (54%), and almost eight in ten did
not go to university (77%). Six in ten identify as Christians (61%). Politically,
they are right leaning. While over a third (36%) did not vote in 2024, those that
did, voted Reform UK (21%) or Conservative (18%). More than three quarters
(77%) also hold the view that the social contract is broken.

60% of Britons felt that the ‘Unite the Kingdom’ 2025 was a nationalist march
attended by extremists, whereas 40% felt it was a show of patriotism attended
by people with valid concerns.

Two distinct pathways to receptivity to radical and ethnonationalist rhetoric on
the right: a larger group driven primarily by concerns about immigration, national
identity and social change. They remain largely accessible through conventional
political engagement. A smaller but more concerning group is shaped less by
traditional political identities and more by economic insecurity, anti-establishment
grievance and immersion in online information ecosystems, resulting in deeper
institutional distrust and, in some cases, more extreme views on race and identity.
Recognising the difference between these audiences is critical, as they require
fundamentally different approaches to engagement and response.

The data does not show that social media on its own causes extremism. It does
show that those who consume political information primarily through social media
are consistently more likely to hold extreme views, more likely to believe conspiracy
theories and more likely to express openness to political violence and harassment.
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3. Racism, Remigration and Muslim Integration

85% reject racial theories of intelligence but support for this idea is higher - at
25% - among current Reform voters and 31% among Sceptical Scrollers. 15% of
Britons do adopt the outright racist view that some races and ethnicities are born
less intelligent than others. This figure rises among those open to ethnonationalism,
33% of whom believe different races are born with different intellectual capacities.

33% support the notion of remigration and compelling migrants to leave. Calls
for remigration originate from extreme right wing ideologies and have been more
widely interpreted to include all non-white people.

58% believe British Muslims can integrate; 42% disagree (45% among white
Britons). 71% of Reform UK supporters feel British Muslims are incapable of
integrating into British society, 79M of �onservative supporters hold this view,
5;M of �iberal Democrats, 58M of �abour supporters and 4;M �reen supporters.

51% of those who feel the social contract is bro!en believe �uslims cannot integrate,
compared with just 25% of those who feel it is working. This suggests that scepticism
about Muslim integration is part of a wider disillusionment with public life rather
than a standalone religious or cultural concern.

�olling of British �uslims tells a contrasting story@ ;8M favour integration, ;;M mix
comfortably with other faiths, ;8M feel free to practise their religion. �nly 5M would
li!e to live in a separate Islamic area in Britain, sub ect to �haria �aw. This sharply
contradicts claims of Muslim separatism and the desire to live in parallel communities.
Support for full integration in all aspects of life has risen from 38% in 2024 to
78M in 5359, evidencing increasing integration. �owever 97M and 89M of British
Muslims believe white people and Jews are “working against Muslims” respectively.

�any Britons re ect the idea that Islam is a religion of violence rather than peace,
with 44% saying this is false. Additionally a majority (53%) believe Muslims
ma!e a positive contribution to British society, and 9<M recognise that �uslims
experience anti-Muslim hatred in the UK.
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4. Antisemitism is Present and Cross-Cutting

Jewish people are perceived as the least safe minority in Britain — only 38%
think the UK is safe for them.

28% of Britons believe Jewish people hold most of the world’s wealth and power.
Non-white Britons generally show higher antisemitic sentiment than white Britons

— a pattern not explained by age or political leaning.*

Among British Muslims, 27% agree the Holocaust has been “invented or exaggerated”;
only 17% say coexistence is possible with “all Jews and Zionists”.

When it comes to the Muslim community, interfaith interaction does not translate
very strongly into greater positivity towards Jews or impact on antisemitic tropes.

5. Political Violence and Civil Disobedience

The British public is largely opposed to political violence, with 80% of Britons
saying that it is never acceptable, 12% saying it is acceptable in some situations
and 3% saying it is acceptable in most situations. A slightly higher share (17%)
say it is acceptable to verbally harass someone for the same reason.

Age is one of the strongest drivers of these attitudes. 18–24s and 25–34s are more
likely than average to consider political violence acceptable (28% and 29%) and political
harassment acceptable (29% and 31%), dropping to single digits among older groups.

Sceptical Scrollers are the most tolerant segment of both violence (33%) and
harassment (31%) but notably less able to articulate why, suggesting generalised
nihilism rather than grievances.

Two distinct constituencies justify violence/harassment: a left-leaning group
(Progressive Activists) justifying it against fascism (57%), racism (48%) and
homophobia (37%); and a right-leaning group (Dissenting Disruptors) justifying
it against Islamist (46%) or pro-migration (12% for violence) views.

47% say campaigning outside a politicianKs home is never  ustified, 76M say
it is sometimes, 10% it is always. Two-thirds (66%) of Green supporters say
this is acceptable, a near inverse of Conservative supporters, (61%) of whom
say the opposite. A majority of under-45s consider it acceptable (67%) while
a majority of over-45s said it is not (58%).

* More in Common’s methodology gave respondents a binary choice between identifying as ‘white’ or ‘non-white’.
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6. Patriotism is Fragmenting Generationally

81% consider fighting for oneKs country patrioticA but only 8:M of 4;D57s consider
voting patriotic versus ;<M of over-:8s E a 65-point gap.

� quarter F58MG of Britons are open to siding with the UKKs enemies in some
circumstances, for instance in opposition to perceived international in ustice. �n
openness to siding with BritainKs enemies is highest among �reen supporters F6<MG,
lowest among Reform supporters F49MG, with �onservatives F56MG and �abour F64MG.

Russia F94MG and Iran F84MG are the only two countries that a ma ority of the
public identify as enemies of the UK, with �hina at F5;MG. �a orities identify
U!raine F95MG and the EU F94MG as allies of the UK, with half of Britons F83MG
also identifying the U�� as such.

�ur data suggests Britain does not share a single, unified sense of patriotism,
but rather three distinct forms@

Traditional - most common among older and right-leaning Britons, rooted in
loyalty to national institutions, history, military service, and cultural continuity.
This form of patriotism is largely unconditional.

Conditional, values-based - more prevalent among progressive and left-leaning
groups, based on loyalty to BritainKs principles rather than its institutions or history
alone. �upport for the country is seen as contingent on Britain acting  ustly and
upholding progressive values.

Political alienation - a relationship to Britain characterised by disengagement
from institutions, civic rituals and the belief that the state has any legitimate
claim on loyalty or participation. This group is neither traditionally patriotic nor
principled in its dissentA it is simply absent from the political community in ways
that are difficult to reach and potentially dangerous to ignore.

7. Conspiracy Theories Have Gone Mainstream

40% believe a secret group controls ma or world decisions, which is a belief often
associated with the J�reat ResetK and classic antisemitic tropes. 73M believe
constituency boundaries are rigged and 56M believe vaccines are unsafe.
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Belief in the ‘Great Reset’ conspiracy itself sits at nearly a third of the overall population
at 29%. While belief in this cuts across political lines — 24% of Conservatives and
27% among Labour voters — it is particularly strong among Reform UK voters
(39%), men (33%), 25–34 year olds (42%), non-white respondents (39%), and
those experiencing financial hardship F69MG. Those who feel the social contract
is bro!en are also notably more li!ely to believe it is true F69MG.

The J�reat ReplacementK conspiracy is seen as true by 5<M of the overall population.
It is supported by 59M of �onservatives, 4<M of �abour voters, 47M by �ib Dems
and 46M among �reens. Belief is more pronounced at 87M for Reform UK voters.

8. Hostile States and Domestic Extremists are Actively Exploiting the Fracture

Russian and Iranian propaganda overlaps considerably with domestic far-right
and Islamist extremist narratives, where it is clear they are actively accelerating
extremism in the UK.

�ver a twelve month period between �arch 5358D�arch 5359 we identified
4,:;7 far-right of2ine events across the country and 558 Islamist events. It is clear
that these hostile states are supporting of2ine mobilisation at events associated
with domestic extremists.

Russia and Iran are using periods of tension, contentious issues and trigger events
to accelerate distrust in institutions and sow division between communities.
Russia – for instance - has cultivated far-right networks (e.g. the “Brotherhood
of Academists”) promoting “White Lives Matter” narratives with documented
links to mosque attacks and the 2024 Southport riots.

Both states are described as recruiting “disposable agents” from domestic extremist
pools to achieve deniable, low-cost disruption. Domestic extremists are actively
cavorting with these hostile states where their ideologies align.

Domestic extremists are !ey drivers of rising hatred facing minorities in Britain,
especially �uslims and 	ews. They are actively spreading antisemitic and anti-
Muslim hate through social media as well as during large protests.

Domestic extremists are !ey drivers of destructive conspiracy theories, particularly
those aimed at eroding confidence in institutions li!e the J�reat ResetK conspiracy
as well as those with specific ideological alignment, li!e the far-rightKs support
for the ‘Great Replacement’ conspiracy.
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Summary of recommendations
The five recommendations set out in this report provide an initial framewor�

for tac�ling rising extremism and rebuilding democratic resilience in the ��.

01 Reframe the Challenge as a National
Security and Democratic Defence Priority
Formally designate extremism, social cohesion, strengthening of the social contract
and democratic resilience as core national security and democratic defence priorities
— reflected in the National Security Strategy and in how resources are allocated
across government.

02 Develop and Disseminate Compelling Alternative Narratives
A national programme of compelling alternative narratives: mobilising the ‘silent
majority’, building alternative in-groups that compete with extremist communities,
supporting trusted local and national voices — and investing in AI to counter
disinformation, conspiracies and extremist narratives in real time.

03 Mobilise Advocates for Democracy
A proactive strategy in defence of democracy and its values — contesting extremist
narratives and disseminating new and compelling narratives about democracy.

04 Reform Online Platforms and Build Digital Resilience
Acknowledge that the current policy and regulatory framework for digital platforms
and AI is increasingly unsatisfactory, and develop a new strategic approach
that reflects their evolving impact on society, democracy and extremism.

05 Restore Trust Through Agency and Local Collaborative Democracy
Give people genuine agency in local decision-making, repair the relationship
between citizens and public services, and rebuild civic education — with collaborative
democracy, online and offline, at local level.
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The Social Contract
and Dissatisfaction
with Democracy
Why a majority of Britons no longer believe the state holds up
its side of the bargain — and what that erosion of trust means
for democratic resilience.
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The foundation of democracy

The social contract is foundational to democracy because democratic government

rests on the premise of governance by consent. It is the implicit reciprocal relationship

through which citizens accept laws, pay taxes and, when necessary, serve their

country in return for security, rights and access to public services. Strong relationships

between citizens, institutions and the state are therefore essential to a healthy

democracy. When governments are seen as unable to control borders, ensure

security, maintain public services, protect rights or uphold trust in elected officials,

the social contract comes under strain.

The consequences of a broken social contract can be severe and include democratic

backsliding, rising populism, civil unrest and loss of institutional trust. Concern

has been increasingly rising in the UK pertaining to a severely diminishing social

contract, resulting in a democratic doom loop and even a ‘democratic emergency’.1

It is vital therefore that governments, policy makers and citizens regularly assess

the health of the social contract. Yet as our polling shows, there is serious cause for

concern. Our research in particular sought to understand the extent of the broken

social contract, its relationship with institutional trust in the political system including

disillusionment with government and whether it is fuelling support for extreme and

anti-democratic views outside the political mainstream. Furthermore, we wanted to

assess to what extent this is instigating support for extremist and violent activity that

would pose a serious threat to not just the social fabric of our country but the integrity

of our society as a whole and thereby our national security. As we demonstrate,

dissatisfaction with political institutions has become mainstream rather than being

confined to politically marginal groups. The perception that the social contract is

broken extends across political, economic and demographic divides, indicating

the existence of a broad-based legitimacy challenge facing British democracy.
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Who feels the social contract is broken and why

A majority of Britons feel that the social contract is broken: 61 per cent say they

believe this is the case, while just 23 per cent feel that the social contract is currently

working. While this holds across all economic and political strata, the belief that the

social contract is broken is highest among current supporters of Reform UK (83 per

cent) followed by supporters of the Green Party (67 per cent), the Conservatives

at 60 per cent and the Liberal Democrats at 52 per cent. Labour supporters are

least likely to believe the social contract is broken.

F I G U R E  1.1

Almost 2 in 3 Britons see the
social contract as broken
Which of the following comes closest to your view?

The social contract in this country is broken Don't know The social contract in this country is working

Reform UK 83 8 10

Green Party 67 11 22

Conservative 60 14 26

Liberal Democrat 52 13 35

Labour 36 12 52

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026. By current voting intention.

When those who feel the social contract is broken are asked why, the most common

answer is that ‘governments don’t deliver on their promises’ (36 per cent), followed

by ‘politicians cannot be trusted’ (33 per cent). If this is added to the view that

‘politicians are corrupt or self-serving’, overall discontent for the country’s politicians

rises to 58 per cent.
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A further 31 per cent chose ‘the government can’t protect our borders’ — a view

particularly prevalent among more socially conservative segments for whom migration

is a salient concern. 
ore in �ommonPs segmentation of the population identifies

Dissenting Disruptors as the stand out group in how extensive they feel the social

contract is broken (82 per cent). This is a group that is particularly likely to feel actively

disparaged by elites and those in power and also frustrated with the perceived

inability of successive governments to reduce immigration; it would appear their

faith in the system and the social contract has been seriously damaged as a result.

F I G U R E  1. 2

Britons see the main reasons why
the social contract is broken as
being tied to failures on delivery
You said the social contract is broken. Why is that? Please choose up
to three options from the list below.

Governments don't deliver on their
promises 36

Politicians cannot be trusted 33

The government can't protect our
borders 31

Taxes are too high for what we
receive 29

Government does not represent
ordinary people 26

Politicians are corrupt or self-serving 25

Public services are broken 25

Too much inequality between rich
and poor 23

People don't have a good standard
of living 19

Laws are not applied fairly to
everyone 18

The government doesn't keep
people safe 12

Something else 2

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.
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This sense of the breakdown of the social contract is also strong among another

socially conservative segment, Rooted Patriots, who are typically older and often

found in post-industrial and coastal ‘red wall’ communities. More than seven in

ten of this group feels that the social contract is broken (72 per cent), despite

holding broadly more moderate views and showing less appetite for tearing

up the existing order than Dissenting Disruptors.

Looking at the most disillusioned progressive group in More in Common’s segmentation,

Progressive Activists, their top reason for why the social contract is broken is inequality

between the rich and poor (54 per cent) with just 23 per cent of Britons as a whole

identifying it as a cause. They are distinctive in viewing structural inequality, rather

than political failure or migration, as the root explanation for why the system is broken.

The lac% of confidence in elected officials is also e2pressed 1hen respondents

were asked who they think are more likely to get away with breaking the law. After

the rich (54 per cent), 53 per cent believe politicians are most likely to get away

with breaking the law. This feeling that politicians are able to escape justice harks

back to what we have seen on the social contract — that above all else, Britons

are losing faith in the system and the state. In fact, amongst those who feel the

social contract is broken, politicians score higher than the rich when it comes to

escaping justice, with 59 per cent of this group saying that politicians are less likely

to be held accountable than the average person under the law. Dissatisfaction

with the state of politics bleeds into the public’s perception of the law too.

The reasons respondents provide for believing that the social contract is broken

reveal a profound crisis of political trust. The picture that emerges is one of broad

disillusionment with politics and politicians rather than frustration with any single

issue. What unites these otherwise very different groups is less a common politics

than a common contempt for the political class, where key drivers are disillusionment

with the government’s ability to deliver and distrust in institutions. This is a

strong indicator of just how little faith many people have in the system and

the government’s ability to deliver meaningful change.
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Focus group analysis

Across all of our focus groups which represented a wide range of backgrounds, there
was near unanimity that the social contract is broken. They were clear that the country is
not working. Words used unprompted included “unstable,” “chaotic,” and “broken.” This
feeling was less about any single issue and more about a simultaneous collapse across
multiple fronts, including policing, public services, cost of living, foreign policy, and crime,
with no sense that any of these are being adequately addressed. Several participants
said they would seriously consider not having children given the state of the country.

‘I’m 25 looking at buying a house soon with my missus, and we’re at a point where

we’re both on a very stable income, both do well for ourselves. And it’s like, do I

want to move out in today’s day and age? No, not at the moment, not with everything

that’s going on. And then we’re also at an age where you think you might be having

children soon. Do I want to bring a child into this world at the moment? No, not at

all. And we should be looking forward to the future a little bit, we’re both stable

enough to do so. Everything about the country at the moment’s just putting us off it.’

— Alex, personal trainer, Oldham

Those in work described feeling penalised compared to those who don’t contribute
to the system, with speci1c frustration about the gap between what working people
pay in and what they get out versus those on bene1ts. Several describe visible social
decline. Politicians of all parties were widely distrusted, with many saying they
were no longer loyal to any party. Several participants described becoming more
politically engaged precisely because things have deteriorated to the point where
they feel they can no longer ignore politics, or just trust a party to get on with the job.

Progressives who showed sympathy for more radical left-leaning views than the average
Briton described how, in their view, working hard no longer guaranteed security —
people working full-time still need food banks, cannot afford housing and are struggling
with debt. By contrast, those on the right, including Reform UK and Conservative voters,
are more likely to emphasise issues of border control and lack of trust in politicians.
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Even those financially secure
believe the social contract is broken

�hile those 1ho describe themselves as Overy comfortable financiallyP are less

li%ely to feel the social contract is bro%en, it is still a significant figure at <8 per cent

sho1ing this is not purely an economic grievance. Those 1ho describe themselves

as Ooften having to go 1ithout essentialsP or 1ho Ostruggle to ma%e ends meetP

stand at >8 per cent and =< per cent respectively. This sho1s ho1 1idespread

the feeling that politics is not delivering is and that 1hile financial insecurity

plays a %ey role in the intensity of that feeling, it is not the only factor at play.

F I G U R E  1. 3

Even a majority of the most financially
well-off see the social contract as broken
Which of the following comes closest to your view?

The social contract in this country is working Don't know The social contract in this country is broken

All 23 16 61

Very comfortable financially 39 9 51

Relatively comfortable financially 29 13 57

Can cover the essentials 20 16 64

Struggle to make ends meet 13 22 65

Often go without essentials 10 20 71

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.
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Dissatisfaction with democracy
and a broken social contract

Dissatisfaction with democracy in Britain appears to be driven less by rejection of

democratic principles and more by a perceived breakdown in the social contract, with

citi4ens losing confidence in the ability of e2isting institutions and leaders to deliver

effective outcomes, 1hile largely retaining faith in democracy itself. =@ per cent of

those 1ho feel the social contract is 1or%ing are satisfied 1ith democracy in the ��,

compared to only @ per cent 1ho arenPt. This is a strong indication that those 1ho are

more optimistic about the social contract also broadly have more faith in democratic

institutions too. �mong those 1ho feel the social contract is bro%en there is a huge

reduction in satisfaction 1ith democracy. �nly 8< per cent e2press satisfaction 1ith

democracy in this country, compared 1ith << per cent 1ho say they are unsatisfied.

:? per cent of those 1ho say the social contract is bro%en are unsatisfied 1ith

public services, for e2ample, compared to 88 per cent among those 1ho thin% the

social contract is functioning. �eoplePs perception of and interactions 1ith the state

play a %ey role in in6uencing their vie1s on the social contract overall. �iti4ens

do not separate democratic institutions from government effectiveness. �hen

public services fail, many people interpret this as evidence that democracy itself

is failing, even if the democratic process remains intact. �eople can be dissatisfied

1ith ho1 democracy functions 1hile still supporting democracy as a system.
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F I G U R E  1. 4

Those who think the social contract
is broken are much more likely to be
unsatisfied with democracy in the UK
�o ,hat e-tent are you satisfie� or �issatisfie� ,ith the fo!!o,ing aspects
of your !ifeA

Those who said ‘very unsatisfied’ or ‘quite unsatisfied’.

Social contract is working

Democracy in this country 9%

�ersonal finances 19%

Public services 11%

Housing situation 14%

Health 14%

Social life 12%

Social contract is broken

Democracy in this country 55%

�ersonal finances 39%

Public services 38%

Housing situation 28%

Health 27%

Social life 22%

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.

40 per cent of Britons feel that the problems we are facing as a country demonstrate

that democracy does not work at the moment, but can with the right leaders,

whereas 39 per cent say the problems have nothing to do with democracy. This

is a strong indication of disillusionment with democracy and the political system

amongst a plurality of Britons, especially as a further 5 per cent of Britons state

that democracy does not and cannot ever work. This shouldn’t be over-stated

though, as this is still an indication that roughly 4 in 5 Britons retain some faith in

democracy, with the proportion that has outright abandoned it being very small indeed.
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This feeling that democracy doesn’t work at the moment, but could with the right

leaders rises to 46 per cent with those who feel the social contract is broken, although

this is only a moderate rise, considering this group’s substantial dissatisfaction

with democracy in the UK. The fraction that feel democracy cannot work only rises

from 5 per cent to 6 per cent with those who feel the social contract is broken,

which, if anything, indicates how strong support for democracy is among the public.

When looking at differences between the supporters of major parties, it is supporters

of the insurgent parties like Reform and the Greens that stand out in the intensity of

their feeling that democracy isn’t working. 47 per cent of Reform UK supporters and

48 per cent of Green Party supporters feel it isn’t working right now but could with

the right leaders. This aligns with the wider narrative that support for these more

radical insurgent parties is driven by dissatisfaction with the status quo, as supporters

of the more established parties are all less likely to feel democracy isn’t working. As

such, while the public still largely retains faith in the democratic system, it is in part

the public’s dissatisfaction with democracy that is driving the change in our politics,

1ith those 1ho are most dissatisfied loo%ing to more radical parties for solutions.

F I G U R E  1. 5

Most Reform UK and Green Party supporters
feel democracy isn’t working at the moment
The problems we're facing as a country…

Are nothing to do with democracy

Don't know

Show that democracy does not work at the moment, but can with the right leaders

Show that democracy does not and cannot ever work

All 39 17 40 5

Reform UK 34 13 47 6

Green Party 34 12 48 5

Conservative 49 10 37 5

Labour 56 8 33 3

Liberal Democrat 55 10 33 2

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.
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Sceptical Scrollers stand out as the segment with the least faith in the current

system, as they are the least likely to say the UK’s problems are not tied to democracy

(22 per cent), while simultaneously being the most likely to think that democracy

can never work (11 per cent).

Dissatisfaction is also visible in the public’s attitude towards the country’s national

institutions, with 28 per cent of Britons feeling that we ought to be ignoring rules

and institutions that impede change. That is a significant minority, and 1hile

further research would be needed, it could indicate a greater susceptibility among

this cohort towards violence and/or antidemocratic ideologies.

However while this shows dissatisfaction with the status quo, more than double

(72 per cent) still feel we should respect institutions and rules that give us stability.

This is still cause for concern as a significant minority of the population are so

desperate for change that they feel comfortable disregarding rules, institutions

and norms, all of which are essential for a functioning democracy.

We see further evidence for this when looking at those who feel the social contract

is broken. Among this group, the proportion who think we should ignore rules

and institutions rises to more than 1 in 3 (34 per cent). This would indicate, as

seen above, that some of this dissatisfaction with institutions and rules is driven

by a feeling that the system isn’t working.

Anti-establishment sentiment exists on both the left and right with both Dissenting

Disruptors (40 per cent) and Progressive Activists (52 per cent) showing elevated

support for ignoring institutions. One of the youngest segments, Sceptical Scrollers,

also shows higher rates who feel we should ignore rules and institutions, with

:; per cent saying 1e should do so. �o1ever, this figure does not change much

when looking at Sceptical Scrollers who think the social contract is broken, which

could point toward a more deep-seated scepticism of rules and institutions.

While such attitudes should not be interpreted as evidence of widespread

authoritarianism, they nevertheless highlight the potential risks associated with

prolonged dissatisfaction. Democratic systems depend not only on electoral legitimacy

but also on public commitment to rules, procedures and institutional constraints. As

trust declines, this creates an environment where support for these norms may weaken.
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�emographic factors do play a role. Those struggling financially, those 1ithout a

degree and those aged ;<I>; J the age brac%et 1ho are often caring for children

1ho have not or cannot yet leave home, alongside their responsibility for elderly

relatives J are more li%ely to see the social contract as bro%en than those 1ho

are belo1 ;<, 1ho are more educated or more economically secure.

�t the most e2treme end of public opinion, a stri%ing third of the �ritish public

thin% capitalism has failed and that 1e need a communist revolution K:9 per centL.

�hile our data does suggest economic circumstances do play into this opinion,

their radical stance on dismantling the system stems more from disillusionment

1ith the country and disengagement from its politics, rather than an inclination

to1ard 
ar2ism. �even in ten K>7 per centL of those 1ho support this vie1 feel

that the social contract in this country is bro%en 1hile four in ten K:? per centL

say they typically pay little or no attention to political ne1s.

This group feels let do1n by the system as it is. That much is clear from the reasoning

they give for saying the social contract is bro%en, laying blame at the feet of politicians

1ho they deem corrupt K:8 per centL and not to be trusted K:9 per centL, 1ith

governments failing to deliver on their promises K:8 per centL and a gro1ing gulf

bet1een the rich and the poor K:8 per centL. 	tPs no surprise that a group so firmly

distrustful of the political class are three times more li%ely to be dissatisfied 1ith

democracy in this country than satisfied K;@ per cent to 8= per centL. �rguably, rather

than being inclined to1ard a communist ideology, or any other, this substantial

minority 1ants rapid, radical change to the countryPs institutions.

�espite the breadth of concern about the social contract, there is no clear direct

relationship bet1een believing it is bro%en and supporting political violence or

harassment. 	nstead, this belief appears to re6ect a more generalised sense of

dissatisfaction rather than a specific driver of violent attitudes.

�o1ever, this 1idespread sense of grievance does appear to be associated 1ith

some more radical political vie1s J particularly on the right. Those 1ho believe

the social contract is bro%en are more li%ely to support policies such as remigration,

endorse theories li%e the O�reat �eplacementP, e2press a 1illingness to bypass

democratic institutions and vie1 
uslims as unable to integrate into �ritish society.
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At the same time, while those who believe the social contract is broken tend to express

stronger support for extreme views redistribution and concerns about inequality — for

example, being more likely to say the UK needs a communist revolution or to support

the forcible redistribution of wealth — this does not translate into holding more

‘extreme’ left-wing views on other topics. However, within groups already predisposed

to be receptive to more radical left-wing rhetoric, belief that the social contract is

broken is associated with a greater likelihood of holding more radical positions.

What is not fully understood is to what extent those who believe the social contract

is broken and support extreme beliefs are susceptible to supporting extremist

activity if targeted by malign actors and within a permissive environment.

The Emergence of a Democratic Doom Loop

These findings collectively point to1ards the emergence of 1hat is described as a

democratic doom loop. This process begins with declining government performance —

including the trust1orthiness of elected officials J or the perception that institutions

are failing to meet public e2pectations. �s confidence in government falls, trust

in political institutions declines. �iti4ens become increasingly dissatisfied 1ith

democracy and more willing to support anti-establishment alternatives. Political

fragmentation subse+uently increases, ma%ing effective governance more difficult.

Continued policy failures then reinforce public distrust, further accelerating the cycle.

Evidence of this process can be observed throughout the data. The high proportion

of respondents who believe the social contract is broken (61 per cent), combined

with widespread negativity and distrust of politicians (58 per cent) and growing

support for bypassing institutions (28 per cent), suggests that many citizens

are sceptical of the British state and its institutions.
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Conclusion

The findings presented in this chapter reveal a profound crisis of confidence 1ithin

�ritish politics. � ma$ority of citi4ens believe that the social contract has bro%en

do1n, 1hile trust in politicians and political institutions has reached historically

lo1 levels. �issatisfaction e2tends across ideological, economic and demographic

divisions, indicating that concerns regarding governance and institutional effectiveness

have become deeply embedded 1ithin public opinion.

�ata currently suggests that �ritain is e2periencing one of the most distrustful

periods in recent decades. Trust remains relatively high in some nonHpolitical

institutions Kcourts, statistics agencies, parts of the civil serviceL, but confidence

in elected political institutions J government, �arliament, political leaders and

media institutions J is mar%edly 1ea%er. The combination of lo1 political trust,

dissatisfaction 1ith public services, support for electoral reform, among other

issues, provides strong statistical evidence of public disillusionment.

�iti4ens have not abandoned democracy. �ather, they have become increasingly

sceptical that democratic institutions are capable of fulfilling the obligations that

underpin the social contract. � %ey driver of distrust is leadership, 1here many of

those currently sceptical of institutions could change their vie1 1ith more accountable

political leadership. �estoring public confidence 1ill therefore re+uire more than

policy reform alone. 	t 1ill re+uire governments to demonstrate competence,

responsiveness and the capacity to deliver tangible improvements in citi4ensP lives.

�ltimately, the future health of �ritish democracy 1ill depend upon rebuilding trust

bet1een citi4ens and institutions, particularly 1here citi4ens interact 1ith public

services. �nless this legitimacy gap is addressed, dissatisfaction may continue to

fuel political fragmentation, antiHestablishment sentiment and declining confidence

in democratic governance.

�s the ne2t chapters 1ill demonstrate, this deep sense of dissatisfaction and

disillusionment not only encourages some to see% out e2treme alternatives to

democracy, it also provides a fertile climate for hostile states, domestic e2tremists

and badHfaith actors to e2ploit 1ith the goal of further unravelling our democracy.

The challenge for policyma%ers is therefore not simply to defend democracy in

principle, but to ensure that democracy delivers in practice, to strengthen trust

bet1een citi4ens and institutions and diminish the permissive environment that

allo1s e2tremism to ta%e root.
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Questions of personal and national identity have grown increasingly prominent

in British politics in recent decades. What it means to be British — and what the

British nation is and should be — is a live debate, shaped in no small part by

the realities of a more diverse, multi-faith and multi-ethnic society. This chapter

examines the contours of that debate: who feels threatened by diversity and why;

where ethnonationalist sentiment begins and ends; how faith and faith traditions

intersect with national identity; and what attitudes toward different minority

communities reveal about the deeper fault lines running through British public opinion.

This chapter also shows that concern over national identity and diversity is not

confined to the economically insecure, the poorly educated, or the old. 	t runs through

every class, every age group and every corner of the political spectrum, held by a

majority of the public rather than a fringe. What separates people is not their bank

balance but their worldview: a settled, coherent sense of what Britain is and who

belongs to it. The picture that emerges is a nation genuinely divided over who it

is, for reasons that have far more to do with belief than with economic security.

The Mainstream Anxiety: Diversity and National Identity

The starting point for understanding this debate is a striking and often underappreciated

factD concern about diversityPs impact on national identity is not confined to any

particular political tribe, age group or region; it is mainstream. A majority of Britons

— 55 per cent — believe that Britain’s national identity is disappearing because of

diversity, while 45 per cent feel that diversity strengthens it. These are not fringe

positions clustering at the extremes of the political spectrum; they are two roughly

balanced camps within the British public, separated by a chasm of worldview.

The political dimension of this divide is sharp but not total. Reform UK supporters

are the most likely to feel that national identity is under threat from diversity, at

87 per cent, followed by 64 per cent of Conservative voters. Among those more

sympathetic to diversity, Green Party supporters lead at 79 per cent, followed

by Labour at 72 per cent and Liberal Democrats at 60 per cent.
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F I G U R E  2 .1

Scepticism over diversity is
mainstream in most UK political parties
Please indicate which statement you agree with more

1–4 scale: respondents chose which statement was closer to their view; bars

combine the two points nearest each.

Our national identity is being strengthened through diversity

Our national identity is disappearing because of diversity

All 45 55

Conservative 36 64

Labour 72 28

Liberal Democrat 60 40

Reform UK 13 87

Green Party 79 21

Source: More in Common, March 2026. By current voting intention.

Race and ethnicity sharpen the picture considerably. Among white Britons, nearly

two in three (61 per cent) feel that diversity is eroding national identity, compared

to just 23 per cent of non-white British respondents. Age and education also

matter: older Britons and those without degrees are more likely to hold this view.

But neither variable is determinative. More than a third of graduates and of the

youngest �ritons share this concern J a finding that undermines any comfortable

assumption that these attitudes will simply diminish as educational attainment

rises or as older cohorts leave the electorate.

When the lens shifts from demographics to worldview, the picture becomes even

clearer. The data reveals a deeply polarised public in which political and social values

are far stronger predictors of attitudes to diversity than age or income. Among left-

leaning segments, rejection of the view that diversity threatens national identity is

near-unanimous: 92 per cent of Progressive Activists, 75 per cent of Established

Liberals and 72 per cent of the Incrementalist Left feel that diversity strengthens

national identity. Among right-leaning segments, the inverse holds with equal

force: 91 per cent of Rooted Patriots, 90 per cent of Traditional Conservatives

and 84 per cent of Dissenting Disruptors believe diversity is eroding it. The divide

is not merely political J it is civilisational in character, re6ecting fundamentally

different visions of what Britain is and what it should become.
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Ethnonationalism: Where Concern
Ends and Exclusion Begins

Almost a third of Britons (31 per cent) express at least some openness to the

view that people of different ethnicities will never be as English/Scottish/Welsh

as 1hite people. This is not a trivial figure. �hite �ritons are slightly more li%ely

to hold this vie1 K:: per centL, but the fact that 98 per cent of nonH1hite �ritons

also e2press some openness to it complicates any simple racial framing.

�idespread an2iety about diversity and national identity does not, in itself, indicate

a belief that �ritishness is ethnically defined. 	ndeed, a notable ma$ority of �ritons

— 69 per cent — believe that a person can be English, Scottish or Welsh regardless

of their ethnic bac%ground. This suggests that for most of those 1ho feel diversity

threatens national identity, the concern is cultural or civic rather than racial in origin.

The data reveals an important asymmetry. 
ost people open to ethnonationalism

do not also subscribe to theories of racial intelligence differences as discussed

further belo1. �ut almost all of those 1ho do hold such racist vie1s also hold

ethnonationalist vie1s on identity. �hile racism is a pre$udiced and harmful

individual and societal ill, ethnonationalism is rooted in an e2treme rightH1ing

political ideology grounded in systemic e2clusion, threatening the concept of e+ual

citi4enship 1hich is essential to pluralist democracy and leaves supporters potentially

more open to farHright, antidemocratic narratives. The approach to combating

ethnonationalism is fundamentally different to the antiHracism campaigns of the past.

�mong political party supporters, �eform �� stands apart as the only party

1hose supporters do not clearly re$ect an ethnically defined conception of �ritish

identity J though they are no1 evenly split at <7 per cent. �y contrast, ma$orities

of supporters of every other ma$or party re$ect the ethnonationalist positionD @8

per cent of �reen voters, ?; per cent of �abour voters, >? per cent of �iberal

Democrats and 66 per cent of Conservatives.
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F I G U R E  2 . 2

Over two thirds of Britons reject an
ethnonationalist view of national identity
Please indicate which statement you agree with more

1–4 scale: respondents chose which statement was closer to their view; bars

combine the two points nearest each.

A person can be English/Scottish/Welsh regardless of their ethnic background

People of different ethnicities will never be as English/Scottish/Welsh as white people

All 69 31

Progressive Activists 95 5

Incrementalist Left 84 16

Established Liberals 88 12

Sceptical Scrollers 55 45

Rooted Patriots 57 43

Traditional Conservatives 54 46

Dissenting Disruptors 50 50

Source: More in Common, March 2026. By British Seven segment.

A particular warning sign in the data concerns the Sceptical Scroller segment. This

younger, politically disengaged group does not share the consistent social conservatism

of Rooted Patriots or Dissenting Disruptors, yet 45 per cent express openness to

ethnonationalism J a figure higher than their general profile 1ould predict. The

data points to social media e2posure as a plausible driver, 1ith this groupPs unfi2ed

worldview making them susceptible to online radicalisation. Ethnonationalist ideas

are not confined to the old and disaffectedE they are finding purchase among younger,

digitally-engaged Britons who have not yet formed settled political identities.

Faith, Nation and the Judeo-Christian Question

Faith occupies a distinctive and often misunderstood place in British national

identity. �nli%e in the �nited �tates, 1here religious affiliation is a prominent

axis of political life, faith in Britain is typically personal rather than political. Yet

�hristianity J or at least a �hristian tradition J plays a more significant role in

how many Britons conceive of national identity than is commonly acknowledged.
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The idea that the UK is a country of Christian values, and that protecting those values

is patriotic, commands broad cross-cutting support — 52 per cent of Britons agree,

including significant numbers in centreHleft segments such as �stablished �iberals

K<< per centL and the 	ncrementalist �eft K<8 per centL. This breadth ma%es it a

poor indicator of sympathy 1ith farHright attitudes. �rotecting �hristian values, as a

frame, belongs to mainstream national sentiment rather than to the radical fringe.

The picture sharpens considerably when the question turns to whether the UK was

built on 
udeoH�hristian values that should be actively defended. �ere, ;8 per cent

agree while 59 per cent describe Britain as a secular country, not based on any single

faith. �rucially, this is not simply a re6ection of religious identityD �hristians themselves

are almost evenly split K<9 per cent in favour, ;@ per cent opposedL, suggesting

that the real driver is not personal faith but a broader 1orldvie1 J specifically,

1hether one sees diversity and multiculturalism as a challenge to national identity.

The correlation 1ith ethnonationalist attitudes confirms this. �mong those open to

the ethnonationalist vie1 of �ritishness, =; per cent also support the idea that the

��Ps 
udeoH�hristian identity should be defended. �onversely, >@ per cent of those

1ho feel diversity strengthens national identity also see �ritainPs identity as secular.

Whether someone views the UK as a Judeo-Christian nation appears to be far more a

product of their stance on diversity and belonging than of any theological conviction.

The follo1ing chart sho1s the vie1s amongst different political party supporters.

F I G U R E  2 . 3

Judeo-Christian or secular, by party
Please indicate which statement you agree with more

1–4 scale: respondents chose which statement was closer to their view; bars

combine the two points nearest each.

The UK is a country built on Judeo-Christian values, and we should defend that identity

The UK is a secular country whose identity is not based on any single faith

Reform UK 67 33

Conservative 50 50

Liberal Democrat 31 69

Labour 29 71

Green 17 83

Source: More in Common. By current voting intention.
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F I G U R E  2 . 4

Those open to an ethnonationalist
view of identity are most likely to see
the UK as having a Christian identity
Please indicate which statement you agree with more

1–4 scale: respondents chose which statement was closer to their view; bars

combine the two points nearest each.

The UK is a country built on Judeo-Christian values, and we should defend that identity

The UK is a secular country whose identity is not based on any single faith

All 41 59

Christians 52 49

Feels diversity strengthens national
identity 21 79

Feels diversity threatens national
identity 57 43

Rejects ethnonationalism 30 70

Open to ethnonationalism 64 36

Source: More in Common, March 2026.

Ta%en together, these findings point to a distinct and internally coherent set of vie1s

on �ritish identity held by a consistent minorityD those 1ho see national identity as

tied to ethnicity, resistant to diversity and rooted in a �hristian cultural inheritance.

This is not a random clustering of opinions. 	t re6ects a particular vision of �ritain

held 1ith genuine conviction J and held by a meaningful share of the public.

Race, Intelligence and Remigration

Racial theories of intelligence

The vie1 that different races or ethnic groups are born 1ith different levels of

intelligence is deeply unpopular in �ritain. ?< per cent of the public re$ect it outright,

1ith only 8< per cent adopting 1hat the data describes as an outright racist position.

�et 1ithin certain groups, this figure rises mar%edly. � +uarter of current �eform

�� supporters hold this vie1 K9< per centL, rising to :8 per cent among those

1ho voted for the party in 979;. �mong the segments, �ceptical �crollers K:8 per

centL and �issenting �isruptors K9> per centL are the most li%ely to hold this vie1.
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Within these groups, the conventional predictors — age, education — offer little

e2planatory po1er. 	nstead, financial insecurity, social media use and belief in raceH

based conspiracy theories, such as the �reat �eplacement, emerge as the %ey drivers.

This points to a radicalisation path1ay that operates some1hat independently of

socioeconomic bac%ground, running through online ecosystems and ideological

frame1or%s rather than material circumstance.

Remigration

�hile framed by its advocates as a form of immigration control, it is important to

understand the historical root of remigration. �s a %ey 1hite supremacist policy

concept, it calls for the forced removal of immigrants, refugees and their descendants

J including legal residents and citi4ens J based on race, ethnicity andGor culture

and religion. �nce relegated to neoH�a4i and 1hite supremacist circles, remigration

has in recent years moved into mainstream and farHright politics in many countries.

�emigration is the policy solution to the 1hite supremacist O�reat �eplacementP

conspiracy theory, 1hich falsely claims that 1hite populations are being intentionally

replaced by nonH1hite migrants and refugees.

�ey concepts include immigration representing an e2istential threat to �estern

civilisation and demographic change as deliberate and coordinated, rendering

demographic reversal as the only solution. The theory is rooted in antisemitism,

fre+uently blaming 
e1s for orchestrating demographic change, and is increasingly

used in antiH
uslim discourse among the e2treme right.

�upport for remigration stands at :: per cent. �o1ever, 1hile representing a third

of the country, even among those 1ho believe diversity damages the country,

many dra1 a line at the e2plicit removal of legal residents. �upport is strongest

among �issenting �isruptors K<< per centL, Traditional �onservatives K<: per centL

and �ooted �atriots K;= per centL, and is associated 1ith being 1hite, believing

the social contract is bro%en and voting �eform.

�otably, social media use and online consumption are not significant drivers of

support for remigration. �oth those 1ho support remigration and those 1ho

oppose it are e+ually li%ely K:< per centL to use social media for political ne1s.

This suggests that support for remigration is less a product of online radicalisation

than of deeper, preHe2isting grievances about fairness, belonging and the perceived

failures of mainstream politics.
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Falling on deaf ears? Muslims embracing integration

A majority of Britons (58 per cent) believe that British Muslims can integrate into British

society but ;9 per cent do not J a figure that rises to ;< per cent among 1hite �ritons.

This is not a fringe positionE it is, ho1ever, a composite one, encompassing a 1ide

spectrum from those 1ith specific, articulable concerns to a smaller group for 1hom

hostility to 	slam functions as a vehicle for broader racial and ethnonationalist sentiment.

�mong those 1ho believe 
uslims cannot integrate, common predictors include

living in rural or smallHto1n settings, being 1hite, not holding a degree and being

older. These are also predictors of a broader sense that �ritain is bro%en and

that mainstream institutions have failed. 	ndeed, <8 per cent of those 1ho feel

the social contract is bro%en believe 
uslims cannot integrate, compared 1ith

$ust 9< per cent of those 1ho feel it is 1or%ing J suggesting that scepticism

about 
uslim integration is part of a 1ider disillusionment 1ith public life rather

than a standalone religious or cultural concern.

�ome antiH
uslim attitudes e2tend 1ell beyond the rightHleaning segments and

cut across conventional demographic lines in 1ays that immigration and diversity

+uestions do not. The belief that �ritish 
uslims 1ill al1ays see themselves

as 
uslims first and �ritons second is held by =7 per cent of the public J 1ith

stri%ingly little variation by education or financial situation.
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F I G U R E  2 . 5

Nearly 3 in 4 Reform UK supporters think Muslims
are unable to integrate into British society
Please indicate which statement you agree with more

1–4 scale: respondents chose which statement was closer to their view; bars

combine the two points nearest each.

The values of a majority of British Muslims are not so different that they can’t integrate

The values of British Muslims are so different that they cannot integrate

All 58 42

Conservative 54 46

Labour 75 25

Liberal Democrat 72 28

Reform UK 29 71

Green Party 82 18

Source: More in Common, March 2026. By current voting intention.

There is also a clear political dimension to this view. Reform UK stands apart from

other groups of party supporters: 71 per cent of its current supporters feel British

Muslims are incapable of integrating into British society, making it the only party

whose supporters hold this view by a majority. Beyond Reform UK, the picture

is broadly graduated by political leaning: 46 per cent of Conservative supporters

hold this view, falling to 28 per cent of Liberal Democrats, 25 per cent of Labour

supporters and 8? per cent of �reen supporters. That the figure declines steadily

from right to left is perhaps unsurprising, but it is notable that even among Green

�arty supporters, nearly one in five feel �ritish 
uslims are unable to integrate.

Yet the picture is not uniformly negative. A majority of Britons (53 per cent) believe

Muslims make a positive contribution to British society and 69 per cent recognise

that 
uslims face antiH
uslim hatred in the ��. 
ost �ritons firmly re$ect the idea

that Islam is a religion of violence rather than peace (44 per cent say this is false,

though 25 per cent are uncertain and 31 per cent agree). The picture that emerges is

of a public that holds genuine concerns about integration and cultural compatibility

while simultaneously recognising Muslim contributions and the discrimination

Muslims face — a more complex and contradictory stance than simple Islamophobia.
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At the extreme end sits a smaller group for whom hostility to Islam is inseparable

from broader ethnonationalist sentiment. Among those who hold comprehensively

negative views of Islam and of Muslim contributions to society, 77 per cent also

believe that people of different ethnicities will never be as British as white people

and just over half believe some races are born smarter than others.

Analysis: British Muslims — A story
of integration and challenges

In contrast to the perception that Muslims cannot or will not integrate, polling

by Yonder evidences the majority of British Muslims support or at least accept

democratic and liberal values as part of living in the UK. They also view their

�ritish and 
uslim identities as being complementary rather than in con6ict.

Asked about the main challenges facing the country, British Muslims largely

resemble the rest of the country. The top 5 concerns include the cost of living,

NHS, the economy, unemployment and energy costs.

F I G U R E  2 . 6

The most important issues facing
Britain, among British Muslims
What do you see as the most important issues facing Britain today? Showing
top three mentions.

2024 2026 Most radical Middle ground Most moderate

Cost of living / Inflation 64% 65% 53% 68% 70%

NHS / Healthcare 43% 39% 33% 43% 48%

Economy 28% 26% 28% 28% 27%

Jobs / Unemployment 18% 23% 24% 22% 20%

Energy costs 33% 20% 16% 20% 23%

Immigration 14% 19% 18% 16% 22%

Crime / Policing 14% 18% 21% 16% 16%

Tax 15% 17% 23% 20% 13%

Racial discrimination 10% 15% 16% 15% 17%

Religious discrimination n/a 13% 17% 12% 10%

Climate change / The environment 9% 7% 9% 7% 7%

Benefits / Universal Credit 7% 6% 7% 7% 5%

Public services 7% 6% 5% 3% 7%

Foreign affairs 7% 5% 6% 2% 3%

Social care 5% 3% 3% 3% 2%

Transport 3% 2% 4% 1% n/a

Role of technology 2% 1% 2% 1% 1%

Source: Yonder, 2026.
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Most British Muslims (85 per cent) favour integration with wider society, with 5 in 6

supporting either full integration or integration with limited separation. Only a small

minority (2 per cent) support living in fully separate Islamic communities subject

to Sharia Law. This sharply contradicts claims of Muslim separatism and Muslim

parallel communities. Support for full integration in all aspects of life has risen

from 38 per cent in 2024 to 45 per cent in 2026, evidencing increasing integration.

F I G U R E  2 . 7

British Muslims increasingly favour full integration
If you had the choice, which one of the following would you consider
to be the ideal way for you to lead your life in Britain today?

In 2026, 85% would integrate mostly or fully.

I would like to fully integrate with non-Muslims in all
aspects of life

I would like to integrate on most things, but with
separation in some areas, such as Islamic schooling
and laws

I would like to integrate on some things, but prefer to
lead a separate Islamic life as far as possible

I would like to live in a fully separate Islamic area in
Britain, subject to Sharia Law

2024 2026

Source: Yonder, 2026.

Most British Muslims report high levels of social integration and religious freedom.

A large majority (88 per cent) agree that they mix and engage with people from

different religions and backgrounds and feel comfortable doing so. Positively, 85

per cent agree that they are able to practise their religion as freely as they want.

At the same time, many recognise that some practical limits exist. Around 58 per

cent agree that there are limits to the extent they can practise their religion but

accept these as part of living in Britain, while 21 per cent disagree with this view.
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Across British Muslims, the NHS is the most positively viewed institution, with 45

per cent rating it positively and just 5 per cent negatively. The Premier League is also

viewed favourably, with 39 per cent positive and 5 per cent negative. The British

Army (28 per cent positive) and the police (23 per cent positive) still attract more

positive than negative views, though levels of support are lower than for the NHS

or Premier League. The Royal Family is seen positively by 1 in 5 (22 per cent) while

16 per cent view it negatively. The BBC is the most polarising, with 24 per cent

positive and 8? per cent negative vie1s, re6ecting a degree of distrust among some

Muslims toward these institutions and the agendas they are perceived to represent.

Focus groups found British Muslims view themselves as well-integrated into British

society and respondents felt they had proven it. Many pointed to their contributions

through setting up businesses, becoming embedded in local communities and moving

into middle-class professions. Integration is seen as something that has developed

organically over time rather than through external pressure, particularly in more

culturally diverse cities where everyday interaction between communities is common.

There is also a strong sense that the existence of mosques and halal food provision,

for example, provide the infrastructure needed for religious life. As a result, many

Muslims feel able to maintain their religious identity while also integrating and

participating fully in wider British society. However, there is a growing sense

of insecurity among British Muslims around racial and religious discrimination

where the proportion who see racial discrimination as a top tier issue stands at

8< per cent in 979=. �eligious discrimination emerges as a significant concern

in 2026 and ranks among the top three issues for around one in seven Muslims.
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Focus group analysis

Among our focus group of British Muslims, British values were described positively
including hospitality, courtesy, diversity, a sense of community, and institutions like the
NHS that serve people regardless of background. Several expressed nostalgia for a
more cohesive past. �owever, some were more conflicted about �ritishness, 1nding it
dif1cult to reconcile any national pride with �ritain’s colonial history, stance on asylum,
and its tendency to involve itself in conflicts abroad. �ew felt there was a conflict
between �ritain’s �hristian heritage, identity and its multiculturalism and diversity.

‘I think as I’ve grown up with what I’ve been studying and just my research about

�ritish history, 	 thin# 	’m rea$$y con4icted. There’s certain to(ics where 	’m "ust
a bit like, there should be acknowledgement of what the British involvement

was in how thin�s are $aid out. �ith how it usua$$y has a re(utation of �ettin�
invo$ved in countries and causin� con4icts and then retreatin� from that country
and then sayin�, N�ey, we$$, we can’t ta#e in (eo($e from that country.O �nd 	 thin#
that’s somethin� that rea$$y is unsett$in� to me. 	 thin# if we are not �oin� to �et
involved in countries, then we shouldn’t get involved completely, not supplying

wea(ons to that country and sayin�, N�e$$, hey, we are not �oin� to ta#e you
in anymore.O So 	 thin# 	’m rea$$y con4icted in whether 	’m not em�arrassed.’

— Rabia, paralegal, Hall Green

On anti-Muslim hate, our focus group of British Muslims felt rates of it are increasing,
and see this as a personal concern. Reform and Tommy Robinson were seen as
key drivers of hate, as well as the US president. Social media was also seen as
amplifying Islamophobic voices that previously would have had no platform. Mainstream
media’s association of �uslims with terrorism and extremism were seen as the
structural cause underlying all of this, and all political parties were seen as failing
to challenge it ade'uately. �or several participants, the experience of anti-�uslim
hate has made them feel genuinely less safe and less welcome in the UK.

‘	 thin# we do have it on the nationa$ media with (eo($e $i#e Tommy Ro�inson and
	 a$so thin# the (o$itica$ (arties $i#e Reform and a$so you’ve �ot Dona$d Trum(.
�eo($e in (o$itica$ (ower a$so can �e quite racist to (eo($e. �nd the comments
from the Conservative �arty to Mus$ims I yeah, 	 thin# that "ust on$y adds an�er.’

— Samira, retail manager, Perry Barr
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There has been much debate about the link between religiosity and mosque attendance

over the years. The table below examines correlations between stated religiosity

(where 0 is not religious at all and 10 is fully devout) and frequency of mosque

attendance, examining whether this correlates with various attitudes (-1 or +1 showing

complete correlation; 0 showing a complete absence of correlation). What we can see

is that the relationship is negligible between religiosity and positivity towards Jews.

F I G U R E  2 . 8

Religiosity and mosque attendance
are weak predictors of British
Muslims’ attitudes to Jewish people
Correlation with each attitude (−1.00 = complete negative correlation;
0 = none; +1.00 = complete positive).

Stated religiosity (0–10) Mosque a#endance

The Holocaust has been invented or at
least exaggerated

�ewish people have too much in+uence
(…)

The State of Israel is a racist endeavour

[…] Israeli policy bear comparison with
those of the Nazis

Positivity towards Jews

[…] should not be held responsible for
actions of the state of Israel

Possible for Muslims to peacefully co-
exist with Jewish people and/or
Zionists?

Should not be held responsible […]
wrongdoing committed by a single
Jewish person or group

-1.00 0.00 1.00 -1.00 0.00 1.00

Source: Yonder, 2026.
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There is, however, a growing sense of insecurity among British Muslims around

racial and religious discrimination, who increasingly feel like victims of scapegoating.

The feeling of hostility isn’t baseless — according to Yonder, more than a quarter

of non-Muslims have negative views of Muslims and a third are negative about

Islam. British Muslims feel they have been cast as scapegoats for Britain’s economic

struggles and social issues. This narrative is seen to be perpetuated by political

figures and amplified by the media, 1hich consistently highlights s%in colour

and religion in relation to Muslims.

F I G U R E  2 . 9

The general public views Muslims, and Islam, least
favourably of the groups and religions tested
How positive or negative do you feel towards each group in society, and
towards each religion itself?

Very / quite negative Neutral Don’t care / don’t know Very / quite positive

Feelings toward groups — general public
(excl. Muslims), n=2,018

People in my local
community 6 31 12 51

British people in
general 10 31 11 48

Christians 6 32 18 44

Atheists 38 21 38

Buddhists 37 23 37

Sikhs 5 37 23 34

Jews 8 37 21 35

Hindus 7 39 23 31

Muslims 27 33 20 20

Feelings toward each religion — general
public (excl. Muslims), n=2,018

Christianity 9 29 21 41

Buddhism 5 35 27 33

Atheism 6 37 24 33

Sikhism 7 39 29 25

Hinduism 8 40 29 23

Judaism 11 39 28 22

Islam 34 30 23 13

Source: Yonder, 2026.
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This is more negative than British Muslims’ views of Jews.

F I G U R E  2 .1 0

Muslims view Jews least favourably
of the faith groups tested — as
the wider public does of Muslims
In general, how positive or negative do you feel towards each of the following
groups in society?

Very / quite negative Neutral Don’t care / don’t know Very / quite positive

General public (excl. Muslims), n=2,018

People in my local
community 6 31 12 51

British people in
general 10 31 11 48

Christians 6 32 18 44

Atheists 38 21 38

Buddhists 37 23 37

Sikhs 5 37 23 34

Jews 8 37 21 35

Hindus 7 39 23 31

Muslims 27 33 20 20

British Muslims, n=1,254

Muslims 12 84

People in my local
community 5 22 5 68

British people in
general 8 26 6 61

Christians 30 8 58

Sikhs 5 37 12 46

Buddhists 5 38 21 36

Hindus 11 38 16 35

Atheists 11 38 19 34

Jews 20 34 17 29

Source: Yonder, 2026.

There is, however, cause for concern on views regarding the Jewish community.

Antisemitic beliefs are present and elaborated further on in this chapter. Furthermore,

despite mostly feeling comfortable interacting with non-Muslims (and positivity towards

those groups increasing), most British Muslims believe that Zionists, white people and

Jewish people are working against Muslims in Britain today. These perceptions have

increased since 2024, with the proportion who believe that white people are working

against Muslims increasing from 53 per cent to 64 per cent and Jewish people working

against Muslims increasing from 49 per cent to 56 per cent. A majority of British

Muslims (64 per cent) believe white people are working against Muslims to at least

some extent (17 per cent to a great extent). Only 20 per cent say this is not the case

at all. Given polling referenced earlier, these views may not be without foundation.
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Among our focus group of British Muslims, the group distinguished between

antisemitism and antiH�ionism, arguing the t1o are being deliberately con6ated

and that the rise in criticism of Israel is being mislabelled as antisemitism. One

participant said that antisemitism as such has not increased, but attributed attacks

on Jewish people in the UK to individuals from countries directly affected by Israeli

military operations. This is framed as a geopolitical and geographical reaction

rather than religious hatred. However, no participants personally condoned attacks

on Jewish people and all explicitly rejected antisemitic violence.

�ith regard to the 	sraeliH�alestinian con6ict, �a4a 1as the dominant political

and emotional issue for this focus group. All participants felt strongly that what

is happening is morally wrong, with civilian deaths, particularly those of children,

going beyond a conventional con6ict. The group largely said that they follo1

coverage of the con6ict through �l 
a4eera and social media rather than mainstream

outlets, which they feel are failing to report on it adequately or honestly. There

is frustration that the intensity of public attention has faded.

Segmentation of British Muslims:
The small radical subgroup

While our polling demonstrates that the majority of Muslims hold mainstream

views on issues like integration and British institutions, views in regard to the Jewish

community remain problematic and this is especially so with the more radical quintile

in our survey population. This group tends to be younger, between 18–34, and slightly

more religious, where 58 per cent identify as devout versus 45 per cent of the total

population. They are slightly more likely to use social media for international news

(55 per cent as opposed to 45 per cent overall) and to use alternative media platforms

like Islam channel (16 per cent for UK news), with 8 per cent using Five Pillars for

international news. 77 per cent believe white people are working against them, as

opposed to 64 per cent of the total; are less likely to view British people positively

(49 per cent vs 61 per cent) and only 20 per cent view Jews positively and 25 per

cent prefer a theocracy, compared to 14 per cent of the overall Muslim population.
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Attitudes Toward Jewish People

Despite widespread disillusionment with UK institutions, the public generally views

Britain as a safe place for most groups. However, Jewish people are perceived as

the least safe: only 38 per cent believe the UK is safe for them, while 24 per cent

consider it unsafe. This is notably lo1er than for any other group and li%ely re6ects

the series of highHprofile antisemitic incidents in recent years. �erceptions also

vary by race, suggesting a racial divide in views on Jewish safety. Transgender

people are also widely seen as vulnerable, with almost a quarter of Britons (23

per cent) believing the UK is not a safe place for them.

Beyond this broad consensus, perceptions diverge along ideological lines. Socially

progressive groups are more likely to view transgender people and Muslims as

under threat, while more socially conservative groups — and white respondents

in particular — are more likely to see Jewish people as being at risk. This points to

a worrying trend in which perceptions of minority safety are increasingly shaped

by ideological predispositions rather than a shared assessment of evidence.

�ntisemitic sentiment represents a distinct but significant thread 1ithin �ritish

public opinion. 28 per cent of Britons believe Jewish people hold most of the

world’s wealth and power — a classically antisemitic trope — while 43 per cent

reject this and 30 per cent express uncertainty. Dissenting Disruptors stand out

across virtually every measure of negative sentiment toward Jewish people: 42

per cent hold this view of Jewish wealth and power, compared to 28 per cent

of the wider public. 38 per cent of Dissenting Disruptors believe Jewish people

do not care about anyone but their own kind — a view rejected by a majority

of the public overall but which splits this segment almost down the middle.
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Yonder’s polling also surveyed the British general population on perceptions

pertaining to the Jewish community and found that the minority of Muslims holding

antisemitic views are far from outliers where 40 per cent of Britons believe “some

aspects of current Israeli policy bear comparison with those of the Nazis” and only

:: per cent disagree 1ith the vie1 that 
e1ish people have too much in6uence.

�hile our polling confirms that �olocaust denial remains repugnant for the vast

ma$ority of �ritons, the situation is different 1hen it comes to youth.

A separate and distinct pattern emerges in the general population among non-

white, non-Muslim Britons who show similarly elevated levels of negative sentiment

to1ard 
e1ish people across virtually every measure. This is not e2plained by age

or political leaning and it stands in contrast to non-white Britons’ generally more

favourable attitudes to1ard 
uslims. 	t is a distinct pattern, li%ely shaped by specific

geopolitical conte2ts and community dynamics, that resists easy categorisation

1ithin conventional leftHright frame1or%s. �ntisemitism in �ritain, the data suggests,

has multiple and sometimes divergent sources.

When it comes to the Muslim community, polling by Yonder suggests that antisemitic

vie1s are more pronounced than other groups. �ttitudes to1ard other religious

groups are generally positive, including �hristians K<? per centL, �i%hs K;= per

centL and �uddhists K:= per centL. 
uslims continue to vie1 
e1s least favourably

among the faith groups tested, though positivity has increased from 25 per cent

in 979; to 9@ per cent. �egative sentiment to1ards 
e1s remains higher than

to1ards other faith groups. �o1ever, most �ritish 
uslims avoid assigning collective

blame to 
e1ish people for the actions of 	srael or individual actors.

� minority K8> per centL of �ritish 
uslims say it is possible for 
uslims to coe2ist

1ith all 
e1s and �ionists, 1hile a further 8> per cent believe coe2istence is possible

1ith some 
e1s and some �ionists. The largest share, t1o fifths K;7 per centL,

say coe2istence is possible 1ith some 
e1s but not 1ith �ionists and a further

8: per cent say it is impossible for 
uslims to coe2ist 1ith any 
e1s or �ionists.

� plurality of 
uslims disagree 1ith the statement that the �olocaust has been

invented or e2aggerated by 
e1ish people, though a significant minority agree.

	n 979=, 9> per cent agreed 1ith the statement, broadly unchanged from 9?

per cent in 979;. �o1ever, vie1s that 
e1ish people have too much in6uence

remain 1idely held among �ritish 
uslims.
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F I G U R E  2 .1 1

Belief that Jewish people have too much
influence has risen among British Muslims
H	e,ish peop!e have too "uch in0uence in areas !i e the "e�ia= the econo"y=
po!itics an� ,i�er societyI F% strong!y B ten� to agreeG

Total Most radical Middle ground Most moderate

100%

0%

2024 2026

62% 64%
75% 74%
66% 69%

41% 44%

Source: Yonder, 2026.

The Yonder polling indicates that interfaith interaction does not translate very

strongly into greater positivity towards Jews or impact on antisemitic tropes. The

table below examines correlations between frequency of contact with Jewish

people and various attitudes (-1 or +1 showing complete correlation; 0 showing

a complete absence of correlation). Interaction and positivity has a small positive

correlation. In other words, an increase in the frequency of interaction is weakly

linked to feeling more positive towards Jewish people. It is well established that

the quality of the interaction is more important than the quantity. However, this

does bring into question the effectiveness of government funded interfaith projects

and 1hether they are sufficient in building bridges.
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F I G U R E  2 .1 2

More contact with Jewish people is only
weakly linked to more positive attitudes
Correlation between frequency of contact with Jewish people and each attitude.

Frequency of contact with Jewish people

Positivity towards Jews

Should not be held responsible […]
wrongdoing committed by a single
Jewish person or group

[…] should not be held responsible for
actions of the state of Israel

�ewish people have too much in+uence
(…)

The Holocaust has been invented or at
least exaggerated

[…] Israeli policy bear comparison with
those of the Nazis

The State of Israel is a racist endeavour

Possible for Muslims to peacefully co-
exist with Jewish people and/or
Zionists?

-1.00 0.00 1.00

Source: Yonder, 2026.

Reform UK and the Radical Right

Reform UK occupies a unique position in this landscape. As noted above, it is the

only ma$or party 1hose supporters do not clearly re$ect an ethnically defined

conception of British identity. In addition, it is the party whose supporters are

most likely to believe Muslims cannot integrate, most likely to hold racist views

on intelligence (25 per cent) and most sympathetic to the idea that the 2025

‘Unite the Kingdom’ march was a legitimate patriotic expression, rather than a

nationalist gathering of extremists. 60 per cent of Britons took the latter view;

40 per cent the former — a substantial minority, concentrated heavily among

those who hold consistent ethnonationalist and racially hierarchical views.
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Support for the ‘Unite the Kingdom’ 2025 marches broken down by political

parties can be seen below.

The core of Reform’s ethnonationalist support is made up overwhelmingly of

�issenting �isruptors, s%e1ing male, not notably defined by financial hardship

Kthey are marginally more li%ely to be financially comfortable than strugglingL

but deeply and comprehensively dissatisfied 1ith public services, democracy

and the trajectory of the country. The grievance that drives them is not primarily

material; it is systemic and political: a conviction that Britain has been changed

without consent, that borders have been left uncontrolled and that no mainstream

political force has represented their interests. �eform has filled that vacuum.

F I G U R E  2 .1 3

Only among Reform UK supporters do a majority
see the ‘Unite the Kingdom’ march as patriotic
Please indicate which statement you agree with more

1–4 scale between the two statements, by current voting intention.

1 — A show of patriotism from people with valid concerns about migration, diversity and the future of the country

2

3

4 — A nationalist march, attended mostly by extremists and racists

All 19 21 24 36

Conservative 14 22 27 37

Labour 12 11 21 56

Liberal Democrat 7 12 24 57

Reform UK 45 27 16 12

Green Party 4 10 18 68

Source: More in Common, March 2026. By current voting intention.

UKEDRC ·  BRITAIN UNDER STRAIN 62



C H A P T E R  0 2  ·  D I V E R S I T Y &  N AT I O N A L I D E N T I T Y

Focus group analysis

In a right-leaning focus group, X/Twitter was the dominant source this group used
for political information. Many described X as what newspapers used to be, i.e. the
1rst place to go to 1nd out what’s actually happening, particularly for news stories
participants feel the mainstream media is downplaying or suppressing. The BBC was
deeply distrusted, with institutional scandals (e.g. Savile, Rolf Harris, Huw Edwards)
cited as evidence of a broader culture of cover-up in the organisation. Several also
felt that the BBC downplays or misreports stories involving crime and race or religion.
GB News was a preferred TV news outlet. Overall, the group shared a general
belief that all mainstream media has an agenda and is owned by powerful interests.

‘The problem with the news channels and the media, they’re all owned by

massive conglomerates now and you just don’t know who’s telling the truth.

You don’t know who is telling you what is going on. It’s crazy.’

— Ma�, retired, Su�on Coldfield

A Portrait of Ethnonationalist Believers

The data allows a relatively precise portrait of the group that simultaneously believes

national identity is threatened by diversity, that non-white people will never be as

British as white people and that Britain’s identity is rooted in Judeo-Christian values.

This is not a large group — it constitutes a meaningful but distinct minority — but it

is an internally coherent one. They tend to be over 45, mostly male (54 per cent) and

the vast majority did not go to university (77 per cent). 6 in 10 identify themselves

as Christians themselves (61 per cent). Financially, they are more likely to describe

themselves as comfortable than struggling — which complicates narratives that frame

these views primarily as a product of economic deprivation. Yet more than three quarters

feel the social contract is broken (77 per cent), most often citing the government’s

failure to control borders and a deep distrust of politicians as the primary reasons.
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Politically, they lean heavily to the right. Over a third did not or could not vote

in 2024; of those who did, Reform UK and Conservative voters dominate. Since

2024, 55 per cent now say they would vote for Reform. They are concentrated in

the Dissenting Disruptor (39 per cent) and Rooted Patriot (24 per cent) segments.

Despite their alienation, they are not straightforwardly anti-institutional. More

than 6 in 10 still consume mainstream television news (64 per cent) and they

are more likely to say rules and institutions should be respected than ignored.

The radicalism is not one of method but of grievance: they feel excluded and

unrepresented within a system they have not entirely abandoned faith in. That

combination — institutional deference alongside deep systemic disillusionment

— makes them simultaneously susceptible to conventional political mobilisation

and highly resistant to the centrist consensus on diversity and identity.

Two distinct Rights, not one

The data reveals two overlapping but meaningfully distinct audiences on the right

who are more likely to be sympathetic to radical or ethnonationalist rhetoric. The

first and larger of these is primarily animated by +uestions of migration and national

identity. Concern that diversity is eroding national identity, support for remigration

and a defensive conception of patriotism are all positions concentrated among

Traditional Conservatives, Rooted Patriots and Dissenting Disruptors — particularly

white, non-graduate Britons within these groups who are disproportionately

likely to vote Reform UK and who feel the social contract is broken.

The second is a smaller and more distinctive group, defined less by traditional

demographic mar%ers and more by a combination of financial precarity, online

information consumption and a connection to figures li%e Tommy �obinson. �ceptical

�crollers appear consistently in this profile, alongside the more e2plicitly rightH

1ing segments. This is not simply a harder version of the first group. 	t has a

distinct pathway to radical views — shaped by digital media environments and

anti-establishment grievance rather than by the settled cultural conservatism

of the first group J and its vie1s on race and identity are in some cases more

e2treme despite its less consistent ideological profile.
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This distinction matters enormously for how these audiences are understood

and engaged 1ith. The first group is largely reachable through conventional

politicsD their concerns about immigration, national identity and cultural change are

mainstream enough that most centreHright politicians feel the pull of addressing

them. The second group is substantially harder to reach because its radicalism

is less a product of considered political conviction than of immersion in online

ecosystems that have eroded trust in all established institutions J including

the political parties that might other1ise spea% to their economic grievances.

The Radical Left: Who holds far-left views and why

The farHleft in �ritain is not a unified movement. 	t is a dispersed set of overlapping

groups J younger �reenHvoting �rogressive �ctivists, nonH1hite progressives,

�orbynista remnants 1ithin �abour and politically disengaged �ceptical �crollers

J 1ho share some rhetorical mar%ers 1ithout sharing an ideology. The consistent

demographic across almost all measures of radical leftHleaning attitudes is younger

�rogressive �ctivists 1ho vote �reen, though even 1ithin this group genuinely

e2treme vie1s are held by a minority.

�rogressive �ctivists are the most politically engaged and the most economically

alienated of 
ore in �ommonPs seven segments. Their 1orldvie1 is rooted in a

nearHunanimous belief that the system is riggedD @= per cent say 1or%ing people

donPt get their fair share, @< per cent believe that big business e2ploits ordinary

people and ?? per cent say that the �� serves the rich. �ince 979;, they have

drifted sharply left1ard J �reen voting intention has tripled from 89 per cent

to ;9 per cent, 1hile �abour support has fallen from :; per cent to 9= per cent.

They vote at aboveHaverage rates K>@ per cent versus =@ per cent on averageL,

sign petitions at nearly one and a half times the national rate K=9 per cent versus

;9 per centL and 8> per cent attend protests K8> per cent versus 87 per centL.

Their diagnosis of �ritainPs problems differs fundamentally from the publicPs.

�hile the 1ider population cites political dishonesty and border failures as the

primary causes of the bro%en social contract, <; per cent of �rogressive �ctivists

point to ine+uality bet1een rich and poor J a figure nearly double the national

average. �nly : per cent cite border failure as the primary cause, compared to :8

per cent nationally. This is not a different emphasis 1ithin a shared frame1or%E

it is an almost entirely different analytical language.
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When it comes to accessing information and among our focus group of those

sympathetic to far-left views, most participants in this group described moving away

from traditional news outlets towards social media, particularly X/Twitter, TikTok

and Instagram. The shift was often described as deliberate, with mainstream outlets

(including the BBC, tabloids, and broadcast news) widely distrusted because of

perceived bias, the in6uence of their o1ners or funders, or other political interests.

Several described trusting content creators or independent journalists who ‘back

up’ their claims with evidence.

There was, however, an awareness that the shift to social media may mean that people

find themselves in Oecho chambersP, 1ith one participant e2pressing concern that people

are increasingly consuming content that only reinforces what they already believe.

“I think what the problem is, is that there are becoming smaller pockets of people

that are just following things that they already believe in, that’s reinforcing

what they already believe and people aren’t making informed decisions.”

— Sharon, welfare rights o"icer, Blackpool

Case study: The far-left and Gaza,
Israel and the limits of anti-Zionism

The most acute e2pression of radical left sentiment in the data concerns 	srael and

Gaza. Among Progressive Activists aged 18–34, 34 per cent consider ‘Death to

Israel’ an acceptable thing to say and the same proportion say it is never acceptable

to say Israel has a right to defend itself. Thirty-nine per cent say political violence

can be $ustifiedE ;< per cent say political harassment can be. �mong �reenHvoting

�rogressive �ctivists, >< per cent say 	srael is committing genocide J the same

proportion 1ho consider Ofrom the river to the seaP an acceptable phrase J 1hile

around a third say e2pressing support for �amas is acceptable.

�hat is analytically stri%ing is that these e2treme rhetorical positions do not translate

into traditional antisemitic views. Among younger Progressive Activists, only 18

per cent believe 
e1ish people hold most of the 1orldPs 1ealth and po1er J

substantially belo1 the national figure of 9? per cent. �nly 88 per cent say 
e1ish

people don’t care about anyone but their own kind. They direct intense hostility

at the Israeli state while largely rejecting the racial and religious stereotypes

applied to 
e1ish people as a group. The hostility is political and geopoliticalE

it is about what Israel does, not what Jewish people are.
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The exception is among non-white Progressive Activists, who show meaningfully

greater tendencies to hold traditional antisemitic views alongside strong pro-

Palestinian positions. Forty-one per cent believe Jewish people hold most of the

1orldPs 1ealth and po1er, a figure nearly three times the figure for 1hite �rogressive

Activists (14 per cent) and above the national average. This appears to be driven

by distinct community dynamics, geopolitical narratives and media ecosystems

rather than by the political radicalism that characterises younger Green voters,

and represents an important distinction within the broader progressive coalition.

Focus group analysis

�he conflict in �aza was undoubtedly a key issue for participants in a progressive-leaning
focus group. �ost in the group described what is happening in �aza as a genocide,
not a war. �here was deep frustration with 
eir Starmer’s position on the conflict, with
Starmer seen as a hypocrite given his human rights lawyer background. �he government’s
position was attributed to Israeli lobbying, 1nancial ties between ��s and pro-Israel
groups, and pressure from the �S. �he ��� was also seen as biased against �alestine.

“Even when talking about what’s happening in Gaza, I use very particular

language, so I don’t believe that it’s a war actually. I believe that it is a genocide

because I think a war is completely different to what’s happening there.”

— Yasmeen, psychologist, Hammersmith

“You hear about the Israeli lobbyists and who’s paying ... Keir Starmer’s a

friend of 	srae$. My M� is a friend of 	srae$. �ou find various M�s across the
board on Friends with Israel. Why do friends of Israel? They’re getting lobbied,

they’re getting paid. Being an MP now is a career. It used to be someone

fi�htin� for their community, �ut it’s a career and they’re a$$ careerists.O

— Terry, concert promoter, Uxbridge

�hile antisemitism was acknowledged as a real and worsening problem, participants
felt that media coverage can inflate the issue or skew it — for example, one participant
referred to how coverage of the �olders �reen attack did not mention the �uslim victim.
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Sceptical Scrollers: transgression, not conviction

Sceptical Scrollers complicate the picture further. Their tolerance for slogans

like ‘globalise the intifada’ and ‘death to Israel’, combined with above-average

antisemitic trope beliefs and the highest agreement of any segment that British

foreign policy is colonialist and racist K:8 per centL, superficially resembles a

coherent radical-left position. It is not. This group has no consistent progressive

policy worldview; it is anti-establishment, online and conspiratorial — drawn

to transgressive content not out of political conviction but as an expression of

generalised disengagement from all institutional authority.

This distinction has significant practical implications. �rogressive �ctivists are

reachable through argument and political mobilisation, and their engagement is

high. Sceptical Scrollers represent a more fundamental challenge — their radicalism

is dispositional rather than ideological, shaped by the media environments they

inhabit rather than by settled political convictions. Standard political messaging

is poorly suited in reaching them.

Conclusion

�everal overarching conclusions emerge from the data in this chapter. The first

is that anxiety about diversity and national identity is genuinely mainstream in

�ritain. �ismissing << per cent of the public as e2tremists or fringe figures is

both analytically wrong and politically counterproductive. The concern is real,

1idely distributed and held across age groups and political affiliations.

The second conclusion is that this mainstream anxiety coexists with — and must

be carefully distinguished from — a harder ethnonationalist core. Most Britons who

feel diversity threatens national identity do not believe that Britishness is ethnically

definedE most 1ho are sceptical about 
uslim integration do not hold comprehensively

hostile views of Islam; most who are anxious about immigration do not support

remigration. The distance bet1een concern and e2tremism is real, and con6ating

the two forecloses the political dialogue that addressing these anxieties requires.
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The third conclusion concerns the limits of conventional demographic explanations.

Education moderates these views but does not determine them. Economic insecurity

correlates with some of the more extreme positions but is not their primary driver.

Age matters, but younger Britons are far from immune. What predicts these attitudes

most powerfully is worldview — a settled, internally coherent vision of what Britain

is and who belongs to it. That makes these views both durable and resistant to the

kinds of material or educational interventions that public policy can most readily offer.

Fourthly, the asymmetry between the radical right and radical left is real and

analytically important. The radical right’s hard core is embedded in a much larger

constituency of cultural conservatism and anti-establishment grievance, and is

increasingly well-served by a political party — Reform UK — that has demonstrated

remarkable success in attracting ethnonationalist voters without being primarily

defined by ethnonationalism. The radical leftPs hard core is smaller, more concentrated,

more ideologically coherent and more institutionally engaged — but is showing

signs of radicalisation on specific issues, particularly 	sraelH�a4a, that create

new challenges for the centre-left parties that have historically contained it.

Finally, the social media dimension demands sustained attention. The Sceptical

�croller finding J a younger, politically disengaged group e2pressing une2pectedly

high openness to ethnonationalism — points to online ecosystems as a possible

radicalisation path1ay. �or a group 1hose political identity is not yet fi2ed, e2posure

to ethnonationalist ideas online appears to be shaping their conception of British

identity in ways that conventional political and demographic variables do not

predict. This is a structural challenge that cuts across the left-right divide and

will require responses that go well beyond conventional political messaging.

The data does not sho1 that social media on its o1n causes e2tremism. 	t does

show that those who consume political information primarily through social media

are consistently more likely to hold extreme views, more likely to believe conspiracy

theories and more likely to express openness to political violence and harassment.

That correlation, whatever its causal direction, demands sustained attention

from anyone seeking to understand where British politics is heading.
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What does it mean to be patriotic in modern Britain? How do Britons understand their

country’s place in the world; who are its friends, who are its enemies and under what

circumstances might a citizen legitimately side against their own government? These

questions, once the preserve of foreign policy specialists and constitutional scholars,

have become live terrain in British public debate; they are shaped by a decade of

political upheaval, deepening institutional distrust and a fragmentation of shared civic

identity. The data examined in this chapter reveals a Britain that is neither uniformly

patriotic nor uniformly cynical, but one in which the meaning of loyalty to country has

become deeply contested — and differently understood depending not just on political

affiliation, but on ho1 fundamentally a citi4en has come to distrust the state itself.

Siding with the Enemy: Distrust and its Limits

�ne of the more stri%ing findings in the data is that a +uarter of �ritons e2press some

openness to siding with the UK’s enemies if they disagree with the government’s

actions. 22 per cent of the public say that this is acceptable, while an additional

3 per cent say it is always acceptable to side with the UK’s enemies. This is not

a fringe position in statistical terms, but it requires careful interpretation. It is, in

part, an expression of the deep systemic distrust documented throughout this

research: a willingness, among a meaningful minority, to withhold unconditional

loyalty from a state they feel has failed them or acted wrongly.

Reform UK supporters are the least willing to side with Britain’s enemies (16 per

cent), followed by Conservatives (23 per cent) and Labour (31 per cent). Green

Party supporters are the most open to doing so, at 39 per cent — a plurality,

with only 36 per cent of Green supporters saying it is never acceptable. This is a

significant findingD the party 1hose supporters are most committed to internationalist

and progressive values is also the one whose supporters are most willing to

countenance alignment against their own country’s interests.
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F I G U R E  3 .1

Green, Progressive Activist and
Sceptical Scroller groups are the most
open to siding with Britain’s enemies
% who say it is sometimes or always acceptable to side with the UK’s
enemies if they disagree with the government’s actions. By current voting
intention and British Seven segment.

Green Party 39

Progressive Activists 39

Sceptical Scrollers 38

Labour 31

Conservative 23

Reform UK 16

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026. �ationa$ fi�ure: 29S.

Two segments account for most of this openness: Progressive Activists (39 per

cent) and Sceptical Scrollers (38 per cent). These groups arrive at the same position

through very different routes. For Progressive Activists — younger, highly educated,

politically engaged and left-leaning — the willingness to side against the UK

appears rooted in a framework of international justice. They are not indifferent

to Britain; rather, they subordinate national loyalty to broader ethical principles.

�ithin this group, it is the graduates, the financially comfortable and the most

politically engaged who are most likely to say siding with enemies is sometimes

acceptable. This is not alienation driving the position; it is conviction.
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Sceptical Scrollers present a quite different picture. Their openness to siding against

Britain appears to stem not from ideological principle but from a generalised anti-

establishment disengagement. Crucially, among Sceptical Scrollers, greater political

attention works in the opposite direction from Progressive Activists: those who

pay more attention to political news are more likely to say it is never acceptable to

side with Britain’s enemies. For this group, the position is less a considered political

stance than a re6e2ive e2pression of disillusionment J and one that becomes less

pronounced as political engagement increases. This distinction matters enormously

for how these two groups might be reached and how their positions might evolve.

Who Are Britain’s Enemies? Who Are Its Friends?

The question of who Britons identify as enemies and allies of the UK reveals a

public whose geopolitical instincts are broadly conventional but fractured at the

edges by political allegiance J particularly on the +uestion of �merica, 	srael

and, to a lesser e2tent, �ussia.

�ussia K=8 per centL and 	ran K<8 per centL are the only t1o countries that a ma$ority

of �ritons identify as enemies of the ��. �hina is identified as an enemy by 9? per

cent J a lo1er figure than might be e2pected given the volume of political attention

directed at China in recent years, suggesting that public perception has not yet caught

up with the foreign policy establishment’s assessment of the threat it poses. Palestine

K8@ per centL and 	srael K8= per centL are both identified as enemies by notable

minorities, re6ecting the polarising impact of the �a4a con6ict on �ritish public opinion.

�n the allies side, �%raine K=9 per centL and the �� K=8 per centL are identified

as allies by ma$orities J a finding that sits in some tension 1ith the legacy of

�re2it, given that a substantial portion of those identifying the �� as an ally 1ill

have voted to leave it. The �nited �tates is identified as an ally by half of �ritons

K<7 per centL, but that figure conceals significant variation.

UKEDRC ·  BRITAIN UNDER STRAIN 73



C H A P T E R  0 3  ·  A L L I E S ,  E N E M I E S  &  PAT R I O T I S M

F I G U R E  3 . 2

Russia and Iran are the only nations
a majority of Britons call enemies
Which of the following countries do you consider to be an enemy — or
an ally — of the UK?

Seen as an enemy of the UK

Russia 61%

Iran 51%

China 28%

Palestine 19%

Israel 16%

Seen as an ally of the UK

Ukraine 62%

European Union 61%

United States 50%

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.

The partisan divides on enemies and allies are sharp and revealing. Reform UK

supporters are markedly more likely to identify Russia (71 per cent) and Iran

(72 per cent) as enemies, and are far more likely to see the United States as

an ally (71 per cent). Green Party supporters, by contrast, are less likely to see

Russia and Iran as enemies (54 per cent and 34 per cent respectively), are more

likely to see the United States as an enemy (26 per cent) and are more likely to

identify Israel as an enemy (31 per cent). These are not marginal differences.

They re6ect genuinely divergent geopolitical 1orldvie1s running through the

�ritish electorate, shaped by attitudes to1ard �merican foreign policy, the 	sraelH

�a4a con6ict and the perceived nature of �estern interests.
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The relatively lo1 identification of �hina as an enemy across all groups is a notable

gap bet1een elite discourse and public perception. 	t may re6ect the comple2ity

of the economic relationship 1ith �hina, the relative salience of other issues, or

simply lo1er media attention compared to �ussia and 	ran. �hatever the cause,

it suggests that the publicPs threat perception around �hina remains substantially

underdeveloped relative to policyma%ersP concerns.

�mong focus groups participants sympathetic to some farHleft vie1s, the ��G�� Mspecial

relationshipN 1as regarded 1ith scepticism, 1ith the �� seen to be beholden to the

��. � country li%e 	ran 1as not seen as a natural enemy, 1ith participants +uestioning

1hy the �� should treat it as hostile primarily because the �� does. �ritainPs colonial

history 1as raised as a significant complicating factor in any claim to Omoral authorityP

on the 1orld stage J participants mentioned the �aribbean, 	reland, and other

conte2ts 1here �ritainPs historical role is seen as having caused longHterm damage.

Patriotism: Consensus, Generation and Contest

The broad consensus

There is more agreement about 1hat counts as patriotic in �ritain than the countryPs

political temperature might suggest. ?8 per cent of �ritons consider fighting for your

country to be patrioticE >; per cent say the same about votingE => per cent about

removing failed elected leadersE and =8 per cent about protesting for onePs beliefs.

These figures re6ect a broadly shared civic vocabulary J a common understanding

that patriotism encompasses both military service and democratic participation.

�et these headline figures conceal divisions that, on closer inspection, are considerable.

The consensus is real but shallo1 in placesD a substantial minority dissents from each of

these positions, and the gaps bet1een age groups, political segments and 1orldvie1s

on 1hat patriotism means are some of the largest recorded any1here in the data.

The generational chasm

�o1here are the fault lines star%er than across generations. �n almost every

measure of patriotism tied to national institutions, history or civic duty, there is

a dramatic gap bet1een the oldest and youngest �ritons J one that goes 1ell

beyond the familiar truism that young people are less conservative than their elders.
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�n fighting for onePs country, ?> per cent of overH><s consider it patriotic against >7 per

cent of 8?I9;s J a 8>Hpoint differential that is meaningful but not alarming. The gap

1idens considerably on +uestions of institutional and historical attachment. �efending

�ritainPs history is considered patriotic by ?= per cent of overH><s but only <> per cent

of 8?I9;s J a 9@Hpoint gap. �ledging allegiance to the �ing produces a nearHidentical

splitD patriotic for ?< per cent of overH><s and barely a ma$ority of 8?I9;s at <= per cent.

The most conse+uential gap may be on voting itself. �ightyHnine per cent of overH

><s consider voting a patriotic actE only <> per cent of 8?I9;s agree. This :9H

point differential is not simply a re6ection of lo1er youth turnout. 	t suggests that

for a large share of young �ritons, the act of democratic participation has become

decoupled from any sense of civic or national obligation. �oting, for this group,

is no longer selfHevidently patriotic. The implications for democratic health over

the medium term are significant and undere2plored, and suggests that lo1ering

the voting age may be insufficient absent parallel efforts at increasing agency

among young people in political institutions 1ill also be re+uired.

F I G U R E  3 . 3

A generational chasm in what counts as patriotic
% who consider each act patriotic, by age group.

18–24s Over-75s

Fighting for your country
70

87

Voting
57

89

Defending Britain’s history
57

86

Pledging allegiance to the King
56

85

Embracing new religions and
values

39

19

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.
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The one area where younger Britons are markedly more expansive in their conception

of patriotism is on the question of embracing new religions and values. 39 per cent

of 18–24s consider this patriotic, compared to just 19 per cent of over-75s. This

re6ects a fundamentally different understanding of 1hat the national community

is and who belongs to it — one that is more pluralist and less historically anchored.

The generation gap on patriotism, in other words, is not simply about levels of

national pride; it is about the content of national identity itself.

Immigration, multiculturalism and the patriotism divide

On immigration and multiculturalism, the data reveals both a striking division

and a curious anomaly. 41 per cent of Britons consider opposing immigration and

multiculturalism to be patriotic, while 40 per cent do not — the public is almost

exactly evenly divided. Among the segments, the ideological gulf is vast: 67

per cent of Dissenting Disruptors see opposing immigration as patriotic, against

just 9 per cent of Progressive Activists.

The anomaly lies in the relationship between attitudes to immigration and patriotism

among younger Britons. Despite majority support for diversity and migration among all

age brackets under 45, most age groups other than 25–34s are more likely to consider

supporting immigration unpatriotic than patriotic. This suggests a meaningful distinction

in how younger Britons hold these views simultaneously: pro-immigration sentiment

and a sense that immigration is nonetheless separable from — or even in tension with

— their conception of patriotism. The two positions are not logically contradictory

but the gap between them points to a more complex relationship between identity,

values and national belonging than simple attitudinal surveys can easily capture.

Protecting Christian values is considered patriotic by 52 per cent of Britons, while

;< per cent consider embracing ne1 religions to be unpatriotic. These figures

track predictably across the left-right spectrum, with right-leaning segments

most likely to hold both views and left-leaning segments least likely. But the

sheer scale of the numbers — majorities or near-majorities on both sides of the

cultural divide — underscores how questions of religion and cultural inheritance

have become embedded in British conceptions of national identity.
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In focus groups, among those sympathetic to some far-right views, there was a

broader sense of anxiety around demographic change. There were views shared

about the country ‘not looking like England’ anymore, and a clampdown on Christian

values as a result of migration.

“You go to certain towns now and your country is not looking like England.

It looks like [another participant — ‘India’] or Bangladesh. And I’m not being

rude, don’t get me wrong. I have a lot of Muslim friends. I don’t have a problem

with Muslims. I don’t have problems with Indians. But there’s a million of

them and your country is not looking like England anymore. It’s a problem.

When’s it going to end? So what’s the end game? Civil war, no English people.”

— Ian, recruitment director, Altrincham

However, within this group, a distinction was made between legal, working migrants

who integrate into British society (these were cast as acceptable, even necessary,

with several acknowledging the NHS’ workforce shortages) and illegal migrants,

who are seen as coming to the UK to abuse the welfare system.

Progressive Activists and Sceptical
Scrollers: Two Models of Disengagement

The data on patriotism brings into sharp relief the divergent profiles of �rogressive

Activists and Sceptical Scrollers — the two segments that most consistently

depart from national norms, but in 1ays that re6ect fundamentally different

relationships to the state and to political life.

�rogressive �ctivists are not unpatriotic in any straightfor1ard sense. >9 per cent still

consider fighting for onePs country to be patriotic J an over1helming ma$ority, if slightly

belo1 the national figure. >? per cent consider voting patriotic, above the national

average. What distinguishes them is not disengagement but selectivity: they engage

with the state on their own ideological terms, reserving patriotic feeling for acts that

align with their values. Supporting one’s country when it is in the wrong is patriotic

for only 9: per cent of them, compared to ;; per cent nationally. �ledging allegiance

to the �ing K;= per centL and defending �ritainPs history K;> per centL are similarly

belo1 the national figures K=? per cent and >= per cent respectivelyL. �or �rogressive

Activists, patriotism is conditional — contingent on the state behaving in accordance

1ith the principles of international $ustice and progressive values that they hold dear.
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F I G U R E  3 . 4

For Progressive Activists, patriotism is conditional
% who consider each act patriotic: all Britons vs Progressive Activists.

All Britons Progressive Activists

Fighting for your country
81

72

Voting
74

78

Pledging allegiance to the King
68

46

Defending Britain’s history
76

47

Supporting your country when it is
in the wrong

44

23

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.

In our focus groups, those sympathetic to some far-left views, found topics of

patriotism and ‘Britishness’ uncomfortable to discuss. Several said they struggle

or are unable to feel proud to be British right now, and in part associated national

symbols K�t �eorgePs 6ag, �nion 
ac%L 1ith the far right, ma%ing them feel unable

to use them. �ne blac% �ritish participant described being told to Mgo bac% 1here

you came from” despite being born here. Other reasons for not feeling British

included the country being divided, the impact of Brexit, and Britain’s place on

the international stage. Patriotism as blind loyalty is rejected, with criticism of the

government seen as a democratic right, not an unpatriotic thing to do — even if

this means sho1ing some sympathy for actors the �� has a poor relationship 1ith.

“I wouldn’t describe myself as a patriot by any stretch of the imagination at all.

And so yeah, a lot of the, I guess, patriotic beliefs don’t really apply to me. I

think for me as well, it feels like an added layer of complexity because Britain

has a really complicated relationship with the Caribbean and a lot of where

my roots are. And so I struggle to pledge allegiance to Britain, when actually

Britain and the ruling class and the powers within this country have been

really harmful in many parts of the world, and actually have created a lot of

wars and contri�uted to a $ot of con4ict and thin�s that we’re seein� now. �nd
so I would also really question having a blind loyalty to the UK, personally.”

— Yasmeen, psychologist, Hammersmith
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There was clear affection for ‘multicultural Britain’, and the country’s diversity

and the impacts of immigration on British society. Many see the current political

climate as failing to value this contribution and threatening it.

“We should embrace them, not marginalise them. It’s great. This is why it’s great

to be British sometimes, because it’s so much diversity, the food, everything.”

— Terry, concert promoter, Uxbridge

Sceptical Scrollers occupy an entirely different position. Their disengagement is not

selective or principled in the same way; it is pervasive. Only 60 per cent consider

fighting for onePs country patriotic and 9= per cent actively consider it unpatriotic J

the sharpest opposition to that statement of any segment. Only 50 per cent see voting

as patriotic, 43 per cent see protesting as patriotic and 48 per cent see removing a

failed elected leader as patriotic. Even the acts most associated with challenging

or correcting the state fail to register as patriotic for much of this group. This is not

opposition rooted in ideological conviction; it is a comprehensive alienation from the

political process itself J one in 1hich the state, its institutions, and even the acts

designed to hold it accountable have all been drained of meaning and legitimacy.

The distinction between these two groups matters for how each might be engaged

politically. �rogressive �ctivists are reachable through argument J their positions are

principled and their political engagement is high. They may disagree profoundly with

more conventionally patriotic conceptions of Britain, but they are not disengaged from

the political process. Sceptical Scrollers, by contrast, present a more fundamental

challenge. Their alienation is not primarily ideological; it is existential. Standard

political mobilisation strategies are less likely to reach them.

Tommy Robinson, the Marches and Patriotic Populism

The ‘Unite the Kingdom’ marches led by Tommy Robinson provide a useful lens

through which to examine the relationship between populist nationalism and

mainstream patriotism. More than half of Dissenting Disruptors (67 per cent),

Traditional Conservatives (53 per cent) and Rooted Patriots (51 per cent) consider

the marches a patriotic expression. Sceptical Scrollers score notably high as well,

1ith ;< per cent vie1ing them as patriotic J though a ma$ority of this segment

(55 per cent) still characterises them as a nationalist march.
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Across the country as a whole, however, a majority saw the march as a nationalist

gathering, not a patriotic one.

How Britons as a whole saw the ‘Unite the Kingdom’ march, 2025

60% 40%

60% — A nationalist march, attended mostly by extremists and racists

40% — A show of patriotism from people with valid concerns about migration, diversity and the future of the
country

Within the right-leaning and sympathy-adjacent segments, those most likely to

view the marches as patriotic are younger, more likely to consume news through

social media, 1hite, nonHgraduate and financially precarious. This demographic

profile is consistent 1ith patterns seen else1here in the data and suggests that

Tommy �obinsonPs appeal may be reaching a distinct, radicalised audience rather

than simply the broader migrationHsceptic mainstream. The overlap 1ith the

�ceptical �croller profile is particularly notableD this is a group 1hose political

identity is not yet fi2ed, 1ho are heavily e2posed to online ecosystems and 1hose

conception of patriotism has not coalesced around conventional civic norms.

F I G U R E  3 . 5

Right-leaning and disengaged segments are the
most likely to call the 2025 marches patriotic
% who consider the ‘Unite the Kingdom’ marches a patriotic expression,
by British Seven segment.

Dissenting Disruptors 67

Traditional Conservatives 53

Rooted Patriots 51

Sceptical Scrollers 45

All Britons 40

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.
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The marches, and the response to them, encapsulate a broader dynamic in British

patriotism: a growing willingness among a minority to look outside conventional

politics for patriotic expression, and a corresponding alarm among a majority who see

that expression as nationalism rather than love of country. The line between the two —

al1ays contested J has become one of the defining fault lines in �ritish political culture.

In our focus groups, among those sympathetic to some far-right views, there was a

strong sense of patriotism. However, several felt that they could no longer express

their pride in their country without being labelled racist, with the St George’s

6ag cited as something thatPs been Ota%en a1ayP from them and cannot be used

publicly. Figures like Ant Middleton, GB News presenters and Tommy Robinson

(the latter with some caveats) were seen to be patriotic.

“You’re not allowed to be [patriotic] anymore, are you? That’s the problem. You will

"ust �e racist if you’ve �ot a 4a� and you’re wavin� it. �ou’re �oin� to offend (eo($e.O

— Lisa, administrator, Erdington

Conclusion: Three Patriotisms

What emerges from the data on allies, enemies and patriotism is not a single,

coherent national sentiment but something more fragmented and more revealing:

three distinct relationships to the idea of Britain and what loyalty to it might mean.

1 · A traditional patriotism

The first is a traditional patriotism, most strongly e2pressed among older �ritons

and right-leaning segments, rooted in institutional attachment, historical pride,

military service and a broadly defensive conception of national identity. For this

group, patriotism is unconditional in important respects — it does not depend

on the government’s behaviour and it is bound up with a sense of cultural and

historical continuity that diversity and immigration are felt to threaten. It is this

group that is most alarmed by what they see as the erosion of the Britain they

recognise and most drawn to political voices that promise to defend it.
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2 · A conditional, values-based patriotism

The second is a conditional, values-based patriotism, most strongly expressed

among Progressive Activists and the broadly left-leaning segments. For this group,

loyalty to Britain is genuine but contingent — contingent on Britain behaving well,

upholding progressive values, and earning the allegiance of its citizens through

just action rather than demanding it through historical tradition or institutional

authority. It is from within this group that openness to siding with Britain’s enemies

J in the specific sense of 1ithholding support from a government acting 1rongly

— is most intellectually grounded. They love Britain, but they love justice more.

3 · Alienation from the political community

The third is not really patriotism in any traditional sense, but a generalised alienation

from the political community itself. Most clearly embodied by Sceptical Scrollers,

this is a relationship to Britain characterised by disengagement — from institutions,

from civic rituals, from the idea that the state has any legitimate claim on loyalty

or participation. This group is neither traditionally patriotic nor principled in its

dissentE it is simply absent from the political community in 1ays that are difficult

to reach and potentially dangerous to ignore.

Together, these three patriotisms reveal a Britain in which the shared civic vocabulary

of loyalty, belonging and national identity is under serious strain. The words remain

J fighting for onePs country, voting, defending history J but their meaning is no

longer held in common. Understanding that divergence, and the very different

routes by which Britons have arrived at it, is essential to any serious engagement

with the state of British democracy.
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The 10th anniversary of the murder of Jo Cox MP by a far-right extremist and the 5th

anniversary of the murder of Sir David Amess MP by an Islamist extremist recall the

most heinous manifestations of extremism and the severe threat it poses to British

democracy. Political harassment, intimidation and violence have worsened in the years

since these attac%s. �ince then, constituency offices have been targeted 1ith arson and

campaign offices vandalised. �eports of crimes against 
�s have more than doubled

since 2019, reaching almost 1,000 last year, with the spike driven by allegations of

harassment, criminal damage and threats to kill.2 Activists associated with extreme

protest movements have threatened or intimidated politicians in the streets around

the Palace of Westminster. Protestors from the anti-lockdown and anti-vaccine

movement, for example, are among those who have harassed MPs in Westminster.3

The 2024 general election was rife with harassment, intimidation and violence against

candidates. While verbal assault was the most common form of political intimidation

faced by candidates, more than half of candidates also reported people following them

or loitering around their home or office, threatening them, touching them against their

1ill, damaging their offices or property or physically assaulting them.4 Half of MPs have

said abuse and intimidation has made them feel anxious or depressed (49 per cent)

and a similar proportion unsafe (52 per cent). They worry about their staff and families

and adapt working practices to increase their sense of safety. Perhaps most troubling,

1 in 3 MPs surveyed by the Speaker’s Conference has said they have considered

not standing for reHelection and 8 in = have considered resigning from public office.

According to our data, the British public is largely opposed to using physical violence

against someone because of their political beliefs, with 80 per cent of Britons saying

that it is never acceptable. However, 1 in 7 say it is acceptable in at least some situations

(12 per cent in some situations and 3 per cent in most situations). A slightly higher

share (17 per cent) say it is acceptable to verbally harass someone for the same reason.

This is a rejection of violence and harassment in British politics by the majority of the

public and an indication that most people think it has no place in our public affairs. A

survey carried out by Lord Walney, the government’s former independent advisor on

political violence and disruption, revealed a similarly widespread disavowal of violence.5
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Age is one of the strongest drivers of these attitudes. Both 18–24s and 25–34s are

more likely than average to consider political violence acceptable (28 per cent and 29

per cent respectively) and political harassment acceptable (29 per cent and 31 per

cent respectively), with support dropping to single digits among older groups. Younger

Britons also tend to be more broadly accepting of civil disobedience than those who are

older. While young Britons are not more likely to believe the social contract is broken

than older generations, suggesting this is not necessarily a driver of this sentiment,

they are particularly likely to use social media to access political information — this is

one of the biggest divergences between them and older generations. 73 per cent of

18–24s and 70 per cent of 25–34s are likely to use social media to get political news,

compared to 42 per cent of the wider population, while 33 per cent and 40 per cent

respectively are likely to get political news from podcasts, compared to 22 per cent of

all Britons. Meanwhile men are somewhat more tolerant than women of both violence

(17 per cent versus 12 per cent) and harassment (23 per cent versus 12 per cent).

F I G U R E  4 .1

Younger Britons express greater
openness to political violence
Do you think it is ever acceptable to use physical violence against someone
because of their political beliefs?

It is never acceptable

Don’t know

Acceptable in some situations, depending on the beliefs

Acceptable in most situations

All 80 6 12 3

18–24 65 7 25 3

25–34 64 7 22 7

35–44 75 10 11 5

45–54 87 5 7

55–64 87 4 7

65–74 92 4 4

75+ 93 2 5

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.
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Focus group analysis

When it came to political violence and civil disobedience, our general focus group,
composed of participants from a mix of all seven of More In Common’s segments,
treated peaceful protest as a fundamental democratic right with broad support. The
line into unacceptable territory was drawn primarily at violence, threats, looting,
and antisocial behaviour. The 2011 London riots were cited as a clear example
of protest that became opportunistic disorder, while the Belfast riots were cited
as another example of going too far.

Road-blocking protests were broadly criticised, particularly for the risk to ambulances
and emergency services; this was a hard line for several participants. However,
disrupting events was treated more sympathetically, with farmers’ protests mentioned
approvingly as a legitimate form of pressure when other channels have been exhausted.
�he group justi1ed disruption of institutions or events when people’s concerns are
being ignored, but that putting individual members of the public at risk crosses a line.

“I have issues with the oil protests, those type of stuff sitting in front of ambulances

and stuff like that, people take things literally too far. The paintings, all of

those type of things. It’s just ridiculous. But then some laws are a bit silly,

so I’m not sure. But most of the time.”

— Aliyah, social worker, Beckenham

�n targeting individuals Fe.g. harassing politicians or public 1gures online, protesting
at their homes, or publishing personal details) the group was unanimously opposed,
with no one offering any justi1cation for it. �iolence against individuals was rejected
entirely. However, points of friction emerged around free speech and protest. Some
were strongly against people being arrested for tweets and social media posts,
seeing this as a disproportionate state response to free expression.

Edelman’s Global Barometer 2025 reveals the UK is far from the only country where

political violence is becoming increasingly normalised. 4 in 10 would approve of

one or more of the following forms of hostile activism: attacking people online,

intentionally spreading disinformation, threatening or committing violence and

damaging public or private property.6 �ligned 1ith our findings, this sentiment is

most prevalent among respondents ages 18–34 (53 percent approve of at least one).
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Case study: Young people — hotheads or hard done by?

Our research demonstrates that susceptibility to extremism is far from just a ‘youth’

problem. This is visibly evident in the multi-generational character of far-right linked

riots and protests, as well as those associated with far-left extremism. However, our

data also shows that young people are feeling particularly aggrieved and willing to

take extreme action, where those segments showing the most openness to extreme

views — Progressive Activists and Sceptical Scrollers — are generally younger.

Both 18–24s and 25–34s are more likely than average to consider political violence

acceptable (28 per cent and 29 per cent respectively) and political harassment

acceptable (29 per cent and 31 per cent respectively), with support dropping to single

digits among older groups. Younger Britons also tend to be more broadly accepting

of civil disobedience than those who are older. When it comes to support for Tommy

Robinon’s ‘Unite the Kingdom’ rallies and within the right-leaning and sympathy-

adjacent segments, those most likely to view the marches as patriotic are younger and

more likely to consume news through social media. They also have very different ideas

of what it means to be patriotic, where only 57 per cent of 18–24s see voting as patriotic

and barely a majority of 18–24s at 56 per cent see allegiance to the King as patriotic.

But is this just a function of young people being hotheads? Our polling also reveals

that those 1ho are financially insecure are the most li%ely to support insurgent

parties, feel the social contract is broken and to support a communist revolution.

More than one million young people are now not in education, employment or

training (NEET), the highest level in more than a decade.7 Over the past two

decades, Britain has lost around 1.6 million lower and mid-skilled jobs. Hospitality

vacancies have halved in just four years. The proportion of 16 and 17 year olds

in paid work has collapsed from 35 per cent in 2006 to just 19 per cent today.

�early one in nine underH9<s is on 1or%lessness benefits.8

In response to the challenges facing the UK, some young people are voting with

their feet. It is estimated that 136,000 more British nationals left the country than

returned in the year to �ecember 979<, according to the �ffice for �ational �tatistics

(ONS). Among young people aged 16 to 34, 75,000 more left than returned in that

period.9 The young people in our focus groups felt particularly ‘locked out’ with home

o1nership, paying off student debt and financial independence all feeling unachievable.
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Where economic insecurity is a factor frequently associated with holding more

extreme positions, it is possible that the insecurity and hopelessness associated

with young Britons is explanatory.

In a similar vein, those segments most open to extreme opinions — Progressive

Activists and Sceptical Scrollers — are also the most digitally active and social

media is a major source for information consumption. Unsurprisingly, young Britons

are particularly likely to use social media to access political information. 73 per

cent of 18–24s and 70 per cent of 25–34s are likely to use social media to get

political news, compared to 42 per cent of the wider population.

Those who get their information about news and politics from more informal

rather than mainstream media sources such as podcasts, social media, family and

friends and their places of worship, are also more likely to say there are instances

1hen political violence can be $ustified. The O�nite the �ingdomP marches and

being more disposed to ethnonationalism are also more li%ely to find support

from those who consume news primarily through social media, as are those who

support conspiracy theories such as the Great Reset and Great Replacement.

�or this reason, it isnPt helpful to vie1 age as necessarily a predictor of e2tremism

and, instead, taking into account underlying grievances combined with habits

of information consumption is a more worthwhile consideration when working

to identify those most susceptible to extremism.

When considering which segments of the population are most likely to condone

political violence, 
ore in �ommonPs �ceptical �crollers stand out. This digitally native

group with low trust in institutions, and who are exposed to lots of conspiratorial

online content, are the group most broadly tolerant of both violence (33 per cent) and

harassment K:8 per centL because of someonePs political beliefs. �et, 1hen as%ed to

justify exactly when violence or harassment is acceptable, they are less likely than

other groups to give a specific instance. This indicates that their permissiveness is

not rooted in any particular set of grievances, but rather a more general tolerance for

confrontational politics and a more nihilistic approach to e2tremism. �ceptical �crollersP

additional support for disruptive protest tactics, such as graffitiing buildings K<; per

centL and campaigning outside politiciansP homes K=< per centL, suggests the same.
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Sceptical Scrollers: possible
susceptibility to nihilistic extremism?

�ur polling identi1es a distinct, non-ideological constituency of extremist thinking
among those categorised as HSceptical ScrollersI, who display elevated levels of
conspiracy belief, anti-institutional sentiment and openness to political violence. �nlike
traditional ideological extremists, this group exhibits few consistent policy preferences
or coherent ideological commitments, but instead appears driven by a broader sense
of grievance, alienation and a willingness to Hburn it all downI. �his aligns with expert
characterisation where the Institute for Strategic �ialogue identi1es an emerging form
of Hnihilistic extremismI, in which extremist beliefs and acts are motivated less by a
de1ned ideology than by a misanthropic worldview and a fascination with violence
itself. �hile lacking a centralised organisational structure, this ecosystem includes
online networks such as :97, No �ives �atter and the �rue �rime �ommunity, which
glorify violence and mass casualty perpetrators irrespective of ideology. �he centrality
of violence to this form of extremism was illustrated in the case of Axel �udakubana,
whose possession of a wide range of extremist material, spanning antisemitic to anti-
�uslim content, appeared secondary to a broader 1xation with violence itself.10, 11

As �ritain seeks to understand the emergence of ideologically fluid and nihilistic
forms of extremism, the HSceptical ScrollersI cohort warrants further investigation.

Looking at the data more broadly, two distinct groups emerge among those who

are more likely than average to justify political violence or harassment. One is

leftHleaning and sees confrontation as $ustified in defence of marginalised groups

(for example, against those expressing racist, fascist, homophobic, transphobic

or 	slamophobic vie1sL. The other is a more rightHleaning group that $ustifies

confrontation in defence of national or cultural identity — against Islamist views,

pro-migration positions or ‘unpatriotic’ actions.

The former group is primarily composed of Progressive Activists, a highly engaged

and globally minded segment driven by social $ustice concerns, that is significantly

more socially liberal than the wider population. Incrementalist Left respondents

also appear 1ithin this group, though they tend to be more con6ictHaverse.
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�mong �rogressive �ctivists 1ho find violence $ustifiable, ma$orities $ustify it in

response to fascism K<> per centL, racism K;? per centL, homophobia K:> per centL,

se2ism K:= per centL and 	slamophobia K9< per centL. This group has a particularly

lo1 tolerance for 1hat they see as harmful speech. �olitically, this group is most

li%ely to support the �reens, though their attitudes are driven more by social values

than party allegiance. Those 1ithin this group 1ho condone political violence tend

to be younger, highly politically engaged, heavy social media users and are more

li%ely to vie1 the social contract as bro%en. 	n focus groups, 1hile political violence

1as broadly re$ected, the most progressive participants sho1ed some reluctance

to condemn it outright 1hen the target 1as seen as a purveyor of hateful speech.

F I G U R E  4 . 2

Progressive Activists permit violence to protect
marginalised groups, while Dissenting Disruptors
do so against unpatriotic or Islamist views
In what situations is it acceptable to use physical violence against / verbally
harass someone because of their political beliefs? Select all that apply.

All Progressive Activists Dissenting Disruptors

.

Fascist / neo-nazi views

Racist views

Sexist / misogynistic views

Homophobic views

Islamophobic views

Islamist views

Antisemitic views

Transphobic views

Anti-migration views

Unpatriotic views

Pro-migration views

Communist views

Violence Harassment

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.
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This group also tends to be the most permissive of all forms of protest, re6ecting

the vie1s of a group that sees civil disobedience as a legitimate political tool.

�y contrast, �issenting �isruptors 1ho are frustrated 1ith their circumstances,

distrustful of institutions and multiculturalism and open to radical change, are

more li%ely to $ustify harassment against those holding 	slamist K;= per centL or

OunpatrioticP vie1s K9? per centL and both harassment and violence against those

1ith proHmigration vie1s K9< per cent and 89 per centL. They are less li%ely to thin%

racist vie1s $ustify harassment K9? per cent versus ;8 per cent of those open to

political harassmentL, ho1ever, it remains the second most chosen $ustification

for political harassment among �issenting �isruptors. Their attitudes are more

strongly tied to a political identity, 1ith a more radical core of �eform �� voters

particularly li%ely to align 1ith them. �o1ever, those 1ithin this group 1ho tend

to be the most accepting of political violence tend to be under ;;, relatively 1ell

educated and engage 1ith ne1s through social media and podcasts.

�mong those in our focus groups sympathetic to rightHleaning positions, there is

an outright re$ection of violence in the abstract. �et in some circumstances, such

as the disturbances follo1ing the �outhport attac% or protests outside asylum

hotels, 1hile fe1 condoned these actions directly, some e2pressed understanding

of, or sympathy 1ith, the frustrations that drove people to them. �e$ection of

violence 1as often paired 1ith broader grievances about human rights la1, the

legal system or government inaction.

Conclusion

The data set out in this chapter point to a troubling normalisation of political

violence and harassment in �ritish public life, even as the over1helming ma$ority

of the public continues to re$ect it outright. That t1o 
�s have no1 been murdered

1ithin the past decade, and that crimes against parliamentarians have more than

doubled since 978@, should be treated as a standing 1arning rather than a series

of isolated tragedies. The toll this is ta%ing on our democracy is visible not only in

the an2iety and fear reported by 
�s themselves, but in the very real prospect that

capable people 1ill simply choose not to stand for office, or not to stand again.
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What this chapter makes clear is that susceptibility to violence and harassment

is not confined to one part of the political spectrum, nor ade+uately e2plained by

age alone. �oth a leftHleaning group, motivated by opposition to hateful speech,

and a rightHleaning group, motivated by concerns over identity and migration,

sho1 greater 1illingness to $ustify confrontation than the population as a 1hole.

� third, more nihilistic group, are defined less by ideology than by distrust and

digital immersion, are more tolerant of violence. This suggests that grievance,

isolation and information environment, rather than political affiliation in itself,

are the more useful predictors of 1ho is dra1n to1ards e2treme action.

Younger Britons’ greater openness to political violence and civil disobedience cannot

be separated from the economic insecurity many of them face, nor from the fact that

they increasingly form their political understanding through social media and podcasts

rather than more traditional sources. This is not an e2cuse for violence, nor does it

absolve individuals of responsibility for their actions. �ut it does mean that addressing

the conditions that ma%e e2treme action feel $ustified including economic precarity,

institutional distrust, e2posure to conspiratorial content, must be treated as integral

to any strategy for reducing political violence, not a separate underta%ing from it.

The re$ection of violence by the vast ma$ority of the public is grounds for some

confidence, but it should not be mista%en for security. �here sympathy for those 1ho

resort to disorder coe2ists 1ith re$ection of disorder itself, and 1here institutional

trust continues to erode, the conditions for further escalation remain in place.

�rotecting those 1ho serve in public life, and the democratic process itself, 1ill

re+uire sustained attention to both the immediate security of politicians. �ut this

alone 1ill not be sufficient. �ltimately, the underlying grievances that ma%e violence

and harassment thin%able in the first place must also be countered strategically.
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If legitimate grievances are the kindling for extremism and extremist actors the

spark, conspiracy theories are the dry wind that spreads and accelerates destructive

ideologies and hatred. From a shadowy global elite controlling world affairs to

claims that 5G towers spread Covid-19, conspiracy theories are now a primary

threat to democratic institutions, social cohesion and public health. They are not

simply a fringe curiosity; they are a symptom and an accelerant of something more

structural: a disordered information ecosystem in which distrust of mainstream and

institutional sources has become the fertile ground in which extremists cultivate

alternative, and often hateful and anti-democratic realities.

This chapter sets out the case that the collapse of trust in mainstream media and

institutions, combined with the unrestricted spread of disinformation, misinformation

and malinformation online, is directly fuelling the mainstreaming of conspiracy

theories in the UK. It further shows how extremists — domestic and foreign, far-right

and Islamist alike — are exploiting this disordered information ecosystem as both a

mobilising tool and a battleground in what experts increasingly describe as narrative

warfare: a deliberate contest over whose version of reality the public will believe.

A Mainstream Phenomenon, Not a Fringe One

Conspiracy theories, once marginalised to the fringes of society, are now mainstream

in the UK. Having tested several different theories, our polling reveals that at least

23 per cent of Britons believe each one to be true. The most widely held are the

belief that a secret group controls major world decisions (40 per cent) and that

parliamentary constituency boundaries are drawn to prevent certain candidates

from winning (40 per cent). Belief that vaccines are unsafe is the least widely held

of the theories tested (23 per cent) — still close to a quarter of the population.

Crucially, our polling shows that susceptibility to conspiracy theories tracks closely

with distrust in authorities and institutions, which is precisely what makes conspiracism

such an effective instrument for e2tremists see%ing to 1ea%en confidence in democratic

institutions. Extremist movements are often coalitions of conspiracies, where

objectively unrelated distortions of fact and history are woven together into an

alternative ecosystem of reality. Conspiracy theories are therefore not only a symptom

of distrust but a primary vector for mobilising and legitimising hatred and extremism.
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Levels of institutional trust are the single clearest driver of belief. Dissenting

Disruptors are the population segment most consistently likely to say each theory

tested is true. Traditional Conservatives, by contrast, are consistently among the

lowest-scoring segments, despite sharing with Dissenting Disruptors a higher

likelihood of holding hard-line views on migration and national identity. Traditional

Conservatives’ comparatively higher trust in institutions and authority makes them

more sceptical of conspiratorial framing, placing the two segments at opposite

ends of the same ideological family. Sceptical Scrollers, meanwhile, hold distinctly

conspiratorial vie1s on specific issues, notably healthHrelated conspiracies and the

O�reat �esetP and O�reat �eplacementP theories. �arty affiliation is, by comparison,

a weak predictor of conspiracy belief relative to its dominant role in shaping far-

right and far-left attitudes more broadly — though Reform UK voters are more

likely to believe political conspiracies than supporters of other parties, without

a corresponding pull toward health or vaccine conspiracies.

Two Transnational Conspiracies: The
‘Great Reset’ and the ‘Great Replacement’

Two transnational conspiracy theories stand out for the scale of attention they have

attracted. The ‘Great Reset’ is rooted in the World Economic Forum’s Covid-era policy

initiative, which extremists rapidly recast as a covert plan to enforce lockdowns,

engineer economic collapse, or install global socialist authoritarian rule.12 At its

core it belongs to a long tradition of anti-elite, anti-globalist and often antisemitic

‘new world order’ conspiracies, with utility for both far-right and far-left extremists.

The ‘Great Replacement’ theory — also known as White Replacement or White

Genocide theory — holds that the white race faces deliberate extinction at the

hands of Jews and other minorities, who are said to be orchestrating mass non-

white immigration into white-majority countries. Variants differ on the alleged

architects: some cast Jews as the clandestine organisers, others frame Muslim-

majority migration as a demographic conquest of Europe. In every variant the theory is

deeply antisemitic, anti-Muslim and ethnonationalist, and it has been explicitly cited

as motivation for extreme right-wing terrorist attacks, including the 2018 Pittsburgh

Tree of Life synagogue shooting and the 2019 Christchurch mosque attacks.13
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Linked to the ‘Great Reset’ conspiracy, 40 per cent believe a secret group controls

major world decisions. Belief in the ‘Great Reset’ conspiracy itself sits at nearly a

third of the overall population at 29 per cent. Belief is cross-cutting politically –

where 24 per cent of Tories back the idea as well as 27 per cent of Labour, 16 per

cent of Lib Dems and 23 per cent of Green voters, but institutional trust is again

the strongest predictor. It is particularly strong among Reform UK voters (39 per

cent), men (33 per cent), 25–34s (42 per cent), non-white respondents (39 per cent)

and those e2periencing financial hardship K:= per centL. Those 1ho feel the social

contract is broken are markedly more likely to believe it (36 per cent), suggesting the

theory functions as a proxy for a deeper sense of institutional betrayal; a conviction

that powerful actors are reshaping society without the consent of ordinary people.

It also resonates with both Sceptical Scrollers, among whom social media use is

the main driver with few strong demographic breaks, and Dissenting Disruptors,

among 1hom nonH1hite respondents, the financially struggling and social media

users are all more likely to believe it. The ‘Great Reset’ therefore operates as

a meeting point between two distinct pathways into conspiracism: one rooted

in financial precarity and antiHestablishment grievance, the other in an online

information diet and distrust of mainstream institutions.

The ‘Great Replacement’ theory follows a similar but sharper pattern. It is seen as

true by 29 per cent of the overall population, as well as 26 per cent of Conservatives,

19 per cent of Labour voters, 14 per cent by Lib Dems and 13 per cent among

Greens. Belief is more pronounced at 54 per cent for Reform UK voters, 38 per cent

of Sceptical Scrollers and 59 per cent of Dissenting Disruptors. Within both the

Sceptical Scroller and Dissenting Disruptor segments, degree holders and those

1ho are financially comfortable are more li%ely to re$ect the theory, 1hile those

who feel the social contract is broken and who rely on social media for news are

more likely to accept it. In both segments, then, an anti-establishment worldview

combined with either economic grievance or a social-media-shaped information

diet is the strongest predictor of belief — reinforcing the chapter’s central argument

that institutional distrust and a disordered media diet compound one another.
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Health and Pharmaceutical Conspiracies

A related cluster of beliefs concerns health and pharmaceutical institutions: that Covid-

19 was exaggerated to control people (34 per cent), that pharmaceutical companies

are hiding a cure for cancer to protect profits K:8 per centL, and that vaccines are

unsafe (23 per cent). These beliefs cluster together but with different demographic

profiles. �elief that �ovid 1as e2aggerated is highest among young people, nonH

1hite respondents and those 1ith e2perience of financial hardship, and particularly

pronounced among �issenting �isruptors 1ho are also financially struggling or

who feel the social contract is broken. The belief that pharmaceutical companies are

suppressing a cancer cure has broader appeal across the ideological spectrum: it is

highest among Dissenting Disruptors (48 per cent) but also notable among Progressive

Activists (35 per cent) and Incrementalist Lefts (33 per cent) — evidence that anti-

corporate sentiment, unli%e most conspiracy belief, is not anchored on the right.

F I G U R E  5 .1

Belief that pharmaceutical companies are hiding
a cure for cancer is not anchored on the right
% who believe pharmaceutical companies are hiding a cure for cancer
to protect profits= �y �ritish �even seg"ent.

Dissenting Disruptors 48

Sceptical Scrollers 37

Progressive Activists 35

Incrementalist Left 33

All Britons 31

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.
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Sceptical Scrollers stand out as the segment for whom health and pharmaceutical

conspiracies are most consistently accepted as true. Alongside Dissenting Disruptors,

they are the most likely to believe vaccines are unsafe (36 per cent), that Covid was

exaggerated (44 per cent) and that pharmaceutical companies are concealing a

cancer cure K:> per centL. �ocial media use 1ithin this segment is a significant driver,

re6ecting both a heavier online media diet and the fact that health misinformation

represents a particularly accessible entry point into wider conspiratorial thinking.

A Convergent and Mobilising Instrument for Extremists

Conspiracy theories are a primary mobilising instrument for extremists of every

ideological stripe. The Great Replacement theory has been deployed extensively by

the far-right, coupled with remigration and wider anti-immigrant narratives that bleed

easily into mainstream, ostensibly legitimate debates on immigration. Online discussion

of immigration, political elites and global con6ict is routinely reinterpreted through a

‘deep state’ lens, frequently in coded antisemitic terms linked to the Great Replacement

theory. This allows domestic grievances to be absorbed into a totalising worldview

in which societal decline is framed as intentional design rather than incidental drift.

Conspiracy theories are also where seemingly opposed extremist ideologies converge.

Our twelve month analysis of online ecosystems shows Islamist extremism and the

far-right meeting around a shared framing of global politics as controlled by hidden

elites, often articulated through references to O�ionistP or OglobalistP in6uence, 1ith

Israel positioned in both ecosystems as a key driver of UK foreign and domestic

policy. Distinct communities arrive at near-identical conclusions from opposite

starting points: Islamist extremist ecosystems embed this within narratives of

Western aggression against Muslim populations, while far-right spaces frame it

as loss of national identity, sovereignty and betrayal by political elites. During the

1ar bet1een 	ran and the �� and 	srael, both ecosystems simultaneously amplified

claims of undue Israeli control over Western governments and military decision-

making, alongside a resurgence of older conspiracies including 9/11 revisionism.
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The relationship between conspiracism and appetite for institutional overthrow is

measurable. Those who want to overthrow the current system through a ‘communist

revolutionP are roughly t1ice as li%ely as OproHcapitalistsP to say it is definitely true

that a secret group controls major world decisions such as going to war (18 per

cent versus 10 per cent), that Covid-19 was exaggerated to control people (19

per cent versus 11 per cent), and that vaccines are unsafe (13 per cent versus

6 per cent). A heavier online media diet among this group is a plausible driver

of these more extreme conclusions — a pattern that points directly to the role

of the information ecosystem itself, examined next.

F I G U R E  5 . 2

Those who would overthrow the system are
about twice as likely to hold conspiracy beliefs
% ,ho say each state"ent is J�efinite!y trueK.

Want to overthrow the system (‘communist revolution’) Pro-capitalist

A secret group controls major world
decisions

18

10

Covid-19 was exaggerated to control
people

19

11

Vaccines are unsafe
13

6

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.

The Collapse of Trust in Mainstream Media

The UK’s disordered information ecosystem is providing fertile ground for conspiracy

theories, where those consuming information through non-traditional sources,

especially online are more likely to encounter disinformation, which is being spread

rapidly by extremists, both domestically and from hostile states.
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The disordered information ecosystem — the largely unrestricted circulation

of disinformation and misinformation J is 6ourishing precisely because trust

in institutions and authorities is so low. Mainstream media once served as an

authoritative filter on the 6o1 of information and opinion, bound by formal and

informal standards that social media platforms are not. That filtering role is no1 in

crisis. �ccording to the �delman Trust �arometer, media and government are the

t1o leastHtrusted institutions globally, ran%ing belo1 both business and ���s.14

�ur polling indicates that distrust in mainstream ne1s is itself a driver of farH

right sympathyD audiences sympathetic to farHright vie1s have a deep distrust of

mainstream media as a source of political information and are heavily dra1n to

social media instead. �mong our focus group participants sho1ing some sympathy

to farHright vie1s, the ��� J once one of �ritainPs most trusted institutions J is

no1 vie1ed 1ith particular suspicion across the political spectrum, 1ith institutional

scandals K
immy �avile, �olf �arris, �u1 �d1ardsL repeatedly cited in our focus

groups as evidence of a broader culture of coverHup.

“The problem with the news channels and the media, they’re all owned by

massive conglomerates now and you just don’t know who’s telling the truth.

You don’t know who is telling you what is going on. It’s crazy.”

— Ma�, retired, Su�on Coldfield

�everal participants believed the ��� do1nplays or misreports stories involving

crime, race or religion. �ie1s of the ��� among �ritish 
uslims are polarised,

1ith 8? per cent e2pressing negative vie1s J not mar%edly different from the

general population. �nderlying all of this is a broader belief that mainstream media

as a 1hole is agendaHdriven and controlled by po1erful interests, reinforcing

the finding else1here in this research that reliance on social media for political

information predicts a more ethnonationalist conception of �ritish identity.
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This 6ight from mainstream sources is not confined to the right. �rogressive �ctivists,

situated at the opposite end of the spectrum, have also moved decisively a1ay from

traditional outlets to1ard �GT1itter, Ti%To% and 	nstagram, 1ith our focus group of those

sympathetic to some farHleft vie1s describing the shift in focus groups as deliberateD the

���, tabloids and broadcast ne1s 1ere distrusted for perceived bias, o1ner in6uence

or political agenda, 1ith many e2pressing a preference for independent creators 1ho

visibly Obac% upP their claims. �istrust in institutional media is therefore both cause

and effectD e2tremists 1or% assiduously to pull audiences a1ay from mainstream

media to1ard unregulated sources, 1hile simultaneously harnessing that same

distrust to spread disinformation and conspiracy theories once audiences arrive there.

Systematised Online Amplification

�ur online assessment concluded that this is not an incidental drift but an organised

strategy. �or 	slamist e2tremists, publicHfacing platforms such as � and �ouTube

function as amplification layersD � captures attention and redirects users into

Telegram ecosystems, 1hile �ouTube offers a more accessible, longerHform space for

out1ardHfacing discussion. The movement of fringe narratives into the mainstream

is cyclical rather than linear J seeded and refined in TelegramHcentric spaces,

selectively surfaced on more accessible platforms, then reabsorbed 1ith greater

perceived legitimacy follo1ing e2posure. �2tremists accelerate this cycle by

anchoring content in trending and contentious issues, such as the 1ar in the


iddle �ast and debates on 	slamophobia.

� parallel strategy operates on the farHright, 1here � and Telegram function as

%ey nodes, particularly 1ithin higherHfriction spaces lin%ed to far right groups such

as �atriotic �lternative and �ritain �irst and to ne1er entities gaining traction.

�ithin these spaces, narratives are constructed, reinforced and spread among

core audiences through highly emotive content, strengthened by closed or semiH

closed community structures. There is, further, a plausible connection bet1een this

disordered media diet and support for political violenceD those 1ho source ne1s and

political information from informal channels J podcasts, social media, family, friends

and places of 1orship J are more li%ely to say political violence can sometimes be

$ustified. The relationship is not simply causal in one direction, but it is clear that

those holding more e2treme vie1s disproportionately rely on nonHtraditional sources.
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F I G U R E  5 . 3

Those who turn to their place of
worship, alternative online sources
and social media for news are the most
likely to condone political violence
Do you think it is ever acceptable to use physical violence against someone
because of their political beliefs? By source likely to use for information
on news / politics.

Acceptable in most situations

Acceptable in some situations

Don’t know

Never acceptable

All 3 12 6 80

TV news 3 11 3 83

Radio 3 11 3 82

Online newspapers 4 11 3 82

Local newspapers 5 13 4 79

Social media 5 16 6 74

Local place of worship 12 22 4 62

Friends or family 4 13 4 80

A podcast 7 17 4 72

Another news / political
website 8 21 3 68

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.
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Narrative Warfare: A Daily Occurrence

�arrative 1arfare as 1e define it, is the strategic and deliberate use of competing

or manipulative narratives by malign state and nonHstate actors to in6uence public

perceptions, e2acerbate social and political divisions, 1ea%en institutional legitimacy

and trust, and erode democratic resilience and social cohesion in pursuit of ideological,

political or geopolitical ob$ectives. �2perts consulted for this research repeatedly

argued that the �� is already in the midst of such a contest, 1ith fundamental

aspects of �ritish life and values under sustained challenge from domestic and

foreign actors offering compelling, divisive narratives that face little organised

counterHargument. 
any regard this as having reached crisis point, 1ithout a

corresponding strategic response from central government or state institutions.

The concept is young J gaining prominence only in the last decade J and no

universal definition yet e2ists, as the term straddles strategic communications,

information 1arfare, cognitive 1arfare, psychology, international relations and

military studies. 
ost converge on the idea that narratives are used strategically

to shape perception, identity, legitimacy and behaviour, differing mainly on scope

and mechanism. �$it 
aan, president of the �arrative �trategies 	nstitute, frames

it as the strategic use of stories to in6uence the perceptions, beliefs and behaviour

of target audiences, arguing that modern con6ict is increasingly fought through

narratives that shape identity and psychological susceptibility rather than through

physical force alone.15 There is overlap 1ith ��T�Ps concept of cognitive 1arfare,

1hich its �llied �ommand Transformation describes as deliberate, synchronised

military and nonHmilitary activity designed to gain, maintain and protect cognitive

advantage, manipulating perception and eroding public trust.16
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�arrative 1arfare is arguably broader stillD the deliberate amplification or creation

of divisive narratives to erode social cohesion, undermine trust in institutions, and

e2acerbate political, cultural or ideological polarisation 1ithin democratic societies.

�n this reading, the preservation of social cohesion and a healthy social contract

is itself a matter of democratic defence J a concept that should encompass not

only the protection of territory and institutions but the shared social and democratic

foundations that ma%e democratic governance possible at all. 	n practice, this

contest ta%es the form of e2ploiting e2isting grievances, spreading selectively

framed disinformation and conspiracy theories to reinforce distrust, amplifying

e2treme voices through social media, undermining confidence in elections, courts,

science and $ournalism, and encouraging mutually incompatible versions of reality

that ma%e compromise and consensus harder to reach. The ob$ective is rarely to

convince everyone of one single storyE it is to generate confusion, distrust and

radicalisation, and to fuel con6ict that 1ea%ens democratic nations from 1ithin.

A Policy Vacuum

�espite the scale of this challenge, the �� government does not currently have an

official, published definition of Onarrative 1arfareP in its national security, defence or

resilience strategy J the term is largely absent from ma$or doctrinal documents.

The 	ntegrated �evie1 9798, the 	ntegrated �evie1 �efresh 979: and related

defence documents describe a 1orld of persistent competition belo1 the threshold

of 1ar, hostile state activity, information manipulation and a blurring of the line

bet1een peace and con6ict, but stop short of naming narrative 1arfare as a distinct

concept. 	nstead, �� strategy documents rely on ad$acent terms J information

operations, strategic communications, state threats, hybrid threats, persistent

competition, in6uence activities, disinformation and misinformation, integrated

deterrence, and national resilience J none of 1hich fully captures the phenomenon

described in this chapter, nor commits any single institution to countering it.
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Case study: Audrey Tang’s collaborative
technology model (Taiwan)

Not every response to a disordered information ecosystem need be defensive.
�ollowing �aiwan’s 5347 Sunflower �ovement — a citizen protest sparked by
distrust in an opa'ue government trade deal — technologist Audrey �ang, then
�igital �inister, built digital tools designed to rebuild trust between citizens and
government? moving from polarisation to participation, and from mistrust to collaboration.

�he core platform, �ol.is, works differently from typical social media. �here is no reply
button — participants can only agree, disagree or contribute a new statement, which
sharply cuts down trolling and hate speech, and the tool maps where people actually
agree rather than amplifying the loudest disagreements. �rucially, this was never mere
consultation theatre? government ministries committed in advance that any proposal
reaching over ;8 per cent agreement across different groups would be acted upon,
giving citizens a concrete reason to believe their input mattered. �y 534; the platform
had processed 59 policy issues, with government action following in roughly ;3 per
cent of cases.17 �residential approval rose from a very low base to over :4 per cent
by 5353,18 and �aiwan became the least polarised nation in Asia while also ranking
as the most free and most democratic, all achieved without restricting civil liberties.19

�he model was also tested under crisis conditions. �uring an early pandemic mask
shortage, the government published real-time data on mask-distribution points, allowing
civic developers to build tracking apps on top of it, demonstrating that the approach
could function live, not only in routine policymaking. �imitations remain? �aiwan is
small and unusually digitally connected, which may complicate scaling to larger or less
connected populations. �ut the underlying lesson is transferable. �rust did not come
from technology alone@ it came from pairing transparent, consensus-1nding tools with a
binding institutional response. �itizens engaged because they could see disagreement,
common ground, and government action, in that order — precisely the se'uence
missing from the �
’s current approach to its own disordered information ecosystem.
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Conclusion: Conspiracies Are Far From the Fringe

It is deeply worrying that destructive conspiracy theories are being weaponised by

extremists with impunity, and that the collapse of trust in mainstream and institutional

media has created exactly the conditions in which this weaponisation thrives. Where

conspiracy theories construct new sets of ‘facts’, they legitimise extremist narratives

on the back of a convincing set of lies. Simply contesting baseless conspiracies with

evidence is not, on its own, an effective strategy while such a large minority of the

population distrusts the very institutions and authorities tasked with setting the record

straight. 
any of the conspiracy theories no1 circulating are designed specifically

to erode that trust further, neutering the institutions best placed to correct them.

As the UK’s information ecosystem becomes ever more disordered, and as narrative

1arfare continues largely unnamed and insufficiently countered in national strategy,

each new crisis represents a fresh opportunity for conspiracy theories to accelerate

their spread through the collective bloodstream of public life. Rebuilding trust — not

merely rebutting falsehoods — must be the starting point of any effective response.
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Britain’s broken social contract and eroding institutional trust offer fertile ground

for the countryPs rivals. �tates hostile to �ritain J chie6y �ussia and 	ran J are

exploiting this environment to hasten the erosion of democratic institutions, sow social

discord and abet domestic extremism, as part of a wider strategy to disassemble

the Western alliance.

Putin’s imperialism extends to domestic theatres in Western countries, while the

	slamic �epublic has never recognised sovereign borders, vie1ing 
e1ish communities

as a soft underbelly in its 1ar 1ith 	srael. �oth states 1eaponise domestic farHright

and 	slamist e2tremist constituencies, often using onlineHrecruited Mdisposable agentsN

to exacerbate existing tensions with low cost and plausible deniability. The distinction

bet1een state and nonHstate threats is, for both regimes, largely one of convenience.

This activity is being felt in real time. 
	< director �en 
c�allum reported a :< percent

increase in individuals under investigation for state threat activity last year, warning

that �ussian intelligence is see%ing to generate Msustained mayhem on �ritish and

�uropean streetsN.20 
	< has similarly trac%ed more than 97 potentially lethal 	ranH

bac%ed plots in a single year, prompting annual e2pansion of counterH	ran operations.21

Russia’s ‘great game’ in Britain

�ussia has become adept at e2ploiting �� trigger events to sto%e division. �rotherhood

of �cademists J a net1or% of �ussian farHright, neoH�a4i antisemitic e2tremists

created under a sanctioned �utinHlin%ed oligarch J has driven M�hite �ives 
atterN

propaganda around the murder of 8?HyearHold �enry �o1a%.22 The group, promoted

by Tommy �obinson, forms part of a 1ider �ussian stateHlin%ed campaign to

so1 division across the �� and �urope, amplifying material from the �ussianH

sponsored M�aladins 	nternational �overeigntist �eagueN.

�lon 
us%Ps father, �rrol 
us%, hosted Tommy �obinson during a visit to �ussia for

the �t �etersburg 	nternational �conomic �orum, the �remlinPs ans1er to �avos.23

�obinson has endorsed �utin, stating M�ussia is not an enemyN of �ritain.24 Mark

�ollett, founder of �atriotic �lternative, spo%e at a �remlinHconvened summit

of �uropean e2treme nationalist groups, the �orum of the 	nternational �ntiH

�lobalist �eague.25 These are illustrative of a 1ider identification 1ith �ussia

among the �estern farHright, 1ho see it as 1hite nationalism embodied.
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�ur online monitoring sho1s significant convergence bet1een �ussiaHaligned

ecosystems and the �� domestic farHright on antisemitic conspiracy theories, antiH

migrant remigration advocacy and �reat �eplacement narratives. �oth frame

immigration as an e2istential MinvasionN driving crime and state failure, 1ith �remlinH

aligned actors selectively amplifying �� events to validate and scale these narratives.

� net1or% of �ussianHlin%ed Telegram channels has encouraged �� residents to

attac% mos+ues and 
uslims in e2change for cryptocurrency, lin%ed to realH1orld

incidents including antiH
uslim graffiti in east and south �ondon and a fa%e bomb

left outside a north �ondon mos+ue in 
une 979=. �vidence of �ussian involvement

includes a �ussianHlanguage, �
TR:Hconfigured � account shared by a channel

admin, and �yrillic script in messagesE the accounts have also spread antisemitism.26

�arHright net1or%s are increasingly used as a pool of Mdisposable agentsN, a strategy

that gained importance after the e2pulsion of �ussian diplomats from �estern

countries. �2tremists recruited via ��� agents have been lin%ed to attac%s across

�estern �urope and the ��, and to the �agner mercenary group.27

�ussiaPs hidden hand in sto%ing unrest around trigger events has long been suspected.28

�ormer security minister �tephen 
c�artland suggested �ussian involvement in

the misinformation campaign that fuelled the 979; farHright riots follo1ing the

�outhport murders.29 Telegram accounts claiming �ussian farHright bac%ing urged

protesters to MdestroyN 
uslims during the unrest, and a �� intelligence source

said �ussiaHlin%ed bot accounts sto%ed violence through Mcovert in6uenceN.30

	n 979<, farHright demonstrations in �pping targeting migrants 1ere similarly

accelerated by �ussianHlin%ed accounts, and �ussian ecosystems have also supported

Tommy �obinsonPs M�nite the �ingdomN rallies.31

The Islamic Republic and
spreading the revolution to Britain

� core ob$ective of the 	ranian regime is e2porting the 	slamic revolution by 1ea%ening

�estern countries from 1ithin. �i%e �ussia, it uses domestic e2tremists to advance

its geopolitical and ideological aims, 1ith the 	ranPs 	slamic �evolutionary �uards

�orps K	���L using soft po1er to facilitate terrorism, 	slamist radicalisation and

antisemitism. �longside �ussian actors, the 	���Ps �ognitive �esign �roduction

�entre sought to sto%e sociopolitical tensions during the 979; �� presidential

election, prompting further �idenHadministration sanctions.

UKEDRC ·  BRITAIN UNDER STRAIN 110



C H A P T E R  0 6  ·  A N  E N A B L I N G  E N V I R O N M E N T

A recent report by Lord Walney found the Iranian regime had built soft-power

infrastructure in the UK via roughly 30 charities used to spread Khomeinist ideology,

foster antisemitism and conduct transnational repression, 10 of which face ongoing

Charity Commission scrutiny.32 The report identified overlapping governance and

personnel with regime institutions, ideological alignment with Khomeinist doctrine,

and lin%s to 	ranian state threat activity. �enior �� charity figures have held posts

within bodies such as the Qom Seminary and Al Mustafa International University —

the latter US-designated for IRGC Quds Force recruitment — which have hosted senior

IRGC commanders and speakers pushing Holocaust distortion and antisemitic tropes.

The IRGC has also run disinformation campaigns and cyber-attacks to exacerbate

Western divisions: a 2017 IRGC-linked hack compromised 90 UK parliamentarians’

email accounts, and in 2021 Tehran-linked specialists reportedly targeted Scottish

independence voters via fake pro-independence social media accounts. Following

Iran’s January 2026 internet blackout, aimed at suppressing a domestic uprising,

these Scottish-independence-linked accounts went dark.33

�enior 	��� officers have directly targeted �ritish audiencesD commander �ossein

�e%ta told a �ritish student group in a 9797 	nstagram livestream that universities

had become Mthe battlefrontN, urging students to become MsoftH1ar officersN.34

In a January 2021 webinar, IRGC commander Saeed Ghasemi praised Qassem

�oleimani, called the �olocaust Ma lie and a fa%eN, and urged �ritish students

to help “bring an end to the life of the oppressors and occupiers, Zionists and

Jews across the world.”35 Ghasemi, per UANI, also commands an IRGC plain-

clothes unit responsible for suppressing Iranian civilian protests.

Online monitoring again shows convergence between domestic Islamist extremists

and 	ranian ecosystems, chie6y around antiH�estern grievance narratives framing

the UK as complicit in Gaza and Middle East violence, and pro-Iranian “resistance”

framing against Israel, reinforced with antisemitic tropes.
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F I G U R E  6 .1

Communications map of Islamist extremist and Iran-aligned ecosystems. It highlights areas of

convergence around multiple clusters, particularly narratives blaming the UK for supporting

Israel, claims of complicity in Gaza-related violence, and broader framing of Western hypocrisy

across the region. The overlap between UK Islamist extremists and Iran-aligned ecosystems is

most pronounced around pro-Palestine mobilisation and anti-UK grievance narratives, indicating

shared framing despite ideological differences. Peaks in activity align with key geopolitical

4ash(oints, nota�$y the 	ranG	srae$ con4ict in 
une 202: and renewed re�iona$ esca$ation in
�e�ruary to March 2026.

Iran-aligned actors embedded within or adjacent to UK Islamist ecosystems reinforced

and scaled these narratives during geopolitical 6ashpoints, 1ith messaging most

synchronised around the 	ranH	srael con6ict and the 1ar in �a4a. 	ran matches �ussiaPs

sophistication in embedding �� infrastructureD 	���Haffiliated accounts posed as

�cottish and 	rish nationals, spending months building credibility on �, 	nstagram

and �lues%y 1ith antiH�abour, antiH�nion, antiH�tarmer and antiH�oyal content,

before pivoting to glorify the late Ayatollah Ali Khamenei and circulate AI-generated

images purporting to sho1 destroyed �� military bases once 1ar 1ith 	ran began.36
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Domestic extremists online and on the streets

While foreign interference has abetted domestic extremism, homegrown extremists

need little help stirring up hatred. The perceived collapse of the social contract

has opened the door to extremists of all ideologies.

Mapping far-right and Islamist extremist events over the 12 months to March 2026

found 1,784 far-right events against 225 Islamist extremism-linked events. Far-

right activity was widely dispersed across the Midlands, London and the South East;

Islamist extremist events were fewer and more clustered in cities, with repeated

mobilisation around Unite the Kingdom and Palestine protests, particularly in London.

F I G U R E  6 . 2

Events map of the UK showing Islamist extremist (blue) and far-right (orange) reported events

over the 62Gmonth re(ortin� (eriod. �ote the si�nificant$y hi�her vo$ume of farGri�htGre(orted
events J6,<=9K com(ared to 	s$amist e0tremism J22:K, re4ectin� �reater focus on UKGs(ecific
events. �arGri�htGattri�uted activity was dis(ersed wide$y across En�$and, (articu$ar$y in ur�an
and suburban areas in the Midlands, London and the South East. Islamist extremist-attributed

events are fewer and more c$ustered, with concentration $ar�e$y in cities.
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Far-right extremism

Far-right extremism is typically marked by sympathy for authoritarianism, an

exclusionary ethnonationalist identity, hostility to Jews and Muslims, and conspiracy

theories such as the Great Replacement. Legitimate concerns about immigration,

integration and identity have been tactically reframed through this lens, growing the

movement from a few hundred adherents a decade ago to tens of thousands today.

UK far-right source on X describes British girls as being targeted by ‘jihadists’ and blames diversity policies.

The online far-right ecosystem is a loosely connected network of extremist

organisations, conspiracy communities and digital subcultures united by anti-

immigration and anti-establishment grievance, though fractured over Israel —

some factions are strongly pro-Israel, others antisemitic.

Following the murder of Henry Nowak and a Belfast knife attack, Tommy Robinson

and others called for nationwide protests against the “invasion” of foreigners.37

Isolated violent incidents involving visible-minority perpetrators repeatedly become

mobilising 6ashpoints, 1ith immigration the primary vector of e2ploitation. �fter

the 979; �outhport murders, farHright figures J including �ritain �irst and �atriotic

�lternative supporters J e2ploited false claims that �2el �uda%ubana 1as a 
uslim

asylum seeker, sparking riots across 27 towns and cities and hundreds of arrests.38

UKEDRC ·  BRITAIN UNDER STRAIN 114



C H A P T E R  0 6  ·  A N  E N A B L I N G  E N V I R O N M E N T

A year on, further anti-migrant mobilisation occurred in Epping, Norwich, Leeds,

London and elsewhere, with groups including Patriotic Alternative, Blood and

Honour, Homeland Party and White Vanguard demonstrating outside asylum

hotels; immigration lawyers have been particular targets of far-right threats.39

Monitoring shows activity peaked in July–August 2025 around asylum hotel protests

and anti-immigration sentiment, with further spikes tied to Reform UK’s electoral

success, “two-tier policing” debates, and Tommy Robinson-linked mobilisation

ahead of the September 2025 “Unite the Kingdom” rally.

UK far-right sources on Telegram use ‘Jew’ as a slur, a common trope among both far-right and Islamist extremist

ecosystems.

The 2025–26 “Unite the Kingdom” marches mark a turning point in the far-right’s

re-emergence: police estimated 150,000 attendees in September 2025 and 60,000

in 
ay 979=. �emonstrators 1aved �nion 6ags and 1ore M
a%e �ngland �reat

�gainN K
���L hats, repurposing patriotic symbols for ethnonationalist ends.40

The protests carried a strong Christian theme, with wooden crosses and “Christ is

King” chants.41 The government blocked 11 foreign nationals, described by Keir

Starmer as “far-right agitators”, from entering the UK before the May 2026 march.

�istributed 6yers carried e2plicitly ethnonationalist, panH�uropean messaging

KMbrotherhood of �hite �uropeansN, M�nite the �estNL, suggesting a shift from

English nationalism toward continental identitarianism.
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Far-right (left) and Islamist extremist (right) sources on Telegram share the antisemitic ‘Synagogue of Satan’ conspiracy

theory.

While many marchers hold legitimate concerns about immigration and identity, far-

right extremists are clearly using these issues to mobilise support for authoritarian

ethnonationalism — a pattern echoed in the “Operation Raise the Colours” movement,

1here genuine patriotic sentiment coe2ists 1ith coHoptation by figures including

Tommy Robinson, Andrew Currien and Britain First.42

Focus group analysis

Our general focus group — drawn from across all seven of More In Common’s segments
— showed a more developed understanding of far-right than far-left extremism.
Participants distinguished “genuine” far right (ethnic nationalism, opposition to all
immigration) from those merely labelled far right for raising concerns about illegal
immigration, with several feeling the label is applied too loosely. Nigel Farage
and �onald �rump were named as genuinely far-right 1gures, and the far right
was seen as a real social risk through its role in driving riots and unrest.

“I think Daniel summed it up actually quite well with the idea that you only have an

indigenous population, that’s kind of an extremist perspective on what a country should

$oo# $i#eD if any of them are (ushed, they tend to con4ate i$$e�a$ immi�ration with $e�a$
immigration and talk about hoards of people coming in. It’s like, yeah, well, 90% of those

people are legal. And if they weren’t there, the whole system would start collapsing.”

— Sam, videographer, Holborn
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Islamist extremism

Islamist extremists are equally adept at exploiting contentious issues, with the

�a4a con6ict and 1ider 
iddle �ast instability proving a significant recruitment

boon. �cross �unni, �hia and other traditions, 	slamist e2tremists re$ect mainstream

theology in favour of an ideology positing eternal struggle bet1een 	slam and

disbelief, legitimising violence J including against other 
uslims J against those

1ho donPt support a global 	slamic state.43 Islamist extremist campaigns in support of

�alestine have historically mas%ed hostility to the �est, promoted antisemitism and

glorification of terrorism, aiming, li%e the far right, to destabilise �ritainPs institutions.

Shia-aligned UK Islamist extremist source on X claims that the Al Quds march in London was banned due to Zionist

in4uence, and c$aims that the UK is occu(ied �y a ‘racist, �enocida$ state’.

The 
uslim �rotherhood has been a %ey vector, 1ith a �ameronHera revie1 finding

a significant footprint 1ithin the 
uslim community.44 � similar conclusion 1as

echoed by a more recent �rench revie1.45 	n the ��, the �rotherhoodPs primary

goal is ideological and institutional dominance 1ithin 
uslim communities and

government, public bodies and civil society.46 �nalysis of =,777 pieces of Mmindset

materialN held by 877 convicted �� terrorists K?< 	slamistsL sho1s clear �rotherhood

lin%s,47 1ith antisemitism, rooted in claims that 
e1s conspired behind �estern

colonialist e2pansion foundational to its ideology.48
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Islamist extremists have capitalised on widespread and on often legitimate anger

toward Israel’s actions in Gaza and broader policies of the Netanyahu government.

Hundreds of demonstrations have been held in many UK cities, attended by tens of

thousands including far left and Islamist activists. While the majority of protesters do

not subscribe to far-left or Islamist extremist ideologies, some of the demonstrations

held have included placards and chants supporting proscribed terrorist groups such

as Hamas and Hezbollah; calling for the destruction of Israel such as the “from the

river to the sea, Palestine will be free” chant, as well as advocating violence, including

“globalise the intifada”. The marches, some of them held at or near Jewish communal

centres and places of worship, have been described as hateful against Jews.49

Our monitoring shows Islamist extremist communications are structured around

persistent, interlocking frames — Gaza, Iran-Israel escalation, Middle East instability,

religious content and antisemitic conspiracy — rather than discrete topics. A

consistent throughline positions the UK and allies as hostile to Muslims globally,

framed as genocide or systemic oppression and amplified during escalations.

Antisemitism recurs both explicitly around Gaza and as a broader conspiratorial

framework about Jewish or “Zionist” control of governments, media and institutions.

This was illustrated by the October 2025 Manchester synagogue attack, which

triggered a communications spike but was widely reframed by Islamist extremist

sources as a Mfalse 6agN or �a4a distraction.

�eyond terroristHaligned actors, a softer but in6uential layer of ��Hbased 	slamist

networks avoids advocating violence but mainstreams adjacent narratives around

Islamophobia, civil liberties and state overreach, particularly opposition to the

Prevent counter-terrorism framework.
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�hile superficially being miles apart ideologically, it is clear that 1hen it comes

to shared narratives involving hate, conspiracies and antiH�est sentiment there

is alignment bet1een farHright and 	slamist e2tremist ecosystems online.

F I G U R E  6 . 3

Communications of Islamist extremist (blue) and far-right extremist (green) ecosystems

containing antisemitic rhetoric from 31 Mar 2025 to 31 Mar 2026. Both surge at key moments

throughout the reporting period, in particular during the 12-day war between Iran and Israel in

June 2025, and the war between Iran, the US and Israel in March 2026.

The far-left

�arHleft e2tremism is comparatively less understood, typically combining vanguardism

KeliteHled revolutionary uprisingL, antiHimperialism rooted in antisemitic Minternational

financierN tropes, and antiHcapitalist, antiHdemocratic hostility to the �est and

	srael.50 �i%e 	slamist e2tremists, the far left has mobilised chie6y around �a4a,

mapped onto an antiH�ionist, antiH�estern 1orldvie1, 1ith the costHofHliving

crisis a shared mobilising grievance across both far left and far right.
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The Walney Review categorised Palestine Action within the anti-Israel, far-left

subculture.51 �ver a fiveHyear campaign, the group 1as involved in at least :<=

incidents, 1ith 88? activists convicted of criminal offences K9797I979;L for attac%s

on 	sraelHlin%ed �ritish firms, hosting directHaction Mtraining daysN and costing

government and defenceHe+uipment firms an estimated Q<<mn.

Source on Te$e�ram descri�es the ‘entire media industry’ in the �est as ‘infi$trated �y �ionists’.

The far left has similarly e2ploited climate change concerns. �hile most participants

in disruptive environmental action hold legitimate concerns, groups such as �2tinction

�ebellion and 
ust �top �il have used la1Hbrea%ing and mass disruption tactics

that have caused 1idespread damage, 1ith lin%s identified bet1een this ecosystem

and e2tremist antiH	srael activism.52

Conclusion

The picture that emerges from this chapter is not one of isolated threats but of a

mutually reinforcing ecosystem. �ostile states li%e �ussia and 	ran are not simply

passive observers of �ritainPs internal divisions J they are active participants,

treating the countryPs frayed social contract as an opportunity to be cultivated

rather than a domestic matter to be left alone. �y blurring the line bet1een state

and nonHstate action, both regimes have found in �ritainPs farHright and 	slamist

e2tremist milieus a lo1Hcost, deniable means of pursuing strategic aims that

1ould be far ris%ier to pursue through conventional statecraft.
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What makes this dynamic especially corrosive is the genuine overlap between

externally driven narratives and homegrown grievance. Russian and Iranian-aligned

messaging does not need to manufacture division from nothing; it succeeds because

it can graft itself onto real anxieties — over immigration, integration, foreign policy,

and the perceived failures of British institutions — and push them toward extremist

conclusions. The same trigger events that mobilise domestic extremists are the

ones hostile states move quickest to amplify, meaning foreign interference and

homegrown radicalisation should increasingly be understood as two expressions of

the same vulnerability rather than separate problems requiring separate responses.

This chapter also underscores that e2tremism in �ritain today is neither confined to

one ideological tradition nor cleanly separable from legitimate public debate. Far-right,

Islamist and far-left movements each exploit distinct but structurally similar grievances

— immigration and identity, foreign policy and religious solidarity, inequality and climate

anxiety — and each risks dragging legitimate concern into extremist territory when trust

in democratic institutions is already weak. The involvement of large numbers of people

with genuine, non-extremist motivations in movements shaped or steered by extremists

is itself a symptom of the broken social contract explored elsewhere in this report.

The implication for policymakers is that resilience against hostile state interference

and resilience against domestic extremism cannot be treated as separate policy

tracks. Addressing the enabling environment — rebuilding trust in institutions,

ensuring fair and consistent enforcement, and closing the space in which foreign

and domestic actors alike exploit unresolved grievances — is as much a national

security imperative as it is a matter of social cohesion.
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Over the years numerous reports and independent reviews have evidenced gaps

in Whitehall’s approach to dealing with extremism, declining social cohesion and

weakening democratic resilience. The Khan Review (2024) made clear that many

local authorities lacked the capability, resources and expertise to deal with threats

they were dealing with on a frequent basis.53 These include extremism, support

for disinformation and conspiracy theories, political intimidation and harassment

and declining institutional trust. So severe were some of these challenges, it

was causing democratic disruption in some local authorities and impeding the

functioning of local authorities to carry out their democratic mandate.

These local authorities did not feel central government provided the training, guidance

and support they required. This was largely due to a lack of any national strategic

approach. The �han �evie1 identified gaps in �hitehallPs approach including

countering extremist narratives, strengthening social cohesion and democratic resilience.

Neither the National Risk Register or the National Resilience Framework adequately

addressed the chronic cohesion and democratic threats the �evie1 identified.

Today many of these gaps continue to persist.

The National Security Strategy (2025) states that adversaries: “threaten societal

cohesion and seek to erode public trust through the spread of disinformation,

malign use of social media and stoking tensions between generations, genders and

ethnic groups”.54 Disinformation campaigns, social media manipulation, attempts

to polarise society and attacks on trust and democratic institutions are recognised

as tools employed by actors to harm our democracy.

While it is the case the Strategy repeatedly refers to societal cohesion, public

trust, democratic interference and threats to democracy and the UK’s way of

life, the diagnosis is far stronger than the prescription. A strategic framework

is presented rather than a programme of action. There are comparatively few

institutional, operational or policy mechanisms aimed at rebuilding trust, countering

narrative warfare or addressing deeper causes of societal fragmentation.
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The National Resilience Action Plan (2025) is principally a civil contingencies and

preparedness document, concerned with how government, infrastructure operators,

communities and citizens withstand shocks.55 It contains quite detailed implementation

measures including risk assessment reforms, resilience standards, public-sector

governance, exercises and community engagement. However there are almost none

aimed specifically at narrative 1arfare, disinformation ecosystems, democratic resilience,

ideological extremism, rebuilding trust or preventing a breakdown in the social contract.

The Action Plan assumes that stronger institutional and community resilience will

help society absorb these pressures, but it does not explicitly treat them as primary

policy problems. In contrast, the National Security Strategy diagnoses attacks on

trust and social cohesion much more clearly but provides fewer implementation

mechanisms. Together, the two documents suggest that the Government sees societal

fragmentation as a security concern, but has not yet developed a comprehensive

policy architecture for countering it.

The Strategic Defence Review 2025 (SDR) addresses hybrid warfare, sub-threshold

aggression and a whole-of-society approach.56 The SDR states that the UK is

already subject to daily attacks involving cyber operations, espionage, information

manipulation, attacks on critical infrastructure and efforts that challenge social

cohesion. Russia and other adversaries are described as combining military and

non-military instruments to weaken societies.

The Review repeatedly refers to protecting democratic values, social cohesion, public

resilience and rebuilding connections between defence and society. Information

manipulation is repeatedly identified as a component of hostile activity and hybrid

warfare. It emphasises the blurring between state and non-state threats. The Review

recognises that adversaries use information operations to undermine societies

and economies. It links these campaigns to broader attacks on social cohesion.

It argues that defence must adopt a whole of society approach, drawing lessons

from Nordic and Baltic models of total defence. The UK population is viewed

as part of national resilience rather than merely passive recipients of security.
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Among the three documents, the Strategic Defence Review goes furthest in recognising

hybrid con6ict and the importance of societal resilience. 	t e2plicitly ac%no1ledges

that adversaries conduct information manipulation and see% to challenge social

cohesion. 	t also contains significantly more implementation mechanisms than

the �ational �ecurity �trategy.

�o1ever, li%e the �ational �ecurity �trategy and the �esilience �ction �lan,

the ��� stops short of developing a comprehensive frame1or% for narrative

1arfare, counter disinformation, democratic resilience, societal trust, prevention

of civic fragmentation and the rene1al of the social contract.

�cross all three documents, the threat to cohesion and trust is recognised, but

the policy response remains concentrated on military, cyber and institutional

resilience rather than on the social and informational foundations of democracy itself.

The �rotecting �hat 
atters K979<L action plan see%s to strengthen and protect

social cohesion and counter e2tremism.57 The �ounter �2tremism strategy K978<L58

1as scrapped in 9798 1ith nothing replacing it and there had been no concerted

or strategic action plan for many years to build social cohesion or to develop

resilience against threats that 1ere eroding it as evidenced in the �han �evie1.

�umerous reports have criticised the lac% of a coherent or strategic counter e2tremism

plan. �aps in legislation that fall $ust belo1 e2isting counter terrorism legislation,

first outlined in 9798 continue to persist.59 �hile there are overlaps, e2tremism and

its harms are fre+uently con6ated 1ith terrorism. �ountering e2tremist narratives

and conspiracy theories that increasingly are becoming mainstreaming are not

being countered strategically or effectively. The failure to have understood the

societal and democratic threat from e2tremism has been a dereliction of duty

to our democracy and security.
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Protecting What Matters attempts to treat cohesion, trust and belonging as matters

of national resilience and e2plicitly lin%s them to hostile in6uence, e2tremism

and democratic stability. The plan highlights the rapid economic, technological

and demographic changes in the �� in recent years and the gro1ing in6uence of

extremism and geo-political actors in targeting institutions and fermenting division.

It is also one of the very few documents that makes the case for ‘resetting the

social contract’. The government rightly argue that ‘focus on social cohesion can

sometimes seem li%e a Onice to haveP, but a significant body of evidence sho1s

that not only is it vital to the wellbeing of people across the country, but a key

tool of national resilience in the face of a more uncertain world’.

Yet despite this declaration, Protecting What Matters has been criticised for not

meeting the scale of the challenge the UK now faces and is continuing to take a

dated and disjointed approach across government departments as opposed to

taking a more centrally co-ordinated strategy. The APPG on Counter Extremism

for example notes that the Action Plan does not go far enough in rising to the

worsening threat the UK now faces.

The APPG on Counter Extremism’s
assessment of Protecting What Matters60

“…it could have provided a much needed strategic and joined up approach where

interrelated challenges of rising extremism, eroding social cohesion, declining trust

in institutions, increasing state threats and declining democratic resilience all play

a part in eroding our democracy. The plan does not convey an understanding of

the depth, complexity and severity of this challenge and will be limited in meeting

what is being considered an existential crisis for British democracy. The UK is in the

midst of a degraded information ecosystem contaminated with dis/misinformation,

alongside an increasing spread of extremist beliefs and conspiracy theories, low

levels of trust in democratic institutions and disillusionment with how democracy

is delivering for Britons. Such an environment is exploited by both domestic

extremists and hostile state and non-state actors, all of which pose a serious risk

to our liberal democratic society and requires nothing less than a long term and

dynamic whole of society strategy that works across departments and society”.

— APPG on Counter Extremism
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Finally the UK’s Defending Democracy Taskforce (DDTF) is the UK Government’s

principal cross-government mechanism for protecting the integrity of the UK’s

democratic system.61 Established in 2022 and operating under a renewed mandate,

it is chaired by the Security Minister and brings together departments, intelligence

agencies, law enforcement and electoral bodies to coordinate responses to threats

against democracy.

Its main functions include protecting democratic institutions and processes by co-

ordinating action to safeguard elections and electoral infrastructure; countering

foreign interference and cyber-attacks.

The DDTF’s remit is much narrower than the Nordic concept of Total Defence.

Most of its focus is geared towards election security, foreign interference and

the protection of elected representatives. This is also apparent from guidance

produced by the National Cyber Security Centre where the focus is on protecting

democratic processes and elections from adversaries.62

However the Taskforce’s focus on protecting democracy is limited and does not

see% to protect democratic freedoms and norms. �hen for e2ample fifteen per

cent of Britons believe it is acceptable to use physical violence against someone

because of their political beliefs in at least some situations, it is clear this is a

democratic threat that should be countered. Yet this is not the remit of the Taskforce.

Rethinking democratic defence and resilience

‘Democratic resilience’ and ‘democratic defence’ overlap substantially, but they are

not identical. Democratic resilience refers to the capacity of democratic institutions,

communities and citizens to absorb shocks, adapt and recover while preserving

democratic norms, legitimacy and functionality. The emphasis is largely defensive

and absorptive.
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Democratic defence includes resilience but goes further and implies that democracy

itself is an object that requires active protection against hostile actors and systemic

threats. It is a whole-of-society approach to actively protecting and strengthening

democratic institutions, social cohesion and public trust against internal and external

threats. 	t includes deterrence, disruption, prevention, countering hostile in6uence,

protection of democratic culture and identity, the breakdown of the social contract,

societal fragmentation and attacks on national identity and shared values. It includes

mobilisation of society and whole-of-government and whole-of-society responses.

National security is increasingly shaped not only by military threats, but by attacks

directed at the social, civic and democratic foundations that enable societies to

function. Hostile states, extremists and transnational networks increasingly seek

to weaken democratic societies by exploiting grievances, amplifying division,

eroding trust and undermining confidence in institutions, truth and shared values.

In an age of strategic competition, social cohesion, public trust and democratic

resilience are themselves assets of national security.

The most effective means of weakening democratic societies often lie below the

threshold of armed con6ict. �isinformation, foreign information manipulation, online

radicalisation, identity-based polarisation and attacks on democratic institutions

are designed to fracture consensus, weaken the social contract and reduce societal

resilience. These pressures are amplified by technological change, information

disorder and declining confidence in traditional institutions.63

Democratic defence recognises that the protection of a nation’s security depends

not only on military strength, but also on the resilience of its democratic institutions,

civic culture and social fabric. Just as governments invest in military capability and

critical infrastructure, they must also invest in the civic, social and institutional

assets that sustain democratic societies. Societies characterised by trust, strong

community connections, inclusive institutions and shared democratic values are

better able to withstand external interference, extremism and periods of crisis.
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Nordic Total Defence and NATO Democratic Resilience

The Nordic concept of Total Defence recognises that national security depends not

only on military capability but on the resilience of society as a whole.64 Originating

in Finland, Sweden and other Nordic states, Total Defence integrates government,

armed forces, businesses, civil society and citizens in a shared effort to prepare

for and 1ithstand crises, hybrid threats and armed con6ict. 	t emphasises societal

cohesion, public preparedness, protection of critical infrastructure, information

resilience and the maintenance of democratic values and institutions.

Similarly, NATO’s approach to democratic resilience recognises that security

increasingly depends on the ability of democratic societies to resist coercion,

disinformation, cyber-attacks, foreign interference and other forms of hybrid warfare.65

Democratic resilience seeks to strengthen public trust, safeguard democratic

processes and institutions, protect critical infrastructure and ensure that governments,

communities and citizens are capable of sustaining social cohesion and national

unity during periods of crisis or con6ict.

Together, these approaches re6ect a modern understanding of national security

in which military preparedness, societal resilience, democratic integrity and public

trust are mutually reinforcing components of a nation’s overall defensive capability.

The UK lacks a whole of society
approach to democratic defence

Taken together, the National Security Strategy, Strategic Defence Review, National

Resilience Action Plan, Protecting What Matters, the Defending Democracy Taskforce

recognise that:

democratic societies are vulnerable to hybrid threats;

hostile states exploit social divisions;

disinformation and information manipulation matter;

social cohesion is a strategic asset;

whole-of-society resilience is important;

extremism and hate are not purely security issues;

resilience must involve communities, institutions and citizens.
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�ompared 1ith a decade ago, there has been a significant shift in official thin%ing.

�overnment increasingly recognises that attac%s on trust, identity, cohesion and

democratic legitimacy are themselves national security challenges. There is no1 an

emerging Mdemocratic resilienceN agenda but the system still appears fragmented

and root causes are underdeveloped. The biggest gap is the failure to recognise

that declining trust and social fragmentation should primarily be seen as problems

in themselves and not $ust as vulnerabilities to be e2ploited by malign actors.

	nformation resilience remains surprisingly 1ea% and democratic defence is

institutionally thin. �2tremism and conspiracy ecosystems fall bet1een departmental

boundaries and there is very little if any counter e2tremism narrative 1or% currently

ta%ing place. �urthermore, no single frame1or% addresses the convergence of

e2tremist narratives, conspiracy movements, hostile foreign amplification, online

communities, antiHdemocratic mobilisation and social grievances. These phenomena

are increasingly interconnected, but �� policy remains compartmentalised and

dis$ointed 1hich is contributing to a comprehensive understanding of the problem.

The �� does not appear to lac% a1areness. �o1ever, there remains a gap bet1een

diagnosis and doctrine. �t present, the �� appears to possess multiple strands of

policy that together amount to the beginnings of a democratic resilience architecture,

but not yet a mature system of democratic defence comparable to �ordic Total

�efence or ��T�Ps more developed resilience concepts.

The underlying parado2 running through all these strategies is that they increasingly

ac%no1ledge that social cohesion, public trust and democratic legitimacy are

strategic assets, yet the institutions and policies devoted to protecting those

assets remain much less developed than those devoted to military po1er, cyber

security and physical infrastructure.

	n other 1ords, the �� has begun to recognise that democracy itself re+uires

defence, but it has not yet fully organised the state around that proposition. This

must change to ensure the �� has the full capability it re+uires to 1ithstand a

gro1ing threat to our democracy and national security that is emerging both

1ithin our o1n society and from e2ternal factors and activity.
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Polling data: Who will stand up to extremism?

The Government’s ‘Protecting what Matters’ action plan calls for a whole of society
response and outlines some of the actions the government intends to take to counter
extremism. But do Britons view it as their responsibility too? Our polling reveals
very few would take individual action in response.

The action Britons are most willing to take is alerting a teacher if a child expresses
extremist views, with 42 per cent saying they would do so and 28 per cent saying they
would not. In every other scenario, willingness to act drops considerably. Around a
third say they would challenge someone on their views directly (38 per cent), inform
their partner or spouse (34 per cent) or alert the person’s family (33 per cent), but
in each case, roughly an equal share say they would not, with a further third neither
likely nor unlikely to act, or simply unsure. The pattern is consistent: unless a child is
involved, only around one in three Britons is likely to respond to extremism in any way.

Few Britons would personally act against extremism
% who say they would be likely to take each action in response to extremism

Alert a teacher (if a child expresses extremist
views)

42%

Challenge the person on their views directly 38%

Inform their partner or spouse 34%

Alert the person’s family 33%

Refer them to the police 32%

Refer them to Prevent 29%

Source: More in Common for UKEDRC, March 2026.
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Who will stand up to extremism? (continued)

There are really two key factors determining how one reacts to extremist speech: age
and political engagement. In most circumstances, the percentage of young people
who say they would intervene is roughly or exactly the same as the percentage
of older people who say they would not. However, it should be acknowledged
that this does not necessarily demonstrate an increased tolerance for extremism
among older �ritons@ it may simply signify an increased aversion to conflict.

Meanwhile, when comparing among political engagement, the difference is striking.
Those who pay a great deal of attention to political news are more than twice as likely to
challenge someone to their face, on the phone or via text/social media than those who pay
little or no political attention (respectively: 53 per cent to 22 per cent, 30 per cent to 13
per cent and 30 per cent to 11 per cent). Though it should be noted that when it comes to
challenging via a phone call or text and social media, even the most politically engaged
are more likely to say they would not intervene than that they would (30 per cent to 51
per cent and 30 per cent to 54 per cent respectively). They are also twice as likely to
report the offender, whether to the authorities or to a family member, partner or employer.

To get a full sense of how important political engagement is to how someone reacts to
extremist speech, it is best to take the group that reported being least likely to challenge
someone’s extremist views (Conservative voters) and see whether the most politically
engaged of these voters are still unlikely to intervene. What emerges is that the most
politically engaged Conservative voters are far more likely to challenge someone’s
extremist views than not (48 per cent to 33 per cent, compared with 34 to 40 per cent
of all Conservative voters – a 14 point swing towards intervention). However, age may
be an even more important indicator of reaction, with 60 per cent of Conservative voters
aged 18-35 saying they would challenge someone to their face versus 24 per cent who
would not. In other words, while political engagement drastically increases the likelihood
that one will challenge extremist speech, youth is an even more important factor.

It is clear that on an individual basis, tackling extremism cannot be left up to the
British public alone and that leadership from government will be required to take
a systematic, whole of society approach to addressing this crisis.
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A Call to Reframe and
Reset the Problem
Five recommendations to address declining social cohesion and
democratic resilience as a national security priority.
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Recommendations
Drawing on the pioneering research set out across this report — the polling, focus

groups and t1elveHmonth e2tremism monitoring J the follo1ing five recommendations

set out the actions now needed to counter extremism and rebuild democratic

resilience in the UK.

1
Reframe the Challenge as a National
Security and Democratic Defence Priority
This report makes the case that extremism, social cohesion, strengthening of the

social contract and democratic resilience must be formally designated as core

national security and democratic defence priorities. This shift must be reflected in the
National Security Strategy and in how resources are allocated across government.

2

Develop and Disseminate Compelling Alternative Narratives
Extremists are winning the narrative war not because their arguments are strong but

because efforts to counter and provide alternative narratives are not being prioritised

or invested in. A national programme to conceive and disseminate compelling

alternative narratives, mobilising the ‘silent majority’, building alternative in-groups

that compete with extremist communities and supporting local and national trusted

voices, should be a central pillar of this new approach. Civil society and local

communities should be supported and empowered to push back and challenge

extremist beliefs. Evidence has demonstrated the effective role Artificial Intelligence
can play in countering disinformation in real time and reducing susceptibility

to extremist narratives and conspiracy theories. This should be invested in.

3

Mobilise Advocates for Democracy
The state has for too long assumed that democratic and liberal values are

self-evidently desirable. Our report demonstrates that this assumption is

no longer sustainable. During the Cold War, democratic allies adopted a

proactive strategy in defence of democracy best reflected in Reagan’s 1982
‘Westminster speech’ which countered competing Soviet narratives. A similar

strategy is required today, where the UK and other democratic nations contest

extremist narratives, disseminate new and compelling alternative narratives

and bring to bear the lessons of those who lived under authoritarianism.
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4

Reform Online Platforms and Build Digital Resilience
Our 12 month extremism monitoring data details the mechanisms by which

extremist content achieves mainstream reach. These include the stacking strategy,

the role of intermediary amplifiers and the resilience of narrative ecosystems
against platform disruption. The Government should acknowledge that the

current policy and regulatory framework for digital platforms and Artificial
Intelligence is increasingly unsatisfactory. A new strategic approach that reflects
their evolving impact on society, democracy and extremism should be developed.

5

Restore Trust Through Agency and
Local Collaborative Democracy
The fundamental driver of susceptibility to extremism documented in this paper

is the experience of a broken social contract: of being overlooked, unheard and

unprotected. Restoring trust requires giving people more genuine agency in decision-

making at the local level, repairing the relationship between citizens and public

services and rebuilding civic education. Collaborative democracy, both done online

and offline, is essential at a local level and on complex policy areas. Good practice
has been documented and should be emulated especially across local government.

In terms of collaborative technology, the work of Audrey Tang is an example of

good practice that can be adopted by UK state institutions and organisations.
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Conclusions
Why democratic resilience is a precondition for national security
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The evidence assembled in this report does not describe a series of discrete problems

that can be addressed in isolation. It describes a single, interlocking condition: a

democracy whose foundational bargain with its citizens has broken down and

1hose institutions have not yet adapted to treat that brea%do1n as the first order

national security threat the data shows it to be.

The starting point is trust. A majority of Britons believe the social contract between

citizen and state no longer holds and this belief is one of the single strongest

predictors of democratic satisfaction in the entire dataset — stronger than income,

age or party. Crucially, it is not reducible to economic hardship: even among the

most financially comfortable, more than half believe the contract is bro%en. This

points to a deeper, more structural disillusionment, one rooted in a sense that

governments do not deliver and politicians cannot be trusted. Once that belief

takes hold, it does not stay contained. It feeds a “democratic doom loop” in which

declining institutional performance fuels distrust, distrust fuels appetite for anti-

establishment alternatives and the resulting fragmentation makes the competent

governance needed to rebuild trust harder to achieve. A third of the country now

believes that institutions obstructing change should simply be ignored.

Into that vacuum of trust, contested narratives about identity, fairness and threat

have moved from the margins to the mainstream. Anxiety about national identity is

not a fringe sentiment. A majority of Britons hold it and while most of this anxiety

is cultural rather than racial, a meaningful minority on all sides show openness

to explicitly ethnonationalist or conspiratorial framings. Antisemitism persists as

a cross-cutting current that does not map neatly onto left or right, and is found

among groups who otherwise share little in common politically or demographically.

Perceptions of Muslim integration diverge sharply from Muslim communities’

own lived experience, suggesting a widening gap between public perception

and social reality that itself becomes a source of grievance on multiple sides.

Our data also reveals a strand of generalised nihilism most visible among younger,

digitally native “Sceptical Scrollers” who are disproportionately open to extremist ideas

1ithout being able to articulate a specific grievance behind them, suggesting that online

radicalisation now operates as a driver in its own right, independent of the conventional

demographic and ideological patterns that once explained extremism. At a time when

we are seeing growing cases of youth being drawn into extreme violence or supporting

mixed, unstable extremist ideologies, this cohort should be examined in greater depth.
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These domestic fractures are providing a permissive environment for those that

seek to erode and unravel our democracy. Hostile states and non-state actors are

deliberately working to widen them, cultivating domestic extremist networks, exploiting

6ashpoint events and recruiting Odisposable agentsP to achieve deniable disruption at

lo1 cost. The statePs o1n admission that it 1as O6atHfootedP during recent moments

of crisis is a symptom of a deeper structural gap: Britain has no real-time, whole-of-

society infrastructure to track extremism, conspiracy belief and democratic resilience,

which means the warning signs catalogued in this report are visible in retrospective

research but largely invisible to government in the moment they matter most.

The consequences of inaction are already measurable, not hypothetical. A small but

consequential minority of the public has crossed into accepting political violence

or active disengagement from democratic norms. Crimes against MPs have more

than doubled in under a decade and a third of MPs have considered standing down

because of the abuse and intimidation that exists in this climate. Patriotism itself is

fragmenting generationally, with younger citizens decoupling democratic participation

from civic duty in a way that has no precedent in the post-war polling record.

None of this is irreversible. But it will not reverse on its own and it will not be solved

by treating extremism, polarisation and institutional distrust as separate policy

verticals to be managed individually. The evidence points to a single underlying

condition requiring a single, coordinated response: one that reframes social cohesion

and democratic resilience as core national security priorities, that gives government

the real-time data infrastructure to see fractures as they emerge rather than

after they have hardened and that invests as seriously in rebuilding the social

contract as it does in defending the countryPs borders.

The central message of the evidence is unambiguous: democratic
resilience is not a by-product of national security; it is a precondition
for it, and a society that loses the capacity to sustain trust, legitimacy
and democratic belonging ultimately weakens the very foundations
on which its security depends.
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More In Common
More in Common conducted a nationally representative poll of 4,094 adults in Great

Britain between 12 March and 30 March 2026. The results have been weighted

according to age/sex interlocked, region, 2024 General Election vote and education level.

More In Common carried out four online focus group discussions in June 2026.

Recruitment to the focus groups consisted of the following criteria, and were composed of:

Right-leaning group

Belonged to the Dissenting Disruptor, Rooted Patriot, Traditional Conservative or

Sceptical Scroller segments; mixed gender; all identify as White British; all non-

graduates; all would currently vote for Reform UK, Restore Britain, or would not vote.

Gave the indicated responses to at least two out of the three following questions:

Remigration is the idea that migrants — including those who came to the UK

legally — should be encouraged or required to return to their countries of origin.

To what extent would you support or oppose a remigration policy being introduced

in this country? (Strongly support/Somewhat support)

Do you think that the following statement is true or false?: The “Great Reset”

announced by the World Economic Forum during the pandemic was a plan to

im(ose a new wor$d order JDefinite$y trueF�ro�a�$y trueK

�$ease indicate which statement you a�ree with more, usin� the 6 to 9 sca$e
�e$ow. J6 I The ‘Unite the Kin�dom’ march $ed �y Tommy Ro�inson was a show
of (atriotism from (eo($e with va$id concerns a�out mi�ration, diversity and
the future of the country F 9 I The ‘Unite the Kin�dom’ march $ed �y Tommy
Ro�inson was a nationa$ist march, attended most$y �y e0tremists and racistsK

Left-leaning group

Mostly Progressive Activists, with one Sceptical Scroller; mixed gender; at least four from

an ethnic minority background; at least six have attended university or are current students;

all would currently vote Green, Your Party, Plaid Cymru, or for an independent candidate.

Gave the indicated responses to at least two out of the three following questions:

Do you a�ree or disa�ree with this statementE �hysica$ force or harassment is
"ustified if it is done to (rotect those �e$on�in� to minority �rou(s Je.�. ethnic
minorities, trans or ���T�R (eo($e, re$i�ious minorities, etc.K from hate s(eech
or discrimination against them (Strongly agree/somewhat agree)

�hich of the fo$$owin� statements a�out Mem�ers of �ar$iament JM�sK comes
c$osest to your viewE Ethnic minority M�s who su((ort stricter mi�ration or
asylum laws… (Are always betraying their communities/are not betraying their

communities if it’s what their constituents wantK

Which comes closest to your view about other countries that the UK government would

classify as hostile/working against the UK? (It is sometimes acceptable to support

them if you disagree with the government/It is always acceptable to support them)
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General group

A mix of all seven segmentsB mix of gendersB five graduates or current students,
four without a degreeB all voted Labour in 2024.

British Muslim group

All identify as MuslimB at least four under the age of 79B mixed genderB maximum of
four graduatesB all would currently vote or would consider voting for the Greens, �our
Party or an independent candidate or smaller partyB from a mix of areas in England.

Yonder
This polling was carried out between 19th – 71st 	anuary 2026, sampling
1,700 respondents.

In 	anuary 2024 �onder developed a spectrum of British Muslim opinion based on
attitudes towards integration and co-existence in British society, views of other
ethnic and religious groups, stances on antisemitic tropes and feelings about protests
and extremism. In 2026, �onder revisited this study and expanded it.

In creating a spectrum of British Muslim public opinion, they took people’s responses
to (uestions on the degree of integration with or separation from the rest of British
society they desiredB support for, acceptance of or opposition to various aspects of
e(uality and freedoms enjoyed by UK citi1ensB degree of sympathy for or condemnation
of terrorist actsB views on the possibility of co-existence with �ionists and 	ewsB
and agreement or disagreement with selected antisemitic tropes.

They then created a composite score giving e(ual weight to people’s answers to
these (uestions and normalised it so that someone who wanted complete separation
from British society, opposed all the e(uality and freedoms presented to them,
sympathised strongly with terrorist acts, thought coexisting with any 	ews or �ionists
impossible and agreed strongly with all the examples of antisemitism presented to them
would score 100, and someone who believed in full integration with British society,
supported all the e(uality and freedoms presented to them, condemned strongly
terrorist acts, thought coexisting with all 	ews or �ionists possible and disagreed
strongly with all the examples of antisemitism presented to them would score 0.

With every respondent now having a score, they divided the overall sample into
five bands of opinion based on top 20 percent of scores, the next highest 20 percent
of scores and so on down to the lowest 20 percent. The third or middle (uintile
(band) is what they refer to as middle ground Muslim opinion.
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Extremism monitor

This analysis, conducted by a third-party supplier, examined the UK extremist

landscape between 31 March 2025 and 31 March 2026 using structured analysis of

publicly available online content. Data was collected from social media platforms,

forums, messaging applications, linked websites, and the X API, with keyword-based

Boolean searches used to identify and track relevant narratives and trends. Analysis

focused on the scale, evolution, and dissemination of extremist activity and narratives.

Automated collection processes ingested publicly and commercially available data,

with sensitive metadata and personally identifiable information (PII) removed prior
to analysis. All research was conducted using publicly available information and in

accordance with the UK GDPR, the Data Protection Act 2018, and the Regulation

of Investigatory Powers Act 2000 (RIPA).
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