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[bookmark: _Toc48313324]1 Introduction

On February 18, 2020, the Dutch House of Representatives (Tweede Kamer) held a special session on the European Union (EU). The debate centered whether or not the Dutch government should ratify a new budget for the EU. Thierry Baudet, from the “Forum voor Democratie” party (FvD), used the occasion to talk about what he alleges is the “real” goal of the EU (Buitengewone Europese Top, 2020). According to Baudet, the EU was established to build a pan-European centralized state, and the money that member states pay goes into projects devised to that end. One of these projects, he added, is to set up ‘ferry services’ to bring African immigrants into Europe to undermine national identities so that national states will cease to exist.[footnoteRef:1] The goal is the “homeopathic dilution”[footnoteRef:2] of Europe, as he has called it (Baudet, 2017; Kešić & Duyvendak, 2019), which refers to a weakening European national identities, like the Dutch identity, and therefore make its citizens more susceptible to the idea of a single European state. This argument is the central claim of a far-right conspiracy theory known as the great replacement, which has been gaining support in far-right White[footnoteRef:3] nationalist groups and – more recently – beyond (Bergmann, 2018; Davey & Ebner, 2019; Miller, 2019). [1:  The one time that the EU has proposed funding boats for refugees, the boats were intended to save stranded refugees after they had been rescued at sea. The proposal failed to pass in the EU parliament (Nielsen, 2019).]  [2:  Baudet clarified what he means by this in an interview, stating that other cultures come to the Netherlands and fail to adapt to national customs, which is a threat since it could mean losing Dutch cultural values (De saneer-meneer, 2017).]  [3:  Various arguments exist for the capitalization of “White” and other constructed (cultural) identities (see Appiah, 2020). Since it is not my intention here to present an argument for my own position within this debate, I have opted to follow the APA (7th ed.) guidelines in line with the rest of this thesis and capitalize all such identities (American Psychological Association, n.d.).] 

	The great replacement and similar theories depict Europe as being invaded by Muslim immigrants (Bat Ye’or, 2011; Camus, 2012; Fallaci, 2006). These immigrants are supposedly coming to Europe to change (destroy) European culture and values, aided by European elites. This narrative victimizes already marginalized minority communities and broadly defames people, many of whom fled from war-torn or economically ravaged countries. At present, the theory has gained so much traction that a Dutch parliamentarian can openly proclaim its arguments in the country’s highest democratic institution without losing popular support.[footnoteRef:4] At the time of the aforementioned statement in February 2020, FvD had only two seats in parliament, but polling around that time indicated a possible 15 seats (10% of the total 150) and FvD currently[footnoteRef:5] polls at 10 seats (Ipsos, 2020). There is another party, “Partij voor de Vrijheid” (PVV), that has also openly embraced the theory (Miller, 2019) and polls around 15 seats (Ipsos, 2020). This means that over 16% of the Dutch electorate, or 1 in 6 Dutch citizens, may vote for a party that openly embraces this conspiracy theory.[footnoteRef:6] [4:  The increasing spread of these theories online and in official far-right party documents may prove that it is actually even helping them gain votes (Ebner & Davey, 2019).]  [5:  Using data from July 31, 2020.]  [6:  Whether or not they are aware of the fact that these parties support the great replacement, the campaign rhetoric and policy positions of these parties substantively reflect the same sentiment (Ebner & Davey, 2019; Kešić & Duyvendak, 2019; Miller, 2019).] 

	Research has shown that the great replacement has a proclivity for violence and hatred (Ebner & Davey, 2019). Its proponents use misrepresentations of demographic data and discredited scientific publications to target specific demographic groups. Since the issues are projected as urgent, it inspires direct and extreme responses in its audience, including violent acts. Some terrorist attacks can already be attributed to the ideology of the great replacement, which is referenced in the manifestos of White supremacist terrorists (Miller, 2019; Moses, 2019; Tarrant, 2019). Politicians who openly support the great replacement have an important role in spreading it, as shown by Ebner and Davey (2019), but what makes audiences susceptible to their message is not part of their analysis.
	In this thesis, I ask how the great replacement has become (or is becoming) part of the acceptable discourse in a democratic country like the Netherlands, well-known for its (multicultural) tolerance (Kymlicka, 2018; Lucassen & Lucassen, 2015).[footnoteRef:7] One reason for such a theory to become more acceptable in terms of mainstream support could be that other mainstream sources like newspapers or politicians are making claims that support some of its arguments. I thus investigate mainstream discourse to expose argumentation that legitimize the great replacement.[footnoteRef:8] The main research question is are mainstream political actors normalizing the great replacement and thus partially responsible for its harmful effects? The normative claim in this question is that mainstream actors in influential positions have a responsibility to not use rhetoric and argumentation that legitimizes the great replacement or grants credence to its false claims, because it spreads racism, hatred and violence. [7:  The notion that the Netherlands is ‘well-known’ for tolerance itself is already debatable, since some have shown that this has been argued predominantly from a White perspective and thus discounts lived experiences of those who are on the receiving end of this tolerance (e.g. Beasley Doyle, 2014). This thesis serves partly as a reflection on such topics since it questions the motives and assumptions behind a publication made by a White mainstream actor within the Dutch context.]  [8:  See 1.3 and 2.3.3 for specific focus.] 



[bookmark: _Toc48313325]1.1 Social responsibility

The core argument of the great replacement is that the White European identity is in decline and being replaced by Muslims and Arab, Middle Eastern and (North) African people.[footnoteRef:9] The argument is defended by referencing perceived demographic changes in society. Muslims are increasingly ‘visible’ on the streets, and Middle Eastern shops and mosques are opening ‘everywhere’, replacing European businesses and churches. Research shows that Muslims make up only about 4-5% in most European countries (Saunders, 2012). In the Netherlands this figure is just below 5% (NOS, 2017). Despite a marginal increase over the preceding decades, that figure is now stabilizing (CBS, 2019). The great replacement questions this figure, stating that “the numbers” do not match the “obvious” changes to society (Camus, 2012; Fallaci, 2006, p. 52). Following their inaccurate interpretation of the facts, the proponents of the great replacement perceive Muslims as a threat. The claims to support this perceived threat are given mostly in terms of ‘visibility’. In other words: their culture and appearance (i.e. race, ethnicity) do not match the expectation of what Europe is supposed to look like. [9:  Most of the arguments in the great replacement are made interchangeably about Muslim practices and Arab cultural customs, and both North African and Middle Eastern people are conflated and equated with the term Arab. The assumption, thus, is that these people are the same. This discounts the fact that there are many variations of Muslim faith, not all Arabs are Muslim and vice versa. North Africa is obviously not the same geographical area as the Middle East, nor are their cultures the same and nor are all people living in these areas properly and indiscriminately considered Arab.] 

As Lauwers (2019) has explained, such Islamophobia related to Muslim people[footnoteRef:10] should be considered racism, since it targets personal characteristics that are perceived as “innate” and “unchangeable”. Most proponents of the great replacement, however, as well as many of their followers, explicitly deny that they are racist(s) (e.g. Chatterton Williams, 2017; Cliteur, 2020).[footnoteRef:11] Their inability to detect their own racist prejudice may have to do with the systemic properties of the society that structures their knowledge about social inequality, or even their moral compass. Recent (May through August 2020) Black Lives Matter (BLM) protests have led government leaders like Rutte in the Netherlands to acknowledge that systemic racism is a problem in society (NU.nl, 2020a).[footnoteRef:12] People in privileged positions, however, often seem to misunderstand what systemic racism means for minority communities (e.g. Eddo-Lodge, 2018; Fanon, 2001; Krieger, 2019; Wekker, 2016).[footnoteRef:13] Hence, Rutte later stated that these are not issues that governments should concern themselves with, because there is no feasible ‘action plan’ (NU.nl, 2020b). [10:  As opposed to Islam as a religious affiliation, in which case it is bigotry and not racism. Even so, Lauwers (2019) argues that anti-Islam bigotry, too, is mostly used as a cloak for anti-Muslim racism in contemporary Europe.]  [11:  They will deny both being racists (as a personal characteristic) and racist (as a way of thinking).]  [12:  This example is specifically about anti-Black racism. As far as I have found, Rutte has never admitted that systemic anti-Muslim racism exists in the Netherlands. Regardless, the example shows that even when he admits that systemic racism exists, he is unlikely to perceive this as a problem that his government may address substantively.]  [13:  See 3.2.3 for the definition of privilege used here.] 

Systemic racism has been addressed by many in academia (e.g. Bonilla-Silva, 2006; Fanon, 2001; Martinez, 2014; Van Dijk, 2015; Wekker, 2016; Wodak & Reisigl, 2015) and it has been related to other conditions of systemic oppression, like systemic disadvantages for minority identities in terms of gender, religion and sexuality as well as the intersectional effects of multiple oppressive dynamics (Crenshaw, 1991; Ferber, 2012). These studies show that systemic inequality causes certain expectations to become normalized in society, and groups that are less likely to have the opportunities necessary to adhere to these norms are looked down upon. For example, if certain communities are less likely to find employment they may be seen as lazy (or worse: ‘inherently’ less intelligent) in a society that normalizes people should work. The reasons, however, that they are unable to find jobs include not being allowed to work, like asylum seekers, or being discriminated against by possible employers, like those with “Muslim-sounding names” (Rooth, 2007). This extends also to unintentional inequalities, as for example the disparate effect for minority communities as a result of the COVID-19 crisis shows (Platt & Warwick, 2020). Normalized expectations thus legitimize the stereotypical depiction of already marginalized minority communities. Theories like the great replacement thrive in response to such normalized expectations, since they rely on these stereotypes. If the premises about immigrants and Muslims that are exploited in the great replacement are legitimized in mainstream discourse, then more people are likely to perceive the great replacement as legitimate. 
In sum, I do not agree with Rutte that in absence of an ‘action plan’, there is nothing that influential mainstream actors like politicians can do. As long as influential actors reproduce normalized expectations that disproportionally disadvantage minority communities, they may also help legitimize and increase the mainstream appeal of conspiracy theories that use these normalized expectations to vilify communities they perceive as deviant. Baudet invoking these theories in the Dutch Tweede Kamer shows that this is an issue in Dutch society as well.[footnoteRef:14] More centrist influential actors like Rutte are in the position to actively oppose the normalization of this discourse. My point is that the failure of influential actors to investigate their own discourse on broad topics like racism and immigration, as exemplified in Rutte’s brushing aside systemic racism as a subject for national politics, may conversely result in the legitimization of the types of arguments that the great replacement relies on. [14:  Moreover, he was allowed to completely map out his counterfactual narrative against immigrants, in a context in which it was not relevant to the topic, and only one politician somewhat modestly called him out on it (see Buitengewone Europese Top, 2020).] 



[bookmark: _Toc48313326]1.2 The need for an academic perspective

While some academic studies do address the great replacement, studies addressing its substantive appeal are rare.[footnoteRef:15] Some research (e.g. Mirrlees, 2018; Perry, 2004) focuses on overtly racist groups, addressing the great replacement as part of a broader structure of White supremacy. This is a useful addition to research on hate groups but not adequate to address the appeal of the great replacement beyond extremist groups. Other studies address the argumentation of the great replacement (e.g. Bialasiewicz, 2006; Bracke & Hernández Aguilar, 2020), but not its popular appeal.[footnoteRef:16] In order to better comprehend the increasing popularity (Bergmann, 2018; Ebner & Davey, 2019; Miller, 2019) of the great replacement, I contend that it is necessary to address its assertions substantively and link them to mainstream political developments.  [15:  I have not been able to find many studies that address the great replacement substantively as their central focus. Moses (2019) explains this may be to a reluctance to seriously address the great replacement because of its radical reputation.]  [16:  Bracke & Hernández Aguilar (2020) do identify that this is worth pursuing.] 

In my view, the most important aspect that demands a systematic investigation is how the great replacement has been able to make its way into mainstream discourse, because its mainstream appeal enables it to become widespread and influential. I evaluate this development using theories about the reproduction of systemic racism. Scholars that address the systemic reproduction of racism often focus on the role of discourse in reproducing existing power hierarchies (Martinez, 2014; Van Dijk, 2015; Wodak & Reisigl, 2015). They show that (mainstream) discourse works in favor of those in power. Undetected or unacknowledged oppressive structures like systemic racism are also reproduced by such discourse. I investigate how this helps to explain the spread and popularity of the great replacement.
The term ‘discourse’ is used above in two related but fundamentally different ways. It is important to clarify how I use the term in the rest of this thesis. This may be explained by contrasting Foucault’s view on discourse with Van Dijk’s (2008, 2015) definition. In its Foucauldian meaning, as Said explains (2003, p. 94), discourse is a tradition, a normalization of a shared paradigm. Discourse as tradition is a relatively immovable property of the context within which actors operate. Conversely, Van Dijk’s (2008) makes an explicit distinction between discourse and context. For Van Dijk, discourse always takes place in a certain context, and discourse needs context to be intelligible. Thus, discourse refers to individual assertions, either spoken, written or otherwise, and refers to what people communicate as well as how they do so. This way of describing the difference between discourse and context is an (over)simplification, but it is helpful for conceptual clarity.[footnoteRef:17] Whenever I refer to the broader definition, I will either include the qualification “Foucauldian” or use the term “context”. I use the terms “discourse” and “discursive” principally in the latter, ‘narrow’ sense, like Van Dijk, as a communicative act. My use of the term “discourse” thus more closely resembles its use in everyday language, like how the term is used when people are talking about what is acceptable discourse for the U.S. president. In this narrow definition, actors can choose what rhetoric they use in any given communicative act and are therefore responsible for the contents of their own discourse. [17:  Van Dijk has written two whole volumes (1980, 2008) on the relationship between discourse and context, which is a lot more nuanced. The distinction I make is also different from, for example, Wodak, who keeps the broad definition of discourse much closer to the systemic definition and uses the term both passively and actively (2001).] 



[bookmark: _Toc48313327]1.3 Investigating the legitimization of the great replacement

To investigate whether the discourse of influential mainstream actors indeed legitimizes the great replacement to a broader audience, a bigger project than this thesis is necessary. A good way to investigate this systemically would be to examine the discourse of many influential actors for the presence of arguments that are likely to cause such legitimization. Before such a project can be undertaken, however, exploratory studies and novel theories are needed to provide theoretic substance that can be researched empirically on a larger scale. If the bigger question is how the great replacement was able to gather mainstream support, then theory-building research is needed to theorize which types of arguments are likely to cause such support. This thesis should be seen as such a theory-building effort.
	As I explain in more detail in paragraph 3.2, Van Dijk (2015) argues that influential actors (i.e. mainstream politicians) have an important role in shaping what their audiences (i.e. the Dutch public) perceive as legitimate discourse. Through discourse, influential actors shape the context in which individuals evaluate and interpret subsequent discourse. This also shapes their opinion on issues and theories, like the great replacement. Critically, for my thesis, this means that if mainstream discourse normalizes arguments in support of the great replacement, then people are more likely to perceive those arguments – and by extension the great replacement itself – as legitimate. This is what I mean by the mainstream legitimization of the great replacement. To reiterate, it refers to the use of discourse by influential mainstream actors that causes individuals to perceive (some of) the assertions of the great replacement as “acceptable mainstream knowledge”. My focus is therefore on pointing out argumentation that may legitimize the great replacement. I investigate a single case since this allows the most space for an in-depth analysis, and I have picked an open letter by Rutte, the Dutch Prime Minister, for this investigation.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  See 2.2.3 for selection criteria.] 
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This thesis consists of three sections. The first section (chapter 2) introduces the great replacement and various cognate theories by different authors. I introduce their main arguments and discusses the (re)iteration of similar arguments by journalists, politicians and in fiction novels. The chapter includes a description of the great replacement in the Dutch context, in which I address its popularity among far-right actors and its relation to societal developments. In this context, finally, I discuss Mark Rutte’s letter and explain why I chose to focus on this particular letter for my analysis.
The second section of this thesis (chapters 3 and 4) introduces the theory and methods I use in my analysis. In chapter 3, I discuss the academic theories that I use in investigating the mainstream appeal of the great replacement. The chapter starts with an explanation of Orientalism (Said, 2003) and the Orientalist construction of (Muslim) immigrants (Isin, 2015b; Sabsay, 2015). I then include a Critical Discourse Analysis theory on the reproduction of systemic racism (Van Dijk, 2015). This theory provides an explanation of how audiences interpret discourse and how they relate it to contextual properties that define their frame of reference, like Orientalism. Chapter 4 discusses the methods I use to investigate the contents and context of Rutte’s letter. I use methods appropriate to Critical Discourse Analysis (Fairclough, 2001; Van Dijk, 2015) to structure the investigation into three dimensions, and I include the framework of oppression-blindness (Ferber, 2012) which provides specific indicators for the reproduction of systemic inequality that I focus on.
The final section (chapters 5 and 6) consists of my analysis and conclusion. Chapter 5 contains my Critical Discourse Analysis of Rutte’s letter. Preliminary findings are discussed and placed in relation to the theories discussed in chapter 3. Chapter 6, finally, discusses what my analysis reveals in light of my main question and its normative imperative. I conclude chapter 6 with some remarks about my approach and suggestions for future research.
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I conclude this introductory chapter with a note on the importance of the inclusivity of research and address my own positionality. As a researcher in the field of political theory, I am aware that my own background, character, social situation and history influence my thinking. Especially since I argue for the responsibilization of others, it is appropriate to address my own responsibility and position as transparently as possible. In doing so, I follow the observations of feminist standpoint epistemology (Harding, 1991) and the practice of reflexive research (Adkins et al., 2002; Iphofen & Tolich, 2018). Standpoint epistemology proposes that the position of a researcher defines what that researcher is able to ‘know’. A cis male researcher like me will never actually experience the perspective of other gender identities, nor will a White atheist like me ever fully understand the perspective of a non-White Muslim. This is known as situated knowledge (Haraway, 1988) and it demands researchers try their utmost to be cognizant of their own position, bias and privilege. In order to provide the reader with a superficial look into the psyche of my research, I discuss my position here. That way the reader may be more readily able to detect possible biases in my arguments.
	I am a master student of Political Theory, I identify as a White male, and my family and I are Dutch, relatively well-off and have no notable financial, social, physical or mental problems that I am aware of. I was raised in the Netherlands as a Catholic when I was a young child, but what could have been religious experiences felt more like family tradition than religious piety to me. While keeping an open theoretical position that resembles an agnostic view of religion, I now consider myself to be a “practicing” atheist. The prospect of having to live according to religious proclamations that I do not adhere to is unacceptable to me. When it comes to Islam, this is a view that I seem to share with the proponents of the great replacement.[footnoteRef:19] However, a logical and to me unavoidable extension of that disposition is that I have no desire to control which religious insights and customs others may wish to adhere to. The concept of reciprocity directs me to allow unto others what I request for myself. I am aware that precisely these types of statements, no matter how strongly I believe them, are problematic in terms of standpoint theory. My own experience with religion, my place in Dutch society, my personal history, and the historical and geographical location in which I find myself, all inform and construct my point of view. At the same time, they uncover my privilege of being in the position to be able to make such a statement.  [19:  Among the proponents of the great replacement are atheists, but also non-Muslims with another religious affiliation, Christianity being the most noteworthy (Gallaher, 2019).] 

Because of my progressive-left political affiliation, furthermore, my tolerance for inclusivity ends where policies or opinions lead to the marginalization of minority communities. This reveals a political dimension of my scientific inquiry that I need to be transparent about. I do not consider this to be problematic however, since this is a normative thesis in which I follow Van Dijk’s (Van Dijk, 2015) definition of CDA as discourse analysis with a social agenda. It does increase the burden that I should place upon myself to prevent my bias from unfairly dismissing the arguments of others. Throughout this thesis I have attempted to be reflexive and to investigate such predispositions in my own thinking. I hope to have prevented the same use of intentional discursive strategies that misrepresent source material that I investigate in the discourse of others. It has also been my intention to prevent the use of scarecrow[footnoteRef:20] arguments to unfairly criticize assertions of others. Further, I have used the toolbox diversity in education (Van Den Bogert et al., 2019) to improve writing style and use of language. Part of this focus on inclusivity is also my contextualization and explanation for terms such as “White”, “the West” and “the Orient” where they are used and how they relate to their use and appropriation in the writing of others.  [20:  I support the use of gender-inclusive terminology where possible. “Straw man” is an unnecessarily gendered term which is why I prefer to use a recognizable alternative.] 

A final justification concerns my choice of topic. As I alluded to, part of my motivation to write about this issue is political. I interpret the great replacement as a racist conspiracy theory which fosters violent tendencies in its adherents. Naturally, this influences my perception of the great replacement and its proponents. Because the great replacement has been gaining momentum that far exceeds its original inception as a fringe conspiracy theory, I believe it requires academic investigation and a systematic effort at its retrenchment. My focus on the role of influential actors (exemplified here by Rutte) in its mainstream legitimization follows from my belief that social structures and historical narratives shape the perception of Muslim immigrants by Europeans. This makes some Europeans unable or unwilling to detect erroneous assumptions in the great replacement. I do not mean to trivialize racist elements in society here. Others have convincingly shown that racism, bigotry, sexism and Islamophobia, both overt and institutionalized, are very much contemporary issues that we should absolutely address acutely and seriously (e.g. Albertson, 2015; Ferber, 2004; Perry, 2004; Saul, 2017). However, I also believe that many who experience the world in a way that is compatible with these narratives of replacement are more susceptible to this rhetoric because it has been, or parts of it have become, normalized. This does not alleviate the burden to be put on everyone who adheres to the great replacement, but it does responsibilize mainstream actors to prevent its spread and appeal as well.


[bookmark: _Toc48313330]2 The Great Replacement

In 1919, German historian and philosopher Edward Spengler published “The Decline of the West” (“Der Untergang des Abendlandes”). Spengler proposed that all cultures inevitably decline and that this was evidently happening in Germany (Spengler, 2014). His portrait of a German culture in decline was similar to the Nazi message of the same decade, which in turn advanced the idea that foreign entities were to blame for this decline. Despite initially supporting the Nazi party in the early 1930s (Boterman, 1992; Pittlik, 2018), Spengler eventually called them “dumb” and shortsighted (Eaton, 2018).[footnoteRef:21] After the war, Spengler’s thesis became inadmissible in academia for its oversimplification of history and antidemocratic character (Boterman, 2018). However, in recent years it has found new idolization, including in the Netherlands. Writers and politicians have (again) embraced the theory as a prophetic description of the present collapse of the West (Breebaart, 2019; Kešić & Duyvendak, 2019). [21:  Spengler did not live to see the Nazi party’s increasingly violent campaign because he died in 1936. In his own work, there is no evidence of similar antisemitic ideology. Instead, he advocated for the normative equivalency of all “great cultures” (by which he meant only the cultures that “significantly add to world history”) no matter their origin (e.g. Boterman, 2018; see also Spengler, 2014).] 

	Just as in the 1920s and 1930s, Spengler’s theory is embraced today predominantly by those who simultaneously believe that the decline of the West is deliberately orchestrated by enemy entities both endemic and external. In the 1920s such an argument was made about the Jewish people, but Muslims have now taken their place in these xenophobic theories (Farris, 2014). The most pertinent names by which these theories are known throughout Europe are “Eurabia” (Bat Ye’or, 2011), and “The Great Replacement” (“Le Grand Remplacement”, Camus, 2012). For conceptual clarity, I refer to the entire family of replacement theories as “the great replacement” in the rest of my thesis. This chapter deals with the substantive claims of its various inceptions.
	The main thesis of the great replacement consists of two intertwined and mutually reinforcing arguments. The first argument is the perceived incompatibility of non-Western immigrants with Western values. The second covers the demographic fear of replacement. The great replacement asserts that non-Western immigrant communities are expanding, both spatially and in numbers, and rapidly replacing existing European communities. Immigrants are depicted as having different approaches to family and sexual relations, which lead to a high birthrate and chain migration, while the White European birthrate is so low that its ‘native’[footnoteRef:22] population is in decline. Muslims are depicted as having much stronger ties to their culture and therefore project it stronger upon society than supposedly weaker White European cultures do. [22:  Proponents of the great replacement refer to White European citizens as ‘native’.] 

	These arguments are not only present in texts that actively promote the theory, but also in works of fiction, journalism, pseudo-scientific literature and the manuscripts of White supremacist terrorists. I start with a brief summary of “Le camp des saints” (Raspail, 1995), first published in 1973 and referenced throughout the great replacement’s various iterations (Bracke & Hernández Aguilar, 2020; Caldwell, 2010).


[bookmark: _Toc48313331]2.1 Conspiracy theories

[bookmark: _Toc43267453][bookmark: _Toc48313332]2.1.1 A fictional invasion by exotic foreigners
The story in “the camp of the saints” (Raspail, 1995) starts when the Belgian government attempts to limit the rapidly increasing number of adoptions of children from India. As a result, angry people in Calcutta overrun European embassies, commandeer their ships and head for Europe. The first half of the book details their journey on these ships from India to France and depicts the character of the Indian migrants in a decisively dehumanizing manner as brutish, unmannered and sexually deviant. Men are described as merciless rapists and women are objectified. The second half of the story portrays what happens when the ships reach Europe. Europeans with low birth rates are quickly outnumbered by Indian “monster children” since “they reproduce like ants” (Raspail, 1995, p. 50). Resistance is scarce due to frightened and weak-spirited Europeans ruled by pro-immigrant leftists in favor of a multiracial society. The ‘invaders’ show no interest in adopting European culture and their eventual takeover of all politics and public institutions in Europe finally spells the end of the European way of life. While the first half of the book thus depicts immigrants as unworthy of accession to Europe, the second half warns of what happens when they do arrive en masse and take over Europe. These two narratives represent the two main arguments of the great replacement that I address in this thesis: the cultural incompatibility of non-Western immigrants and their perceived demographic takeover.
Raspail’s novel is taken relatively seriously by people who vehemently deny being racist or White supremacist,[footnoteRef:23] even though the book appears on must-read booklists of White supremacists and Islamophobic groups (Allen, 2018; Morey, 2018). More recently, the main focus of this kind of fiction has been on Muslims in Europe (Morey, 2018).[footnoteRef:24] The sexual debauchery depicted in earlier renditions has made way for an image of the Muslim man sexually frustrated by pious religious doctrine. The high birth rate argument is still there, however, which is now portrayed as a result of polygamy as well as abundant reproduction as a means of conquest. Stemming from the same preoccupation with sexual deviancy, these tropes are still serving to exemplify their incompatibility with Western values. One of the most well-known writers in this new Muslim-centric version of the Islamic-takeover genre is Michel Houellebecq, who has written numerous novels that touch upon similar topics and is often openly applauded for his ‘literary genius’ by mainstream journalists.[footnoteRef:25] His first-person narratives portray sexually frustrated White male protagonists in dystopian worlds in which a rising influence of Islam in political affairs, left-wing multiculturalism, and feminists are expediting the decline of Western (male) supremacy and liberal achievements like sexual freedom. His stories are full of hateful rants against immigrants and non-White people and contain a plethora of outlandish erotic and sexual scenes, some unapologetically including minors. Central, again, are the dehumanization of non-Western men and the objectification of women.[footnoteRef:26] The setting of his novel “Submission” (Houellebecq, 2015) serves as the epitome of the great replacement’s fictional climax. Following the decline of traditional White French family structures and the accompanying disparity in birth rates between them and Muslims, further exacerbated by immigration, Islamic influence over French society skyrockets. France is ruled by a cabinet of Islamists and socialists. A sexually ungratified university professor navigates a changing landscape in which Islamic law gradually transforms France into a supposed paradise for Muslims and converts (legally allowed multiple and underage wives), and a dystopian nightmare for those clinging desperately to their Western values. Again, different sexual norms and incompatible cultural behavior take center stage in what is portrayed to be the cause of the downfall of Western civilization. [23:  For an example, see Caldwell (2009, p. 7), who defends Raspail’s vision in “capturing the complexity of the modern world”.]  [24:  Muslims have historically been a significant presence in India as well. “Le Camp des Saints” may already have been partially about Muslim immigrants – even though religion does not seem to play a major role in its narrative.]  [25:  See Caldwell (2009) and De Rek (2019).]  [26:  In “Whatever”, his main character sees “a black man - an animal - I try to avoid his gaze” and gratuitously contemplates murdering two innocent black boys for no reason, and later regrets not going through with it (Houellebecq, 1998). In “Atomised” (Houellebecq, 2001), the main character becomes infatuated with his student, a 15-year old Arab girl, and ends up making inappropriate advances for which he is gracefully forgiven by another woman later.] 



[bookmark: _Toc48313333]2.1.2 “They don’t belong here”
In the early 2000s a new narrative emerged in Europe that resembles these fictional accounts. Muslims had allegedly become a rapidly growing percentage of the population in Europe. Neighborhoods were Islamizing rapidly and the officially reported percentage of Muslims did not seem to match these changes. To those in support of this narrative, the growing “anti-Western” Muslim culture was cause for concern. In “Eurabia: The Euro-Arab Axis”, Gisèle Littman, using pseudonym Bat Ye’or (2011, first published in 2005), proposed that the accession of Muslims in Europe was a coordinated plot for the expansion of Islam. She depicted Islam as an ideology of conquest, built principally around the concept of jihad. She alleged that Muslims seek hostile expansion by nature and depicted them as having an increasing influence over Europe. This was the result of their strong cultural presence, which she contrasted with a weak European culture. Jews, young girls and openly gay people were the alleged targets of increasing Muslim violence. Just as in Raspail’s novel, immigrants – here, specifically Muslims – are depicted as cultural deviants that do not belong in Europe, and they are helped by “leftists” in their conquest.
	While the Eurabia theory had already gained some popularity in English-speaking countries, it was Renaud Camus’ introduction of the term ‘replacement’ that propelled the great replacement to spread also to the U.S. and beyond.[footnoteRef:27] Apart from its new terminology, the main assertions of his French text, “Le Grand Remplacement” (Camus, 2012), scarcely differ from the Eurabia theory, albeit specifically focused on France. Camus rails against the Islamization of France and the erosion of French culture by immigrants whose values and customs are irreconcilable with French identity. Like Ye’or, Camus questions official demographic figures and argues leftist elites are expediting the spread of Islam. The term ‘replacement’ is new in Camus’ version and it significantly adds to the perception of non-Western immigrants as a threat. The ‘us vs. them’ rhetoric is turned into ‘them instead of us’, morphing the dichotomy from a clash of cultures into the complete eradication of European society.  [27:  The original theory has to this day never been officially published in English, yet many Anglophone speakers have made reference to it. Only in 2018, a booklet titled “You will not replace us!” was published directly in English by Camus in an attempt to summarize many of his earlier French works for an English-speaking audience.] 

Camus refers to Muslim immigrants as “replacements” (“remplacants”) (Bracke & Hernández Aguilar, 2020; Camus, 2012) and summarizes their anti-Western behavior in a demeaning fashion as a “nuisance” (“nocence”). He gives many examples, including excessive noise, depredations, and loitering in streets and harassing people. His examples include criminal behavior as well, such as thefts, burglaries, and drug trafficking. These acts, he asserts, are ‘discretely’ called organized crime, but they are actually the instruments of the great replacement (Camus, 2012, p. 110). In other words: their bothersome, disgusting and criminal behavior has no place in Europe, and accepting such behavior is synonymous with accepting the replacement of Europe by foreigners, spelling Europe’s inevitable destruction.
Camus uses Muslim immigrants as scapegoats for issues in society. He claims their presence means insecurity, violence, prison overcrowding. Their “counter-colonization”[footnoteRef:28] makes it so that France is now “like an old woman who raises the children of others, foreign to French culture” (Camus, 2012, p. 107). He compares claims to French identity by native French citizens to those of Muslim immigrants in a striking summary of his own prejudice (Camus, 2012, p. 66): [28:  Camus alleges that former colonies of European countries were never really “occupied” because there were never enough foreign (Western) people on their soil to make this argument feasible. He insists that the current mass-migration from these former colonies to the countries that colonized them in the past does count as such. He alleges that ‘they’ come to Europe in much larger numbers. This is what Camus calls ‘counter-colonization’ and he alleges that it also proves that they themselves never saw Europeans as oppressors, because “who would voluntarily visit the house of his kidnapper?” (Camus, 2012, p. 63).] 


A veiled woman, poorly speaking our language, uninterested in our culture, who views our history and civilization with animosity or even hate, could perfectly assert to a native French person who is passionate about Romanesque churches, elegant vocabulary and syntax, Montaigne, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Burgundy wine and Proust: “I am as French as you”. 

She is right from a legal standpoint, he goes on, but if this woman is right, then being “French” is nothing but an unfortunate joke. His highly detailed and stereotypical description of this woman’s identity, which he offers as an almost purely rational explanation for the fact that she could never be a French citizen, reveals a normalization of very specific customs that Camus associates with French nationality. Camus’ iteration has engendered a new discourse that appeals to those outside of Europe by shifting the focus from Eurabia to all Western nations and introducing the term ‘replacement’. In many nations beyond the borders of Europe,[footnoteRef:29] these ideas are now also upheld by fringe actors on the extreme right and referenced by terrorists and mass murderers. Native English writers, meanwhile, have since added books to the catalogue of replacement conspiracy and rendered versions of their own.[footnoteRef:30] [29:  The United States (Iqbal & Townsend, 2019), Australia (“Fraser Anning’s Conservative”, 2019), Canada ("Conservative Witness for ‘Online Hate’”, 2019) and New Zealand (Gelineau & Gambrell, 2019).]  [30:  For example, Bawer (2006) and Phillips (2006).] 



[bookmark: _Toc48313334]2.1.3 “It’s the birth rates”

If there is one thing I want you to remember from these writings, its [sic] that the birthrates must change. Even if we were to deport all Non-Europeans from our lands tomorrow, the European people would still be spiraling into decay and eventual death. (Tarrant, 2019, Introduction)

Including the title of this paragraph (thrice), these are the opening sentences of the manifesto written by Tarrant, a White supremacist terrorist who killed 49 people in an attack on a mosque in Christchurch New Zealand on Friday March 15th, 2019 (Gelineau & Gambrell, 2019). His manifesto, titled “The Great Replacement” (Tarrant, 2019) has more in common with Camus’ work than just its name. It reads like a summary of the far longer manifesto that Breivik wrote to explain his own terror attacks in 2011 in Norway. Breivik aimed his attack not directly at Muslims, but at the ‘traitors’ helping them, ‘selling out’ Europe to Islamists (BBC, 2011; Berwick, 2011). Both of these terrorists referred to the great replacement as the reason for their violent acts. Their Islamophobia is based upon the same assertions of cultural incompatibility that I discussed so far. Their sense of urgency and resort to radical violence, however, originates in their belief that even if Muslim immigration would cease, their higher birthrates would still make them the demographic majority in the near future. Violence became a necessity in their ideology because only halting immigration was no longer enough to prevent inevitable Islamization of historically European nations.[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  Europe serves as a cultural identity for the proponents of the great replacement. New Zealand, Australia, the U.S.A. and Canada are considered historically and culturally European by its proponents and count as “European” in their assertions.] 

While notably absent from the Eurabia theory itself (Bat Ye’or, 2011), a similar argument about Muslim birth rates is central to Oriana Fallaci’s writings, which are intertwined with Ye’or’s.[footnoteRef:32] Fallaci alleges that “Muslims stand as the most prolific ethnic and religious group in the world. A characteristic favored by polygamy and the fact that in a woman the Koran sees only a womb for giving birth” (Fallaci, 2006, p. 52) and adding that “in some cities, Muslims are not the official ten percent of the population but the [sic] twenty or thirty more” (Fallaci, 2006, p. 67). She adds that some Muslims openly acknowledge that this is their strategy. As proof, she recounts an interview that is nowhere to be found, where a prominent Muslim convert called “Aisha, wife to Abdul Qadir Etcetera [sic]”[footnoteRef:33] – herself a convert – supposedly said “we don’t need your conversions because whereas you are in zero growth we are as fertile as soil well manured” (Fallaci, 2006, p. 92). A definitively fabricated[footnoteRef:34] quote has Houari Boumédiène in 1974 – then Chairman of the Revolutionary Council of Algeria – proclaiming that “one day millions of men will leave the southern hemisphere of this planet to burst into the northern one […] and they will conquer by populating it with their children. Victory will come to us from the wombs of our women.” (Fallaci, 2006, p. 56). This hyperfertility and drive for conquest is accompanied by the ‘filth’ of Muslim communities as she most notably alleges in her earlier work “The Rage and the Pride” (Bialasiewicz, 2006, pp. 712–713).  [32:  “La forza della ragione” was first released in 2004 in Italian, before Ye’or’s “Eurabia”. Ye’or has explicitly written her theory of “Eurabia” in response to Fallaci’s suggestion in “La forza della ragione” (“The Force of Reason”, 2006) that there must be some larger plot in order to explain the rapid changes in society (Bat Ye’or, 2011, p. 51).]  [33:  Abdul Qadir Fadl Allah Mamour was an alleged Al Qaeda sympathizer deported back to Senegal by the Italian government in 2003 (“Italy halts in grief”, 2003).]  [34:  See Bracke & Hernandez Aguilar (2020).] 

Like Fallaci, Camus also argues that Muslim immigrants deliberately pursue high birthrates as an “instrument of replacement”. He asserts that the populations of poorer countries cannot believe that there are countries in the world where people are paid to have children and live off child support without any other occupation. As a result, they want to migrate here as quickly as possible to give birth to as much as seventeen ‘replacements’ (Camus, 2012, p.86). Muslim immigrants are thus imagined as quickly procreating freeloaders that take advantage of Western welfare programs while simultaneously aiming to destroy the underlying Western foundations that made these policies possible in the first place. Combined with the perceived threat of the Islamization of society, the demographic threat makes the issue much more urgent. As follows from the actions of Breivik and Tarrant (among others), this addition makes the great replacement a possible generator of extremist violence (Ebner & Davey, 2019).


[bookmark: _Toc48313335]2.2 Broader appeal

[bookmark: _Toc48313336]2.2.1 Those who should have known better
The arguments of the great replacement are also present in the writing and assertions of some politicians on the (far) right (Walker, 2019), as well as journalists and (more) centrist politicians. People who, as Doug Saunders has put it, “should have known better” (2012, p. 33). A case in point is Christopher Caldwell, a journalist writing for the Financial Times and the New York times. Space does not permit me to discuss similar works by other writers and journalists like Bruce Bawer (2006) and Melanie Phillips (2012). I therefore chose Caldwell’s book as an example here because it is specifically about Europe and covers all of the tropes about demographics and cultural incompatibility. It does so, furthermore, under the guise of journalistic integrity and scholarly rigor. The discussion below merely scratches the surface of the false claims and accusations in his argumentation, but it clearly shows that the arguments of the great replacement are not only found in fictional books and radical conspiracy theories.[footnoteRef:35]  [35:  For an in-depth empirical critique of Caldwell’s work and that of similar authors, see Saunders (2014).] 

Caldwell portrays a ‘changing’ Europe as the result of the accession of millions of Muslims. On the cover, the book asks the rhetorical question “Can Europe be the same with different people in it?”, which is answered with a resounding “no.” already at the end of the introduction. Caldwell’s argument is set up in the same way as the great replacement. He starts from the unreferenced assertion Europe has a population problem and is therefore (automatically) susceptible to an increasing Muslim presence and influence. He claims “Muslim culture [sic] is unusually full of messages laying out the practical advantages of procreation” (Caldwell, 2010, p. 15) and defends Fallaci’s statement of Muslims “multiplying like protozoa” (Caldwell, 2010, p. 78). Houellebecq’s dystopian novels are cited as “libertine” and “brilliant” and Caldwell specifically includes an argument he apparently read into Houellebecq’s novel ‘Whatever’.[footnoteRef:36] The argument is that “a world in which sexual pleasure is made a preeminent good is not a world in which people are brought closer together” (Caldwell, 2010, p. 197). This argument is meant to juxtapose liberal Western sexual norms with a more pious Islam that may therefore become attractive to European women and thus pose a threat to European sexual liberty.[footnoteRef:37] [36:  Having also read “Whatever” (Houellebecq, 1998), I have been unable to find this articulated clearly. It may be there suggestively, but I was unable to detect it.]  [37:  According to Caldwell, European sexual freedom precludes lasting attachments which in turn breeds loneliness. Islam supposedly serves as an attractive substitute because of its more traditional take on sexual relations. This is damaging to Western values, according to Caldwell, especially since European women are as a result also increasingly infatuated with exotic, masculine migrants. Caldwell discusses an autobiography by German author Corinne Hofmann which deals with her admiration for a Kenyan man and Caldwell states, again without reference, that this “did not just reflect Hofmann’s own tastes, but the entire German-speaking world’s” (Caldwell, 2010, p. 85). As a result, German males are made to feel “small, ugly and asexual”.] 

The alleged spread of Islam and Muslims is then depicted as a threat to European culture because of their homophobia, antisemitism, polygamy, and disproportionally criminal behavior. This is exacerbated by the political correctness of left-wing immigration policies and multiculturalism, which Caldwell denounces as “fear masquerading as tolerance”, the result of a guilt complex leftover from Europe’s colonial history. Just like the proponents of the great replacement, Caldwell claims that Muslims commit a large percentage of the crime in European cities and the ‘Arab world’ is the main source of terrorist violence in Europe, all of which is demonstrably false (Mezvinsky, 2010; Saunders, 2012)
Caldwell only cites a very small number of studies and most of his claims remain unsubstantiated, but he feigns scientific rigor throughout the book. His ‘proof’ consists of only a selective assortment of skewed statistics, and he includes just a few of the direst figures without explaining or contextualizing them particularly well (Caldwell, 2010, pp. 13–15; Saunders, 2012, pp. 90–101). Caldwell thus provides a journalistic narrative that can be used to back up the Islamophobic and anti-immigrant claims of the great replacement with a more mainstream-acceptable source. And as stated above, he was not the only mainstream author to do provide such a narrative.[footnoteRef:38] The contours for the mainstream legitimization of anti-Islamic arguments is provided by authors like Caldwell by admixing a fear of the unknown with pseudoscientific and exaggerated statistical data. In the Netherlands, too, these kinds of arguments have found fertile ground. [38:  See also Saunders (2012).] 


[bookmark: _Toc48313337]2.2.2 “Omvolking”: the Dutch context
In the 1980s and 1990s, Dutch politician Janmaat of the “Centrum Democraten” (CD) party already alleged that the Netherlands was experiencing “unnatural demographic developments” (Van Buuren, 2016, p. 87). Following these and similar statements about immigrants, he was finally criminally convicted of inciting hatred and racism in 1995 (Trouw, 1995). Following these developments, a conspiracy theory began to spread within the Dutch far-right that alleged a ‘silent majority’ wished to criticize immigration but was silenced by a top-down denouncement that all such claims were racist (Van Buuren, 2016). ‘Regular’ people like tram personnel in Amsterdam who voiced their discontent with a perceived Islamization were denounced by mainstream and left-wing political actors (Westerloo, 2003). This sentiment originated in 1990, when a book entitled “the demise of the Netherlands, land of naïve fools” was published by Rasoel (1990), a writer with an alleged but unconfirmed Iranian background.[footnoteRef:39] Rasoel warned that merely the presence of Muslims in the Netherlands represented a time bomb with no means to defuse it. Weak and facilitative Dutch people would be no match for ‘tough’ Muslims, ‘medieval warriors’, ready to take over the country. Once Muslims realized this opportunity, Rasoel alleged, they would take the country almost instantaneously. His warning resembles the fabricated Boumédiène quote referenced by Fallaci and Camus. The book and an accompanying Islamophobic sentiment in far-right circles had a brief surge in popular support, but this sentiment initially did not gain momentum within mainstream politics. [39:  See Schulte (2019).] 

	Around the turn of the century, Scheffer (2000) and Bolkestein (Schulte, 2019) argued that the Dutch ‘multicultural project’ had failed. Both were mainstream politicians, and both were considered relatively centrist. They asserted that politicians never really considered the possibility that labor migrants may decide to stay, but not necessarily want to adapt fully to Dutch customs. As a result, they argued, immigrants could pose a threat to Dutch values if they became a sufficiently large percentage of the population. Especially Muslims were perceived as incompatible with Dutch customs and the sentiment that had surrounded Rasoel’s publication again came into focus. Around the same time, Pim Fortuyn, a prominent and wealthy businessman, made his way into national politics with an anti-immigrant and specifically anti-Muslim agenda (Schulte, 2019; Van Buuren, 2016; Van Rossem, 2011). Fortuyn was the leader of the newly formed political party “Leefbaar Nederland” (LN) which later disbanded due to internal misgivings, after which he started his own party, “Lijst Pim Fortuyn” (LPF). As a self-identified “proud gay man”, Fortuyn railed against the “cultural backwardness” of Muslims and their failure to embrace Western values like gay rights (Poorthuis & Wansink, 2012). He asserted that the Islamization of the Netherlands was only possible because the left-wing politicians that ruled the country were either helping or at least not halting it. Fortuyn was murdered by a left-wing activist in May 2002, less than a year after 9/11. For many Dutch people, both these events confirmed the sincerity and urgency of Fortuyn’s warnings about the threat of Islam and its leftist sympathizers, and these warnings have remained centerstage through reiterations by various politicians after his demise. This also increased the prevalence of conspiracies about Islam and the inability to say anything negative about it for fear of reprisal by either Islamist extremists or ridicule by leftist elites (Schulte, 2019).
	On Dutch (far-right) online forums, these conspiracies became increasingly prominent in the 2000s. Following the initial popularity of ‘Eurabia’ (Bat Ye’or, 2011) after its publication in 2005, various interviews were published online with authors like Bat Ye’Or (Oostheim, 2009). The conspiracy converged online with existing Islamophobia following 9/11 and Fortuyn’s assassination. Forums and blogs became filled with topics about the Islamization of the Netherlands (Brendel, 2009; Jansen, 2008; Selim, 2008), the loss of ‘Dutch culture’ (Van Der Veer, 2009), and the decreasing safety of Jews, young girls and openly gay people in public (De Geus, 2018). Following the publication of Camus’ “le grand remplacement”, which was embraced almost immediately by these communities (Lucky9, 2012a, 2012b), several blogs started using the term “omvolking” (Jansen, 2015; Mosterd, 2020; Pritt Stift, 2019, 2020a; Stef, 2019). The term means “population replacement” and is exceedingly troubling because of its linguistic proximity to the Nazi word “umvolkung”. The Nazis used this term to signify a weakening of German culture through foreign influences and it played a central role in their plan for “Lebensraum” (more ‘space’ for ‘the German people’), which inspired the annexation of Poland and the “endlösung” (final solution) for the ‘Jewish problem’ (Wolf, 2020). The Dutch far-right blog Geenstijl even has a whole section that is accessible using the tag #omvolking, which includes a weekly topic discussing the number of asylum seekers that entered the country that week (e.g. Pritt Stift, 2020b, 2020d).[footnoteRef:40] [40:  See https://www.geenstijl.nl/tag/omvolking (accessed 2020, July 23). Especially during the COVID-19 crisis, many of these posts reveal how these publications view immigration as a zero-sum game of Dutch people versus immigrants.] 

The anti-immigrant and Islamophobic tropes of the great replacement have not remained exclusive to far-right online forums but are also present in Dutch mainstream journalism and politics.[footnoteRef:41] The Dutch politicians most ardently and overtly claiming the incompatibility of Islam with Dutch culture are Wilders (PVV) and Baudet (FvD), both of whom have openly endorsed the great replacement’s assertions of a preconceived plot of the Islamization (and “homogenization”) of Europe with the help of the EU and leftist elites.[footnoteRef:42] In current[footnoteRef:43] polling (Ipsos, 2020), these parties have a combined 25 seats in parliament which is about 16% of the total of 150 seats. The relative success of Fortuyn’s party and later Wilders and Baudet has led other political parties to rethink their stance on immigration as well – at least in part because they were losing votes (Klingeren et al., 2017). [41:  Space does not permit me to include a discussion of relevant publications in mainstream journalism, but one example is an ongoing thread of articles by Martin Sommer in De Volkskrant that started around 2013 in which he systematically endorses similar arguments of incompatible culture and the retrenchment of Western values because of the influence of Islam in Dutch society (e.g. Sommer, 2013, 2015, 2017, 2019).]  [42:  “Homogenization” refers to the idea of weakening the European identity by importing Arab and Muslim people, similar to Baudet’s “homeopathic dilution”.]  [43:  Using data from July 31, 2020.] 



[bookmark: _Toc48313338]2.2.3 Mark Rutte’s letter
The Dutch centrist parties most often said to cater to the voters of far-right parties are the VVD (Liberal right) and CDA (Christian-right), who in 2002 formed a coalition cabinet with the LPF and in 2010 again with conditional support by the PVV (Klingeren et al., 2017). Both of these cabinets failed to complete the normal four-year term of government, but it shows that there are mainstream parties willing to accommodate at least some far-right ideas in government. The last of these governments was led by Mark Rutte, who was then and still is the political leader of the VVD and currently prime minister for the third consecutive term since 2010.[footnoteRef:44] Most Dutch citizens consider Rutte to be a pragmatic and reasonable man with good leadership qualities and social skills. A recent poll even ranked him the country’s ‘best prime minister’ since the second World War (Kanne, 2020). The negative traits described about him in such studies do not include suspicions of racism[footnoteRef:45] and he is considered pro-EU. [44:  As of August 2020.]  [45:  His reaction to the Black Lives Matter protests in June and July of 2020 has changed this somewhat, but likely only among BLM supporters.] 

In January 2017, Mark Rutte and the VVD published a full-page letter, in which Rutte alleges that Dutch society has issues that need to be addressed, problematizing the behavior of some citizens as “not normal”. Contextually, the letter seemed to cater to far-right parties that were surging in the polls at that time (Van Der Horst, 2017). The VVD’s recent history of ruling with far-right parties and its earlier appropriation of some of the more popular far-right rhetoric (Van Der Horst, 2017) made this unsurprising. What I aim to show here, however, is that this sort of catering may be problematic in the current political climate in which these far-right parties endorse xenophobic conspiracy theories like the great replacement. In chapter 5 and 6, I analyze the contents of this letter and explain how its contents may help legitimize the arguments of the great replacement to mainstream audiences.


[bookmark: _Toc48313339]3 Theoretical background

As outlined above, the great replacement spreads an ‘us’ versus ‘them’ narrative that depicts ‘the West’[footnoteRef:46] as superior to non-Western cultures and vilifies Arab and Muslim immigrants from North Africa and the Middle East.[footnoteRef:47] This chapter introduces academic theories that show how the Eurocentric historical social construction of Western society exposes a less-pronounced but similar narrative. This social construct and its reproduction help grasp why the great replacement is tenable to its followers. First, I discuss how Said’s theory of Orientalism (Said, 2003) shows a systemic Orientalizing of non-Western subjects in European history. This exposes a normalized dichotomized definition of ‘us’ and ‘them’ in European thought that relates to the same in- and outgroups that are central to the great replacement. Next, I include Van Dijk’s theory about the discursive reproduction of systemic racism (Van Dijk, 2015). Van Dijk’s theory provides insight into how the discourse of influential actors like Rutte plays a role in reproducing existing power hierarchies. Such reproduction strengthens existing normalized expectations, including the Orientalized depiction of non-Western subjects. [46:  Contextually, this means Europe, North America, Canada, Australia and New Zealand, as shown in chapter 2.]  [47:  As clarified earlier, Arab, Muslim, North African and Middle Eastern are used interchangeably by the great replacement’s proponents.] 



[bookmark: _Toc48313340]3.1 Orientalism

There is no better starting point for my analysis than the theory of Orientalism. Said (2003) presents Orientalism as a discourse (in the Foucauldian sense) by which the West essentially produces the Orient as an object of study – where ‘the Orient’ refers to North Africa, the Middle East, and Asia.[footnoteRef:48] Said shows how the Orient has historically been studied and represented almost exclusively from a Western perspective, with which it is habitually contrasted. Its (highly diverse) people have therefore not been able to present their own self-image. A similar unreflexively Western perspective is central to the claims of the great replacement, which has turned a similar ‘cultural’ dichotomy into an existential threat for the West. [48:  “The Orient” is a contested concept. Said wrote his book primarily as a critical history of Oriental Studies, which at the time (the 1970s) was focused mainly on these areas. In the public imagination, “Oriental” has shifted to refer predominantly to East-Asian countries like China and Korea (M. W. Lewis & Wigen, 1997, pp. 53–55). This shift may render the use of this terminology confusing. Said’s definition, however, is still used widely in academia and closely matches my focus on European imaginaries of North-African and Middle Eastern Muslim immigrants.] 


[bookmark: _Toc48313341]3.1.1 European hegemony
In order to grasp why Orientalism has been so pervasive and influential, Said argues that Orientalism needs to be interpreted as what Gramsci called a hegemony (Said, 2003, pp. 6–7). In the absence of a totalitarian regime, (political) leaders cannot dominate the flow of information. In democratic systems, instead, cultural leadership defines collective ideas. Certain ideas prevail over others, and some will take precedence. The collective cultural framework that follows is what Said refers to as cultural hegemony, and like domination it has the possibility to construct an almost absolute frame of reference for all subjects within its fold. An important part of Europe’s historical cultural hegemony, as Said shows (2003, pp. 255–283), is the collective belief that European people and culture are superior to non-European people and cultures. This normalized assumption of European superiority has historically silenced voices – from within and without – that sought to represent a more open-minded or egalitarian interpretation of other cultures. It has also made sure that relations between Europeans and others have historically depicted Europe ‘naturally’ as the superior party. From an Orientalized perspective, White European (Christian) identity is thus superior to Arab culture, North-African and Middle Eastern people and cultures, Muslims and Islam.
	Since its original publication in 1978, Said’s Orientalism has amassed broad support in critical disciplines within academia. Despite a notable following in the social sciences, however, Said argued as recently as 2003 that not much has changed. He made this assertion in the introduction to the revised edition of the “Orientalism” (Said, 2003). He analyzed the decision to go to war in Iraq by invoking the texts and speeches of the Bush White House and their Orientalized and homogenized vision of the people living in Iraq. Similar depictions of Syrian refugees by the Trump administration as well as European nations today reveal the same discourse (Arif, 2018; Hassan, 2017). People from “the Orient” are still regarded as cultural others, naturally subjected and incapable of their own liberal democratic governance – in need of Western salvation. Said sums this up quite clearly by stating that “[w]ithout a well-organized sense that these people over there were not like ‘us’ and didn’t appreciate ‘our’ values – the very core of traditional Orientalist dogma as I describe its creation and circulation in this book – there would have been no war” (Said, 2003, p. xv).

[bookmark: _Toc48313342]3.1.2 Orientalism and immigration
Said’s work is focused predominantly on literature and academia, and where it does venture into actual politics,[footnoteRef:49] it deals mostly with East-West relations in terms of nations and geopolitics. The great replacement, however, predominantly targets within-country non-Western subjects, i.e. Muslim immigrants. To show how Orientalism is relevant in understanding the great replacement, therefore, an understanding of the Orientalized depiction of immigrants is important. Isin (2015a) provides such an insight, which follows from his interpretation of citizenship. He starts with the observation that in colonial times, citizenship became an institution that colonizing countries leveraged to create governable people – instead of merely subjected. By assigning people a juridical place in society, the colonists also secured their own position as legitimate rulers. As Isin sees it, this institution then continued to operate in former colonies after their (formal) independence, leaving in place the Orientalized image of government (Isin, 2015b, p. 263). Since this image is closely connected to the imposed and subsequently normalized Western idea of governance, it accentuates the inability of traditionally Orientalized people for self-government unless they adopt Western (liberal) ideas. This renders them to self-criticize when their self-government fails and keeps them indebted to a Western value-system.[footnoteRef:50] [49:  As opposed to ‘the political’, following Mouffe’s distinction between ‘politics’ as the creation of order and coexistence within ‘the political’ (Mouffe, 2009).]  [50:  Said emphasizes a similar phenomenon when he argues that Orientalism has produced an Arab world Orientalizing itself by second-ordering their own culture and customs to Western capitalism (Said, 2003, p. 325).] 

	Following from this Western construct of citizenship are also specific behavioral (self-) expectations for immigrant citizenship in Europe.[footnoteRef:51] As Sabsay has noted, “one particular mechanism of the Orientalist logic of citizenship is to deny political agency to those who make wrong choices” (2015, p. 19). As a result of Orientalized images of Islam, Europe has normalized many (and vastly diverse) characteristics of Muslims as antithetical to European citizenship. Sabsay exemplifies the free choice by Muslim women to wear the hijab, which is portrayed in Western discourse as submissive and a symbol of oppression. Muslim women have often explained that the hijab represents agency and autonomy, only to be dismissed by non-Muslims as either inauthentic choices or as a failure to detect their own oppression. To Western audiences, voluntarily wearing the hijab represents an inability of Muslim women to free themselves from a culture of male dominance. As Sabsay points out, however, the hijab has a plethora of different meanings, and Western audiences are “utterly mistaken” (2015, p. 24) to denounce it simply as a symbol of oppression. In fact, it is exemplary of a broader observation: [51:  European countries being the former colonial powers.] 

	
If ‘non-Western’ people are willing to part ways with those actions, practices, and markers of identity that appear antagonistic to desired freedoms that are already available in Western societies, then they are considered to be making the right choices. If not, they face the wrath of orientalism [sic]. (Sabsay, 2015, p. 28)

In Sabsay’s article, these observations are evidenced not from referencing some far-right theory, but the national policies of European countries (e.g. France banned the hijab in public capacities) and practices of mainstream media (e.g. the unyielding questioning of the motivations of Muslim women for wearing the hijab). Orientalism is not only apparent in the Western lopsided depiction of Islamic symbols, but also in the re-questioning of Muslims about the same customs by Western audiences. Similar depictions are of central importance in the assertions of the great replacement in which Muslims are depicted as inherently non-Western subjects and their culture as backwards, anti-Western and anti-European.

[bookmark: _Toc48313343]3.1.3 Critiques of Orientalism
Orientalism is not without its critics and it has even been deemed a controversial theory by some scholars because it questioned an entire academic discipline. Most notably, Irwin (2008) and Kramer (2007) have accused Said of writing a ‘polemic’ that completely misunderstands Orientalist scholars and novelists. Their criticism is aimed predominantly at Said’s “biased misrepresentation” of the field of Oriental studies and Kramer argued that Said’s ‘radical’ followers have “browbeaten” Orientalist scholars to the point where all criticism of Islam became untenable. Others have also pointed out that Said’s representation of the field of Oriental studies is not without gaps (B. Lewis, 1982). However, those pointing to historical inaccuracies or the absence of a systematic overview of Oriental studies in Said’s account may have misunderstood his argument. The crux of Said’s work is not to show that all authors dealing with the Orient have misrepresented its people and customs. Although he argues that this often is the case, the more important point of his work is to show that there exists a historical asymmetry in which the Orient is seen as an object of study for Western scholars – and never the other way around, nor would the other way around be deemed acceptable. An important part of the point he makes is that the failure of Orientalist scholars to detect this asymmetrical historical relation, and the power imbalance it uncovers, represents an inability to understand their own position as historically privileged and possibly oppressive. 
	In another prominent critique, Halliday (1993) correctly argues that Said does not add anything substantively to the study of the societies in question. Halliday’s main critique is that Said makes assumptions about the link between the genesis of ideas and their validity. He states that Orientalism argues that “because ideas are produced in a context of domination, or directly in the service of domination, they are thereby presumed to be invalid” (Halliday, 1993, p. 159). Halliday ties this to a second critique, namely that Said does not provide counterarguments for these ideas by examining if the Middle East indeed presents itself differently on the matters being discussed. Said’s point, however, is not that ideas produced in a context of domination are necessarily false – but that it is unethical to objectify people and cultures and make assertions about them that they themselves may not agree with. Halliday’s second critique about the lack of counterarguments would require Said to engage in the kind of research that Said thus deems indefensible. Said’s critique is not (only) aimed directly and substantively at correcting the historical misinterpretations that are the result of Orientalism but rather at the responsibility of Western authors to end the normalization of historical power asymmetries and allow these societies instead to produce their own self-image.


[bookmark: _Toc48313344]3.2 The discursive reproduction of racism

Van Dijk (2015) provides a theoretical model, grounded in Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), that focuses on the role of discourse in reproducing (social) power structures. Social structures define the context in which actors make their assertions. Hegemonic belief systems like Orientalism qualify as such structures since they determine the context and thus influence the perceived validity of argumentation. They also expose structural power imbalances (i.e. power structures). Van Dijk uses CDA to analyze discourse (i.e. the use of language, images and other forms of communication) to investigate power structures and to expose systemic abuse of power. He analyzes power hierarchies between actors and audiences and addresses the inequalities that are not made explicit in the discourse itself. This analysis covers the actor who conveys the message, those whom the discourse is about as well as the audience, and explicitly describes the social structure(s) in which all this takes place.

[bookmark: _Toc48313345]3.2.1 The interpretation of discourse
Van Dijk’s most important observation for my thesis is that there is no direct link between social structures and discourse. This link only exists through interpretation and, thus, cognition. Consequently, in order to understand why discourse can reproduce power structures, it is important to investigate how audiences interpret discourse. Van Dijk connects CDA to theories about cognition in order to make sense of how people perceive and produce discourse (2008).[footnoteRef:52] To make interpretations, and to connect individual events to social structures, people use what Van Dijk calls a mental model (Figure 1 below). In order to understand discourse, people construct a model of the material situation that the discourse is about. This allows them to contextualize and group events to form a coherent narrative, categorize knowledge and accumulate this knowledge into belief systems. What this model shows is that (1) previous mainstream discursive events are important in the interpretation of subsequent discourse, and (2) the interpretation of discourse influences and depends on opinions related to issues and theories. [52:  Van Dijk borrows terminology from psychology, a field in which some of his studies were published, but has also translated his theory into fields such as linguistics and political communication (Van Dijk, 2001, 2014).] 
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[bookmark: _Ref48232794][bookmark: _Ref48241778][bookmark: _Toc48241798]Figure 1: Interpretation of a discursive event

Mental models draw from three levels of information. The first level is the text (or other communicative event) itself and its overt assertions about the material event that it discusses. As a fictional example, consider a statement that an ancient human bone has been found in a decommissioned subway tunnel in London. The second level is the context in which the material event is situated. The discovery of a single ancient human bone will render a quite different mental model, for example, than when it is part of an ongoing string of similar events that may constitute the discovery of an ancient civilization. The audience’s own relation to the material event and the other people involved in it is also relevant. Perhaps they live near the area and have made some discoveries of their own – or perhaps they are worried they may possibly have to relocate for an upcoming excavation project. The last and most complex level of information is prior knowledge about the world in general. This includes more abstract presuppositions, like general knowledge that people are sometimes required to leave their houses for such projects. Critical discourse analysis should include an explicit examination of all three levels of interpretation, providing a thorough investigation of the context in which the discourse takes place.[footnoteRef:53] [53:  I further operationalize this in chapter 4 where I discuss the methodology of my thesis.] 


[bookmark: _Toc48313346]3.2.2 Knowledge managers and mind control
For Van Dijk, CDA and mental models are most relevant when there is a power hierarchy between author and audience. Authors in a dominant position can influence the knowledge of audiences through what Van Dijk calls “mind control” (2015, p. 472). As highlighted in Figure 2 below, they can influence the ‘Mainstream discourse’ element of the mental model. When audiences look to the author as a (possible) source of knowledge, this author can assert opinions as knowledge, thereby influencing this part of the mental model of the audience which they use in the interpretation of subsequent discourse. I call these kinds of authors “knowledge managers” here. 
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[bookmark: _Ref48302719][bookmark: _Ref48308717]Figure 2: The role of influential actors in shaping mental models

Applying this to my thesis, when influential mainstream actors validate some of the Orientalist discourse about immigrants that is also used in the great replacement, they add to its perceived legitimacy. This works because they hold positions in which they are considered legitimate sources of knowledge (knowledge managers) and their assertions therefore influence the mental models of their audience. Consider, for example, if a well-known and respected public figure asserts, as a matter of fact, that Muslim harassment of same-sex couples holding hands in public is increasing. This assertion, its factual inaccuracy aside, could be explained in different ways – but it is easy to see how some may interpret this to support a more general perception of Islam having an increasing influence over society. For those who already (are inclined to) believe that this is the case, their openness to the more radical arguments in the great replacement may increase, since one of its arguments is supported by a – to them – legitimate source of knowledge. Mainstream actors have a broad appeal as knowledge managers, since they are considered as legitimate sources of information by a large. When they make arguments that support the great replacement without contextualizing or nuancing them, their discourse may therefore widen the great replacement’s appeal. This is the missing link I identified at the start of this paragraph between (Orientalist) mainstream discourse and interpretation.

[bookmark: _Toc48313347]3.2.3 Unintentional reproduction of systemic racism
Authors can construct discourse to mean something different to different audience members. This idea is not new and it can be referred to as multivocality (Albertson, 2015). Similar concepts are doublespeak (Lutz, 1989) dog whistles (e.g. Albertson, 2015), racial fig leaves (e.g. Saul, 2017) and virtue signaling (e.g. Wendling, 2018). The way in which these concepts are normally investigated in CDA requires intentionality. Albertson (2015), for example, refers to dog whistles in the context of political campaigns intentionally designed to appeal to religious voters while preventing the alienation of non-religious voters who may have reservations about the role of religion in politics. Such discursive multivocality can also happen inadvertently, however, and still have detrimental effects. As Fairclough has observed, the reproduction of ‘common-sense’ conventions in language indeed often happens unconsciously (2001, p. 2). Such conventions – as a result of cultural hegemony – may include Orientalism and its tenets.
To show how this reproduces inequality, it is important to investigate the role of privilege as well. Actors are privileged when they have a systemic advantage over others in society that is not due to their own merit (Black & Stone, 2005). Privileged actors may or may not be aware of their privileged position. Regardless, they may underestimate their own advantage and therefore develop unrealistic expectations of others that are less privileged or even in a position of systemic disadvantage. For example, Muslim women who assert that they wear the hijab as an expression of identity are discounted out of hand by European audiences because Europeans ‘know’ that it ‘actually’ stands for oppression – a belief that is the result of a lopsided, Orientalist Western historical discursive construct. Following the observations of the last paragraph, if knowledge managers reiterate such constructs, they become normalized. They then add to (the reproduction of) systemic racism because of a failure to investigate privilege and the systemic disadvantage of others. Such systemic racism follows from the prejudiced categorical dismissal of arguments, even if these arguments are expressed by the people with the lived experience necessary for inside knowledge. On the topic of the hijab, Muslim women in Europe are thus often taken less seriously than non-Muslim people making dismissive arguments about them, even though these women choose to wear the hijab and are therefore far more likely to know what it means to them (Sabsay, 2015).
As it relates to my thesis, I argue that influential actors need to be conscientious not only about their use of discourse and context, but also about the composition of their audience. Only then can they also carefully evaluate their own relation to the different (possible) communities in their audience and their own privileged position. In situations where discourse both includes inadvertent multivocality (“unintentional dog whistles”) and fails to be conscientious about privilege, it simultaneously reproduces and legitimizes systemic racism.[footnoteRef:54] Such undetected and inadvertent results of discourse as a result of inadequate positional self-reflection often escape the focus of CDA studies, because discourse (in the narrow sense) is predominantly investigated as a deliberative process, or as a tool. This is true even in the analyses of Lazar (2014), whose feminist approach to CDA investigates the normalization of gendered discourse. Her analyses, however, are predominantly focused on the text and context of discursive events – without an explicit investigation of whether authors are conscientious about their own privilege. In other words, her efforts are meant to detect institutional privilege, but not the author’s own efforts for the self-identification thereof.  [54:  The slogan “White silence is complicity” used by Black Lives Matters protestors refers to a similar concept (Carlee, 2020). If White people choose to remain silent on systemic inequalities that greatly benefit them and disadvantage Black (and other non-White) communities, then this communicates that they don’t care (enough) to end the inequality that, historically, the White community is responsible for.] 

As a critique of Critical Discourse Analysis, I argue that thorough CDA studies should include such an investigation. Influential mainstream actors need to be (made) aware that they are responsible for the inadvertent reproduction of systemic racism if this is not their intention and they have the ability to prevent this. Unchecked privilege may lead to unintentional multivocality, to the detriment of the underprivileged. For instance, the reiteration of normalized Orientalist images of immigrants may lead to the normalization of Islamophobic tropes which in turn makes the great replacement appealing to a broader audience. Mainstream actors may intentionally use racial fig leaves to attract the Islamophobic voters of far-right parties, but at the same time they may be unaware that the same tropes are important in the spread of a xenophobic conspiracy theory. This distinction is important, since the great replacements provides an encompassing narrative that combines individual Islamophobic stereotypes into a more dangerous ideology of racism and hate with a proclivity for violence, as Ebner and Davey (2019) have shown.[footnoteRef:55] Moreover, this happens as a result of the discourses of mainstream actors despite their possibly less harmful intentions. [55:  As noted in 1.1, I consider Islamophobia racism as it pertains to the scope of my analysis since the possible distinction between anti-Muslim racism and anti-Islam bigotry (cf. Lauwers, 2019) is not substantively relevant to my thesis.] 

In order to specifically focus my analysis on arguments that may evidence unchecked privilege, I use Ferber’s (2012) framework of oppression-blindness in my analysis. Her framework is an intersectional (cf. Crenshaw, 1991) approach to color-blind racism (Bonilla-Silva, 2006). Color-blind racism refers to the idea that not only overt statements of White supremacy, but also institutional inequalities that systemically privilege the White (male) community more than others should be considered racist. By showing how similar systemic privileges also marginalize women as well as people of non-Christian faith in the U.S., Ferber shows that the same societal constructs that apply to color-blind (or systemic, or institutional) racism also apply to other forms of discrimination – including religious and cultural. I use the intersectional model instead of the model that specifically addresses racism here since this makes it clear – for readers who may not agree with my assumption that Islamophobia is always racist, at least as it relates to the scope of my analysis – the same arguments also hold for cultural and religious bigotry. Ferber applies this model in a sociological analysis, exposing systemic properties of the historical constructs in society that reproduce privilege. She shows that it is possible to systematically address institutional privilege using clear identifiers that I will discuss in chapter 4. Her analysis exposes such privileges and their intersections, but also the detrimental effect these institutions have on those whose positionality does not match the normalized social context. 

[bookmark: _Toc48313348]4 Methods

This chapter introduces the methods I use to analyze Rutte’s letter. The goal of my analysis is to show, in light of the theoretical framework introduced in the previous chapter, how Rutte’s claims may legitimize (parts of) the great replacement. By focusing on a single case and making inferences about a larger problem, my analysis is susceptible to the fallacies of inductive reasoning. Section 4.1 briefly discusses what this means for my thesis. Section 4.2 discusses how I use Critical Discourse Analysis to analyze the text, context and societal embeddedness of Rutte’s claims. Section 4.3 explains how I limit my focus within CDA on exposing the discursive reproduction of systemic racism, which I adapt specifically to address the types of privileged arguments that may legitimize the great replacement using the indicators of oppression-blindness provided by Ferber (2012). Section 4.4 defends my case choice, and the concluding section of this chapter, section 4.5, draws together the methodological approach, models and indicators introduced in this chapter. This provides a clear overview of the methodology of my inquiry and connects it to the theoretical framework.


[bookmark: _Toc48313349]4.1 A note on inductive reasoning

My analysis includes inductive reasoning because I use individual observations to infer new knowledge. As Hume already pointed out, one of the fallacies of induction is that there is no direct relation between observed regularities and causality, or even relatedness (Sloman & Lagnado, 2005). This means that if I find similarities in the rhetoric of mainstream actors and the great replacement, that does not automatically represent anything beyond covariance or even coincidence. And if it does, there could be other factors at play that may render the relationship irrelevant as a (causal) explanation. Consequently, while I do provide some suggestions as to what my findings mean for the responsibilization of mainstream actors, these findings are preliminary, and more research is needed to strengthen or dismiss these findings. The value of this research is therefore theoretical and not empirical. It is an exercise in normative political theory. This research makes an argument for new causal links that can subsequently be explored empirically. 
	In order to make this a structured effort, this chapter introduces methods and models suitable for such an approach. Although I make a specific combination, my analysis is based on previously developed methods and indicators. I have tried to formulate any inferences I make so that others may examine them in other (discursive) contexts as well. Moreover, most of the inferences I make resemble the similarity-based approach used in some case study research (Sloman & Lagnado, 2005). Its main assumption is that if two similar subjects show similar behavior, then causal pathways are likely to be similar as well. I make a similar assumption, namely that assertions in mainstream discourse that resemble the great replacement are likely to increase the propensity for its perception as a legitimate theory. This assumption requires additional investigation, however, since it is a theoretical assertion that follows from my interpretation of Van Dijk’s (2015) theory discussed above.


[bookmark: _Toc48313350]4.2 Critical Discourse Analysis

Critical Discourse Analysis is a politically engaged approach to research the discourse of influential actors, and it has a political and social agenda (Van Dijk, 2001). Since it is not strictly a method in itself, scholars seeking to apply CDA need to construct their own (multidisciplinary) methodological framework as required by the project at hand. I use Critical Discourse Analysis because I am interested in investigating arguments in mainstream discourse that may increase or broaden support for the great replacement. The critical examination of the discursive statements of mainstream actors is a suitable method to detect how this relationship may work.
Most CDA scholars agree (e.g. Fairclough, 2001; Lazar, 2014; Van Dijk, 2001, 2015) that the approach usually follows three dimensions. These dimensions overlap with the three sources of knowledge that may influence the mental model of audience members discussed in paragraph 3.2.1 and I include a similar example here: a news event that discusses the material event of an ancient human bone being discovered. A single unit of analysis in CDA can be a text, a speech, an advertisement, a comic or picture, or any other single communicative event. The three dimensions of such a communicative event, then, are as follows:

(1) The text or image itself (e.g. the description of the discovery of a human bone).
(2) The immediate context (interaction) in which the event takes place (e.g. the timing and location of both the discovery itself as well as the news event about this discovery and how they are related).
(3) The larger context (e.g. general knowledge about what may happen when such a bone is found in a context similar to the one explained by dimension two of the analysis).

The third dimension is usually described in CDA by referring to abstract ideas like “general knowledge” (Van Dijk, 2008) or “social conditions” (Fairclough, 2001) and this is where different audience members may have a different mental representation (mental model), which leads to divergent interpretations of the same discourse. A thorough CDA study follows these dimensions and addresses the substantive meaning of the communicative event as seen from each dimension as well as the cross-referential links between them. My analysis therefore follows this pattern as well.
	For the first dimension, the investigation of the text itself, I analyze the overt aim and message of Rutte’s letter, the stylistic and linguistic properties of the text, the way it is presented and the accompanying image, slogan and logo.[footnoteRef:56] This part of the analysis also includes the investigation of discursive strategies like metaphors and conciliatory language. The second dimension covers the immediate context in which the statement was made. This includes observations like when it was released, and in which format. My analysis here also explains the intended audience(s) of the message, including a critical description of the social location of Rutte as the author and his relation to the intended audience(s). The third dimension, finally, places the ad and its publication in a larger social context. It addresses, for example, the debate on immigration and integration in the Dutch context in which its claims were made. The analysis relates the claims and rhetoric used in the letter to those of other prominent actors in this debate as well as social issues like Islamophobia, systemic racism and White nationalism. A schematic summary of my approach is provided in Figure 3 below. The analysis follows an inside-out approach, starting from the text itself and progressively broadening the scope, first to the immediate context and finally the social context in which it takes place. [56:  See 4.4.] 
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[bookmark: _Ref47960390][bookmark: _Ref47960377][bookmark: _Toc48241799]Figure 3: three-dimensional CDA approach


[bookmark: _Toc48313351]4.3 Negative stereotypes and oppression-blindness

As discussed in chapter 3, Van Dijk (2015) shows how influential actors can influence the prior knowledge of individuals, which in turn influences their beliefs and actions. His central claim is that through such influence, authors reproduce and reinforce existing power structures to their benefit. Such intentional reproduction is detectable through Critical Discourse Analysis by analyzing how discursive assertions are likely to be interpreted by audiences and relating these observations back to the author’s intentions or goals. Van Dijk argues researchers should use the methods most appropriate for the chosen analysis. Exposing discursive strategies is considered a useful tool here because it can show how the author tries to make assertions appealing, while concealing or obfuscating the real goals. For this approach alone, however, in order to ‘reproduce’ support for the great replacement, the influential actor under investigation would have to support the great replacement. This may be true for some prominent actors in contemporary mainstream politics like Wilders and Baudet, but, as far as I found, Rutte has never expressed his support for the great replacement. Consequently, this article problematizes the systemic reproduction of power further by adding that such reproduction may also reinforce racist stereotypes in a way that unintentionally represents racist or xenophobic theories. If this discourse is normalized by mainstream actors, unreflective of what their assertions may convey to different audiences, then some audience members may be increasingly susceptible to these extreme theories, viewing them as acceptable discourse or even plausible.
The framework of oppression-blindness (Ferber, 2012) provides indicators that I use to detect such unreflective reproduction of systemic racism in Rutte’s discourse, in his overt statements but also from their contextual links to social structures. They are as follows (Ferber, 2012, p. 66):

1. Abstract liberalism: relies upon the language of political liberalism, referring to abstract concepts of equal opportunity, rationality, free choice, individualism, etc. (i.e., discrimination is no longer a problem, and any individual who works hard can succeed).
2. Naturalization: reframes ongoing inequality as the result of natural processes, rather than social relations (i.e., segregation today is the result of the natural inclination of people to live near others of the same race).
3. Cultural racism: reframes ongoing inequality as the result of inherent cultural differences between racialized groups.
4. Minimization of racism: assumes that we now have a fairly level playing field, everyone has equal opportunities to succeed, and i.e. racism is no longer a real problem.


[bookmark: _Toc48313352]4.4 Case choice
I have chosen to analyze Mark Rutte’s letter based on the selection criteria that resemble those of an influential case in empirical research. According to Seawright and Gerring (2008), an influential case fits the specific goals and configuration of ‘variables’ needed. I first narrowed the focus to the Dutch context, because this is where I know most about the politics, people, society, customs and culture. This context also allows me to contextualize a discursive event better than in any other context.[footnoteRef:57] It is also here that I first learned of the great replacement, have seen Islamophobia and anti-immigrant sentiment expressed by fellow citizens, and closely followed the national debate on immigration and integration for the last two decades. My experience here, in sum, best allows me to notice discursive strategies that rely on local references, like dog whistles and racial fig leaves, as well as detect cultural and contextual references to other Dutch politicians, journalists, influential events, and sociocultural prejudices. [57:  Still conscientious of the complications identified by standpoint epistemology, see 1.5.] 

My analysis further requires a text that was published by an influential actor, openly and intentionally, and aimed at a broad Dutch audience. This limited my focus to politics and mainstream media, because those are the most wide-reaching actors that fit this description and often discuss these topics. The topic of the text needs to match the topics central to the great replacement – Islamization and immigration – as well. Authors that are already perceived as controversial in the sense that they may be overtly xenophobic or racist are not an option, because I am looking for the largely unintentional legitimization (normalization) of the great replacement. While others have done great research on how more overtly racist actors may shift the bounds of acceptable discourse (e.g. Saul, 2017), that is not the focus of my research. With the goal of this project in mind, I need a communicative event written by a relatively uncontroversial figure with broad appeal.
In this letter, Rutte addresses the entire nation, not just his own followers. Rutte’s position as prime minister makes the letter a communicative event that is representative of (but not for) Dutch mainstream discourse. He addresses issues that are related to topics in the Dutch immigration debate on which he presents an opinionated position. It was released at a peak in the Dutch debate on immigration (Romero Cabrera, 2017) during an election campaign in which a Dutch far-right anti-immigration party was receiving high poll numbers (Peilingwijzer, 2017). This context makes it an influential case, because this party, the PVV, has since openly embraced (parts of) the great replacement (Asscher, 2020; Miller, 2019; Schulte, 2019).


[bookmark: _Toc48313353]4.5 Summary

To sum up, I follow Van Dijk’s take on CDA, which calls for a methodological approach that fits the discursive event under study and is interested in the interpretation of discourse. My aim is to show how the discourse of influential actors may inadvertently reinforce stereotypes that legitimize support for the great replacement in the Dutch context. A single influential case, Rutte’s letter, is studied to show how this link can be detected using CDA. I analyze this case following three dimensions: the linguistic dimension, the communicative dimension and the societal dimension. My focus is specifically on the types of assertions that resemble the arguments of the great replacement introduced in chapter 2. To expose the unintentional and institutional reproduction of similar sentiment, I use the indicators of the framework of oppression-blindness. The analysis is connected to the theories in chapter 3 to answer my research question: are mainstream political actors normalizing the great replacement and thus partially responsible for its harmful effects? I also discuss what the answer to this question means for my normative inquiry. To reiterate, the normative aim is to look beyond overt statements to responsibilize mainstream actors in more moderate positions. I argue they should be (made) conscientious about their discourse and they should refrain from using rhetoric and argumentation that legitimizes the great replacement or grants credence to its false claims, because it spreads racism, hatred and violence.
[bookmark: _Toc48313354]
5 Mark Rutte’s letter

On January 23, 2017, the Dutch political party VVD published a full-page campaign ad in all major Dutch newspapers (Figure 4 below; Appendix A: Mark Rutte’s letter). This chapter analyzes the content and context of this advertisement and what it communicates. The function of this in-depth analysis is to show how the message of the ad relates to the great replacement. I start by analyzing the style and presentation and then discuss what the ad communicates, following the main arguments that I have identified in the text of the ad using the three dimensions of CDA outlined in chapter 4 (Figure 3, p. 44). Throughout, I specifically focus on arguments that match the indicators of oppression-blindness to show how the ad may normalize and perpetuate systemic racism as well as an Orientalist image of non-Western (especially Muslim) immigrants, reinforcing the same prejudices that the great replacement relies on. Using Van Dijk’s model for the reproduction of the discursive reproduction of power, I show what this means for its interpretation by different audiences.
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[bookmark: _Ref48242251]Figure 4: Mark Rutte's Letter
[bookmark: _Toc48313355]5.1 Presentation and style

The ad was printed on January 23, 2017, in all major Dutch newspapers, covering a full page. It was released online through social media as well and it is still available to read and download in its original visual composition from the VVD website (Rutte, 2017). The ad shows half of Mark Rutte’s face, who was at that time the prime minister of the Netherlands.[footnoteRef:58] In the lower left corner, the logo of the VVD is shown and a slogan is included next to it that reads “Normaal. Doen.” (“Act. Normal.”).  The rest of the ad contains a message that is written as an open letter, shaped around Mark Rutte’s head, signed with his public signature and addressed “To all Dutch people”. The ad’s lower right corner extends an invitation to join a live session on Facebook later that day (see VVD, 2017). The live session contains almost no references to the ad and is therefore notably almost absent from my analysis. [58:  He still is the prime minister as of August 2020. His party gathered the most seats in the March 2017 elections following the publication of the letter.] 

Nothing about the presentation immediately reveals that it deals with immigration. It is clearly a campaign ad, because it includes Rutte’s image, the VVD logo and the party’s recognizable fonts, styles and colors. The visual half of Mark Rutte’s face presents a calm, confident look. He wears his regular glasses and a white blouse. His image does not stand out as decidedly different from how he normally presents himself, except for the fact that half of his face is missing. According to psychologists, a half-face is interpreted as more symmetric, and facial symmetry is perceived as attractive (Rhodes et al., 1998). Perceived attractiveness increases trust (Patzer, 1983), and this presentation is thus meant to increase perceptions of trust in its audience. It reinforces Rutte’s already powerful position as a well-known and influential politician, the ‘leader’ of the country, and solidifies his position as “knowledge manager”.
The letter is signed with Rutte’s public signature, which further increases the perception of trust and communicates authenticity. Combined with his photo, the autograph clearly communicates that he himself is the author and purveyor of the message. This hides the fact that it was most likely co-authored by advisors, spin-doctors and others in his campaign team. The included VVD logo and the call to join the conversation on Facebook are meant to bolster a deep confidence in the message that is being portrayed. The letter is presented as his honest opinion, backed by his party, and he is prepared to defend its contents during a live online question-session. In sum, the presentation and style show that Rutte realizes that he speaks from a position of power, as a “knowledge manager”, and accepts full responsibility for its contents.


[bookmark: _Toc48313356]5.2 Dutch values

[bookmark: _Toc48313357]5.2.1 Argument: “Act normal or leave”
The text problematizes a perceived increase in antisocial behavior by certain people in society. These people are allegedly prepared to destroy the foundations of Dutch society. Their influence on public life seems to be increasing, and their behavior in public space is characterized as ‘not normal’. This argument is exemplified by references to stereotyped behavior like always demanding preferential treatment, dumping trash on the streets, spitting on tram drivers and loitering while threatening passersby and even criminal behavior like unwarranted assault. Their behavior is described as antithetical to the ‘decency’ of Dutch culture – even though “they came to the Netherlands for its liberal values”. Since the text is overtly addressed to all Dutch people, this last addition is problematic. 
One possible interpretation of this addition is that Rutte is directly addressing a group of people here that he does consider ‘Dutch’, but whom he perceives not to adhere to what being Dutch should represent. This interpretation is relatively benign, since it assumes that their ‘Dutch’ status can be solidified if they change their conduct. Similar to Camus’ work, however, their behavior is depicted by Rutte as a nuisance – using the same kinds of examples. His examples of this ‘not normal’ behavior also specifically invoke well-known stereotypes often used by the (Dutch) far-right to describe non-Western immigrants and their threat to White European values. These include the notion of dumping garbage in the streets (e.g. Bosma, 2015; Fortuyn, 2016; Westerloo, 2003), spitting on train and tram conductors (e.g. Fortuyn, 2016; Westerloo, 2003) and groups loitering and assaulting unsuspecting passersby (e.g. Bosma, 2015; Fortuyn, 2016). They also include the stereotypical depiction of Muslim immigrants harassing openly gay people and women wearing miniskirts (e.g. Brendel, 2010; Fortuyn, 2016; Hirsi Ali, 2015; Van Straaten, 2016). While these are all examples of clearly unacceptable behavior, the way in which they target ‘poor behavior’ (“armzalig gedrag”), historically associated stereotypically by the far-right with a specific demographic, extends the argument beyond these examples. Such deliberate grouping of examples invokes a perceived ‘antisocial behavior’ (“asociaal gedrag”) more generally. It resembles Sabsay’s (2015) observation that an Orientalist image of immigrants means that individual choices are only deemed acceptable insofar as they fit the mainstream narrative of Dutch citizenship.[footnoteRef:59] [59:  See 3.1.2.] 

	A second and more clearly problematic interpretation follows from Rutte’s call upon all Dutch people to work together to stop the increasing influence of those who do not (wish to) adhere to Dutch values. The message for the latter group is crystal clear: “if you so fundamentally reject our country, then please leave”. Rutte imagines his readers to often ponder this message, and he expresses his own agreement and understanding. This statement signals that Rutte may in fact not consider these people ‘Dutch’, since to him they do not seem to belong in the Netherlands. This is especially problematic since a considerable percentage of the people whom he is addressing here are likely born in the Netherlands. The same paragraph contains an additional argument that support this interpretation. According to Rutte, they call ‘regular’ Dutch people racists. This exposes a critical assumption in Rutte’s argument. Those who are causing problems are not ‘regular’ Dutch people. Instead, those people are calling regular Dutch people racists. This statement makes a binary distinction between the perceived problematic group and the ‘Dutch’ group along racial lines. He is implying that Dutch White people are undeservedly called racists by non-Dutch, non-White, Muslim immigrants – and this binary represents the central dichotomy in his letter.
It is implied, by using the signifier ‘regular’, that White Dutch people have done nothing to deserve to be called racists. This may be somewhat accurate if it only refers to overt racism, but it also implies that if ‘they’ perceive Dutch people as racists then this cannot be the result of actual (systemic) racism. It implies this is not (or no longer) a big issue here. This is an example of the minimization of racism – the fourth indicator of oppression-blindness. The argument discounts the lived experience of being a non-Western immigrant, encountering systemic disadvantages that have been shown to exist in numerous scientific studies.[footnoteRef:60] As such, it shows unchecked privilege, an unawareness of the structural discrimination that follows from the systemic racism experienced by immigrants. Instead, the argument implies that immigrants play the ‘race card’ to get ahead even when Dutch people have done nothing to deserve this. This is a central tenet of the great replacement as well, since it is similar to its ‘reverse racism’ argument in Camus’ theory (2012). The same argument is often made by Wilders and his PVV party (Boiten, 2016) as well as others on the Dutch far-right (e.g. Misdefinitie, 2007; Ronaldo, 2018; Van Rossem, 2019). It is a well-known argument that is used as a defense mechanism by those who are critical of immigration to show that the immigrants are actually the racists – not the White Europeans.  [60:  See 1.1.] 

This argument also represents an oppression-blind cultural racism, the third indicator of oppression-blindness, which is further strengthened in Rutte’s text by reference to Islamophobic cultural tropes of homophobia (Van Straaten, 2016) and the practice of covering up women’s bodies (Fortuyn, 2016). The argument Rutte includes about the apparent rejection of gay rights and short skirts also matches the assertions of multiple of the great replacement’s most ardent proponents like Fallaci, Camus, Houellebecq and even Caldwell, who all specifically depict Muslims as the culprits. The overemphasis on different sexual norms in the narratives of the proponents of the great replacement, reiterated by far-right parties and their followers, is represented here as well – albeit more discreetly.
The statement that “those who fundamentally reject Dutch values should leave” also implies that it is natural for Dutch people to feel uneasy when immigrants reject Dutch norms and Dutch customs. The expectation that this assertion represents is that ‘they’ are only experienced as a problem by ‘regular’ Dutch people if they deliberately act in a disruptive manner. This type of reasoning makes it an instance of naturalization, the second indicator of oppression-blindness. The idea that a perceived rejection of Dutch norms and customs may be the result of skewed expectations, misunderstandings or even systemic racism in Dutch society is dismissed preemptively. Different pathways available in society to Dutch speaking White people as opposed to non-Western immigrants, some of whom may have trouble communicating in Dutch, provides a completely different experience of society. Rejection of Dutch customs does not necessarily represent ridicule or contempt, but merely divergent expectations or even misinterpretation. If the idea is propagated that it is normal for Dutch people to feel uneasy about paying for the requirements of immigrants to give them the proper tools to acclimate to Dutch society, this greatly limits the space to discuss why such programs are necessary. Instead, the assumption is that Muslims are ‘different’, an accusation that is often associated with them having a ‘backward culture’ (Poorthuis & Wansink, 2012). This argument therefore effectively presents their position as naturally subordinate to ‘superior’ Dutch values. It represents, in other words, an Orientalized vision of Muslims in Dutch society which further normalizes the ‘us’ versus ‘them’ dichotomy using the same discourse that is central to the assertions of the great replacement, and it places the ‘us’ on a pedestal.
Consequently, Rutte seeks to motivate the reader to actively defend Dutch values by taking a clear and unambiguous position on what is to be considered ‘normal’, as he outlines some specific examples of acceptable behavior. It is ‘normal’ for the Dutch to shake hands,[footnoteRef:61] to treat health workers and teachers with respect, to work for a living and to help each other out in difficult times. The idea that Dutch people should stand up and defend their culture because it is in danger is closely related to what Saunders (2012) has identified as the ‘myth’ of an increasing influence of Islam in Western Europe. Empirical research shows that Muslims, or even all non-Western communities combined, are by no means becoming a significant majority in any European country,[footnoteRef:62] and yet here the decline of Dutch values is depicted as an existential threat. Combined with the idea that the influence of the problematic group is increasing and that sometimes, as Rutte states, it already seems as if nobody is acting normal anymore, the text suggests an urgency similar to the writings of White supremacist terrorists Tarrant (2019) and Breivik (Berwick, 2011). In the last part of the text, Rutte even states that the only important question for the future of the Netherlands is “what kind of country do we want to be?”. Rutte’s own equivocal suggestion is that the Netherlands should be a place in which ‘we’ feel at home, and in which ‘we’ have clearly defined ‘normal’ behavior to follow. He calls upon the reader to trust that such a country is achievable if “we all work together” to defend the things “we have built together”.[footnoteRef:63] How these suggestions are to be interpreted depends heavily on the interpretation of which groups in society are ‘we’ and which should “please leave”. The analysis so far already hints to a binary ‘us’ versus ‘them’ distinction pitting White Dutch people against Muslim immigrants, but the following paragraphs will provide some more context that substantiates this interpretation. [61:  The Dutch cultural custom of shaking hands can apparently be altered across the entire country without being considered a loss of Dutch values now the COVID-19 crisis demands it. Conversely, it is considered a cultural threat when one Imam one-sidedly refuses to comply with this custom (NU.nl, 2004), without trying to impose it as a rule on Dutch society.]  [62:  As explained in 1.1, the figure in the Netherlands is around 5 percent and has been for some time.]  [63:  The “we” in these statements may be interpreted as a problematic assertion in itself. Rutte’s argument here is against immigrant communities while Dutch society was built historically on the backs of colonized people. The rebuilding after the second World War also notably employed the help of many labor migrants.] 

	First, however, I address one additional property of the advertisement, namely its slogan “Normaal. Doen.” (“Act. Normal.”). The punctuation and capitalization of both letters emphasizes the importance of both words separately. The ‘normal’ part is introduced here and clearly refers to the content of the text. The ‘act’ part matches the party’s liberal ideology of individual responsibility. By itself, the word ‘act’ refers substantively to the part of the text that declares that it is ‘normal’ to work for a living and “make the best of your life”, examples of abstract liberalism – the idea that liberal values are natural and non-negotiable, and the first indicator of the framework of oppression-blindness. Additionally, however, the word ‘act’ (“doen”) also implies that the reader is supposed to be activated to do something. The idea that action is urgently needed is again present here and in combination with the other word it communicates that Dutch people should actively stand up against the retrenchment of Dutch values. Together, the two words spell out “act normal” which in the text itself is repeated with suffix “or leave” (“Doe normaal of ga weg”). The emphasis on their importance follows from placing them next to the party logo, outside the main body of the text, which shows that this indeed is the central claim of the advertisement.
In sum, the text communicates there is an increasing influence of ill-willed people. These people came from elsewhere, abuse the liberty of Dutch society and do not want to adhere to Dutch values. Their behavior is uncouth, bordering on criminal and Dutch people need to make sure that this behavior is not tolerated. Those who are perpetrating it do not belong in the Netherlands and should leave. By making very clear what sort of behavior is to be tolerated in the Netherlands, the Dutch people will be able to retain their Dutch values and feel at home in their own country. Some suggestive remarks are made about who are considered ‘Dutch’ and who are not, and without much contextual clarification these arguments already hint towards an Orientalist interpretation of Muslim immigrants pitted against White Dutch people.
	 
[bookmark: _Toc48313358]5.2.2 Discursive strategies
As discussed in chapter 3, discursive strategies can be used to make arguments appear acceptable when their content may otherwise lead to controversy. From the outset, there is clear evidence of doublespeak as Lutz introduced the term (Lutz, 1989). The use of language is unconcise and sometimes even vague. “Something is going on in our country”, is the opening sentence. This vague suggestion of a threat to the Netherlands is narrowed somewhat by the rest of the letter but only through the inclusion of some examples. Readers are thus free to attach their own perceived issues to Rutte’s message. The clear distinction proposed between a good-willed Dutch public (‘us’) and an ill-defined antagonistic presence of others who seek to ruin their country (‘they’) transforms this ambiguous definition into a somewhat arbitrary pick between in- and outgroups. Rather than overtly pitting White Dutch people against non-Western immigrants, it allows readers to determine from their own perspective whom exactly they consider ‘us’ and ‘them’, which makes the message appealing to a broader audience, no matter which groups Rutte himself is referencing. Audience members who are already Islamophobic may readily identify the same kinds of veiled arguments about Muslim immigrants that I identified above and therefore interpret the letter as a legitimization of their existing fears. Those who are only somewhat skeptic of Islamic influence in society may experience the letter as a wake-up call. If even the prime minister argues that the Netherlands has an urgent problem with the types of behavior that by reference matches Muslim immigrants, then it must be a serious issue. Rutte’s position as a knowledge manager means that many people take him seriously, which makes them particularly susceptible to this message, especially if they are predisposed to it.
	A second discursive strategy is Rutte’s use of rhetorical questions. “How can people behave so badly in such a prosperous country?” is the first example. The VVD is the Dutch liberal party, and throughout the text it is apparent that indeed Dutch values are considered largely synonymous with liberalism. This supports the party ideology of the VVD, which by itself is not problematic. However, if it is assumed as a prerequisite instead of proposed as an ideology, it is also central to the first indicator of oppression-blindness: abstract liberalism. Abstract liberalism discredits systemic disadvantage as a possible problem for immigrants. By normalizing equal opportunity, Rutte suggests (using a rhetorical question) that it is unthinkable for people in such a prosperous country to act objectionable. Liberal Dutch society provides them with all the opportunity to succeed, so acting up is unacceptable. Their failure is their own and they should not blame the system. The idea that Dutch people “work for their money”, and “make the best of their lives”, is further normalized by other similar statements in the text and, as noted above, Rutte states that people have come to the Netherlands specifically for its liberal values. This statement fails to identify that they may have come here predominantly to be safe from harm and not to ‘celebrate’ Dutch culture. Many Muslim immigrants have actually come to the Netherlands as labor migrants throughout the second half of the 1900s, and many were actively recruited by Dutch policies (Zimmermann, 1995). Their choice was an economic one, not a cultural one, and many were from colonized countries.
The expectation that is reiterated here is the normative superiority of liberal values. If successfully reproduced performatively, the effect of this constructed expectation will be for Dutch people to reject Muslims and immigrants categorically if their unemployment numbers are higher. It fits the far-right narrative that they abuse the Dutch welfare state, while their relatively higher unemployment numbers are actually more likely the result of systemic disadvantages on the job market (Demant et al., 2006). Similar rejections will ensue if immigrants receive more benefits from the state or if they fail to understand some of the societal expectations that seem logical to ‘native’ Dutch people. Following the normalization of such expectations, the assertions put forth in the great replacement about Muslims coming to Europe to deliberately live purely off welfare benefits will also seem more tenable to mainstream audiences.
Other rhetorical questions that are used in the text are meant to invoke a moral response. “Are we going to let this happen?”, “Is this how we build up our society?”. Such moral appeals prevent a more critical stance in some casual readers. Of course, nobody wants a society full of people who are making a mess and are just profiting off the good intentions of others. The questions are followed up by suggestive statements that seem more palpable because of the moral equivocation that preceded them. Arguments and opinions are stated as factual information (“we are all concerned about the state of our country”, “you will recognize this as well”, “sometimes it is as if nobody is acting normally anymore”). These kinds of statements have the function to represent what psychologists call “social proof” (Rosenthal & McKeown, 2016). Audiences are persuaded when others make statements that are meant to normalize certain behavior. This effect is especially salient if they already trust or identify with the author (i.e. see him as a knowledge manager). These statements represent a normalization of a perceived and urgent threat of others that behave intolerably and therefore threaten Dutch social norms, further reinforcing Orientalist ‘us’ versus ‘them’ thought patterns. This is paired with another technique, namely the exposure to fear and especially disgust (these people are “spitting on train conductors”), which impairs executive control (Xu et al., 2015), and makes readers more susceptible to suggestive messaging (Benkler et al., 2018).
Throughout the text, finally, Rutte exaggerates the negative qualities of ‘them’, and the positive qualities of ‘us’ – a central tenet of Orientalism. This is accompanied by superlatives like “we are greatly concerned”, and “if you so fundamentally reject our country”. Such strategies that exacerbate the dichotomous categorization between in- and outgroups increase the divisive nature of the text and reproduce systemic racism (cf. Van Dijk, 2015). Similar strategies, using the same arguments, are present in the great replacement, especially as it relates to the increasing gravity of the situation and the incompatibility of ‘their’ values with ‘ours’. They also point to, again, a privileged underestimation of such systemic racism in society, resembling the qualities inherent to Orientalist logic and oppression-blind abstract liberalism. Combined with a final rhetorical question, “Would you want to live somewhere else?”, the text conveys an ‘us or them’ message. Either they leave, or they change our society in ways we should not want, erasing Dutch values and customs. This is reminiscent of the addition that Camus’ idea of replacement added to the already Islamophobic ‘us versus them’ rhetoric of his ‘Eurabia’-predecessors.


[bookmark: _Toc43755457][bookmark: _Toc48313359]5.3 Contextual dimension: A Prime Minister sets the tone for his re-election campaign

[bookmark: _Toc43755458][bookmark: _Toc48313360]5.3.1 Timing
The advertisement was published on January 23, 2017, and it marks the start of the VVD’s media campaign for the elections for the Dutch House of Representatives (Tweede Kamer) that took place on March 15, 2017. The text introduces the new slogan “Normaal. Doen.”, which thus sets the tone for the rest of their election campaign. This means that the slogan and contents of the letter are meant to reach beyond just this one publication. They are to be considered representative for the rhetoric and issues that the VVD will use in its attempt to remain the party with most seats in the parliament and retain Rutte as Prime Minister. The timing makes its arguments carry extra weight and adds a degree of seriousness to the message that is being disseminated. The timing also suggests that the contents of the ad are meant to address issues that the Rutte thinks will attract voter attention. This means that some of the assertions Rutte makes here will cater to voters who may consider voting for another party and that the VVD hopes to pull in – thereby possibly departing somewhat from his own ideological position. Some of the arguments may thus be phrased or shifted somewhat in the direction of other political parties that he expects to be popular with voters, like the PVV. 

[bookmark: _Toc43755459][bookmark: _Toc48313361]5.3.2 Format and contextual presentation
The ad was printed in all major Dutch national newspapers and released online on the VVD website and on its social media channels (Facebook and Twitter). While this means that it does not really discriminate between the ideological preferences of the various audiences that different Dutch newspapers have,[footnoteRef:64] it does mean that it initially mostly reached people who read newspapers. In the Netherlands in 2015, about 27% of the population read national newspapers, with rates dropping a little every year (Media Landscapes, n.d.). Unfortunately, there is no complete dataset on newspaper circulation and demographics in the Netherlands (Media Landscapes, n.d.). According to a recent British study, however, in 2016 it was predominantly people over 55 (62% of total) who read newspapers (Thurman & Fletcher, 2019). From my own experience, I do not expect this to be very different in the Dutch context.  [64:  Dutch newspapers historically have ideological leanings due to the Dutch ‘pillarization’ of politics. Therefore, particular audiences traditionally read their own specific ‘mainstream’ but partisan newspaper. ] 

Since the ad was only released in newspapers and online on the VVD website and social media, this means that mainly those already following the VVD online and those in an older age demographic were its initial main audience. This effect may have been mitigated, however, by the fact that it was also printed in the free papers available in public transport that many students and (young) professionals read on their commute. The ad further received much attention in other media like news broadcasts and blogs online – which has likely increased the number of readers among other demographics as well. 

[bookmark: _Toc43755460][bookmark: _Toc48313362]5.3.3 Social positionality of the author and relationship to the audience
The credited author of the letter is Mark Rutte, Prime Minister of the Netherlands and leader of the biggest political party in government. The letter may have been co-written by his colleagues in the VVD and perhaps one or more external agencies, but this information is not provided, and most readers will therefore interpret it largely as his personal message. As explained in chapter 4, Rutte is a highly respected politician with broad support among the Dutch public that exceeds support for his party. His position as Prime Minister solidifies his status as a “knowledge manager”, at least for those in the audience that view him favorably, which also includes many people who will not vote for him or the VVD. Being Prime Minister in the Netherlands is not an excessively high-paying job, but it is certainly a comfortable position of privilege since it comes with a certain authority and responsibility which Dutch citizens hold in high regard. The popularity of Rutte during the COVID-19 pandemic and the opinion of Dutch people on how his cabinet is handling the situation shows that this is still the case (Kanne & Van Engeland, 2020). This study in fact shows that when Rutte makes claims as Prime Minister, most Dutch people are inclined to consider him a trustworthy source of knowledge.[footnoteRef:65] This extends his position as a knowledge manager beyond just his own following. [65:  In this case, of course, the claims were related not to his own ideology or party but to the well-being of all Dutch people. This effect may be different on ideological claims.] 

In terms of my theoretical framework, this puts Rutte in the position of an influential actor (cf. Figure 2, p. 36). This allows him to influence the setting and context of communicative events, including this one, and shape the way in which prior knowledge is present in the interpretation by audience members of the communicative event itself. By invoking or not preempting the negative stereotypes about immigrants, using dog whistles that refer to stereotypical Muslim characteristics, and because of his apparent oppression-blindness, he may thus invoke a specific combination of prior knowledge on immigration – and Muslim immigrants specifically. This may legitimize possibly Islamophobic discourse that is present in that prior knowledge in audiences because they consider him a credible source of knowledge that is invoking the same imagery and discourse. Because Rutte is a knowledge manager, his assertions become part of the discursive structure that defines the interpretation of the audience in future discursive events. If the argumentation is perceived to be similar to the great replacement, and thus in part legitimizes it, this may over time increase their likeliness to support the great replacement.
The clear ‘us’ versus ‘them’ distinction that Rutte makes in the letter that I addressed in paragraph 5.2.1 above is also relevant when it comes to the disparate audiences that may read the letter. The letter addresses all potential voters but concurrently it calls upon some people to ‘act normally’. Many intended targets of the latter message are legal Dutch citizens and thus properly belong to the stated audience of “all Dutch people”. Rutte may thus be speaking to different Dutch audiences here, with a different message. There are those who should “act normal or leave” and others who should vote VVD and defend Dutch values. My interpretation, however, is that Rutte actually only addresses the latter while he objectifies the former. The calls to action are directed at those who can protect Dutch values whereas the group that is troublesome is merely described as an Orientalized other. This has a polarizing effect on anybody who identifies more with the Orientalized group since it offers them no hope of a compromise or inclusive approach. Instead, they are burdened to change or leave the country. If indeed the ‘Dutch’ demographic intended only embraces a White Dutch public, it begs the question what exactly is the VVD’s campaign promise here. I now turn to a socio-historical comparison of the claims and arguments in the text that may offer some insight into the possible answer to this question.


[bookmark: _Toc43755461][bookmark: _Toc48313363]5.4 Societal dimension: catering to the Islamophobic sentiment of far-right voters

[bookmark: _Toc43755462][bookmark: _Toc48313364]5.4.1 The larger debate on immigration and integration in the Netherlands
Different authors, politicians and journalists within the Dutch context have either endorsed the great replacement or made arguments that are similar to its assertions. A number of these need to be addressed here, since Rutte is unlikely to be unaware of these assertions and yet his letter includes dog whistles and even overt references to these arguments. As Van Dijk shows, critical discourse analysis can reveal whether actors are cognizant of their audiences.[footnoteRef:66] If the letter includes dog whistles and conciliatory language, then Rutte is most likely at least partially aware that he is talking to multiple communities at the same time, including those who will respond to these concealed references. This makes him responsible to think about the privileged positionality of his statements. Following the warnings of oppression-blindness, making derogatory statements about a community that is already marginalized in order to gain votes can lead to their further marginalization. His audience also becomes more susceptible to these kinds of statements, possibly increasing their Islamophobic predisposition. [66:  See 4.3.] 

	The first statement that calls for this kind of analysis is the notion of a “silent majority” who just “want the best for the country”. This term ‘silent majority’ has deep societal ties to Dutch far-right ideologues and dates back at least to Fortuyn in the early 2000s (Bolwijn & Van Walsum, 2017; Van Rossem, 2011). It plays directly into conspiratorial theories like the great replacement by normalizing the idea that ‘regular’ people in the majority are silenced and unable or afraid to voice their opinion. It also signals an acceptance of the oppressive and indiscriminate denouncement of Muslim immigrants as ‘naturally’ problematic while the ‘silent’ part reveals an aspect of the fear of reprisal for stating this more overtly.[footnoteRef:67] The group that is addressed by this reference is a minority of PVV voters who feel disenfranchised because they experience a decline of White superiority (i.e. Perry, 2004; Van Buuren, 2016). This dog whistle thus shows the opportunistic character of the letter to gather PVV supporters. Simultaneously, it entrenches fearful Orientalized imaginaries of Muslim immigrants in the mental models of the audience. [67:  See 2.2.2.] 

	Next, a problematic assumption is contained in the rhetorical question that asks how people can misbehave in a country that is so wealthy. This argument misses the wealth gap that, while smaller in the Netherlands than in some other countries, is definitely important (e.g. Demant et al., 2006). The argument does not hold for minority communities in the Netherlands, including most Muslims and most non-Western immigrants, since they do not belong to the ‘wealthy’ part of Dutch society. Relative deprivation is an even more important driver of social unrest than impoverishment by itself (Isin & Nyers, 2014; Stark & Taylor, 1991). This effect is larger when it affects whole communities, since shared grievances can lead to empowering identity ownership (Crenshaw, 1991; Snow, 2013). Here, too, Rutte’s failure to check the privileged assumptions in his statement points either to oppression-blindness (all four indicators) or deliberate scapegoating of minority communities. In his role as Prime Minister, Rutte should also represent them, perhaps especially so, since they are systemically marginalized. But the text shows that their positionality as a marginalized group in terms of access to the country’s wealth resources is either overlooked or purposely ignored.

[bookmark: _Toc48313365]5.4.2 Dutch Islamophobia
As discussed in paragraph 5.2.1, the examples of ‘not normal’ behavior in the letter opaquely refer to events and arguments made by other (far-right) actors in Dutch history that map unto stereotypes targeting Muslim immigrants and their perceived misbehavior. To reiterate, his examples include spitting on train personnel, dumping garbage on the streets, harassing gay people and young girls, and loitering and assaulting passersby. All of these events are decidedly the exception to the rule and none of these instances are at all representative for these communities (Saunders, 2012; Schulte, 2019; Van Buuren, 2016). Mark Rutte knows this, and he admitted as much in the beginning of the live session on the day of the publication of the letter (VVD, 2017). Like he stated in the letter itself, and without being asked about this, he again clarified that he is not talking about ‘groups of people’ but individuals who misbehave. Importantly, whether or not Rutte is aware of the great replacement or its increasing popularity in the Netherlands, this statement does clarify his position within the debate on a perceived increase in ‘Islamization’. Evidenced by his distinction between groups and individuals, and his claim to target the latter, Rutte attempts to reassure his audience that he is not trying to demonize minority communities. This shows that he is aware that his letter carries the risk of doing so – and he has not apologized for it.
Further, simply making this distinction does not change the interpretation by others, some of whom may still see the stereotypical examples as representative of certain groups in society. Similar to what happens when a sensationalist headline turns out not to be true and then a correction is issued a few days later, many people will still be influenced (more) by the original headline (Ecker, 2017). Not only are the stereotypes in Rutte’s letter also present in almost all of the great replacement’s most prominent iterations, they are also tied to events in the Netherlands that received disproportionate attention from far-right groups online, far-right politicians, and in the media. The responsibility that Rutte has acknowledged – both by his willingness to debate the contents of his letter and by his admission of the risks of group polarization that his message carries – should have led him to critically evaluate his stereotyped examples. Either he has unfortunately failed to critically assess the contents of his letter for harmful stereotypes that do actually demonize entire communities of Muslims, or he is dishonest about his intentions and this demonization is intentional. As addressed in paragraph 2.2.2, the Netherlands has a history of Islamophobia in national politics that goes back at least to the early 2000s when Pim Fortuyn entered Dutch politics. Following the rise in Islamophobic incidents and sentiment in recent decades (Vellenga, 2018), an investigation of political discourse (i.e. this advertisement) should at least include a reflection on the assertions that may refer to Islamophobic discourse – if its author is genuine about aiming for an inclusive message. 

[bookmark: _Toc43755463][bookmark: _Toc48313366]5.4.3 Privilege and responsibility
Before Mark Rutte’s letter was published, the overtly anti-Islamic statement of the PVV had largely remained exclusive to his party, a few journalists and some online blogs. Even though the PVV was the largest party in some polls at the start of 2017, Wilders was still considered a radical or far-right politician by most Dutch people (and still is). While Wilders is likely to reach only his own base and those who are already predisposed to be susceptible to the anti-Islamic sentiment he spreads, Rutte’s perceived trustworthiness allows him to normalize discourse to many more people in Dutch society. As stated in the introduction, there is no data available to trace the popularity of the great replacement to statements made by mainstream politicians. But following the letter’s publication, and similar discourse like it that was unfortunately representative of the tone of the debate around multiculturalism and immigration in the 2017 election campaign, it may have had a role in normalizing the discourse associated with the great replacement.
	That same party, the PVV, and the same online blogs that spread this anti-Islamic sentiment are also the groups in society where the great replacement is most salient, as is obvious from a quick scroll through the comments on the blogs and forums on which these theories are discussed (e.g. Elise Nijmegen, 2019; Pritt Stift, 2020c). The most important arguments in support of the great replacement as discussed in chapter two are as follows. First, there is the perception of an increasing influence of Islam in public space because of a rapidly increasing number of Muslims in Dutch society. Second, this increasing Islamic presence is incompatible with Dutch society and therefore represents a threat to its core values and threatens the Dutch way of life. Both these assertions are by reference and association present in Rutte’s letter as well. Partially they are transparently suggested but applying the framework of oppression-blindness reveals deeper links in his statements to a broader and hateful ideology which he may even be unaware of. While Rutte deliberately uses specific examples and argumentation to target the PVV’s voters, he may be unaware of their appearance and important role in the great replacement. Again, the great replacement makes the sentiment that these individual Islamophobic arguments represent much more dangerous because it makes them part of an ideology of racism, hate and violence (Ebner & Davey, 2019; Moses, 2019). By introducing or repeating some of its arguments into the mainstream discourse of the Dutch political system, using more ‘acceptable’ rhetoric by invoking racial fig leaves and dog whistles, Rutte may thus have inadvertently increased its mainstream legitimacy.
	In the context of the political debate about Muslim immigrants, in which immigrants are increasingly made responsible for their own assimilation (Schinkel & Van Houdt, 2010), the effect of oppression-blind assertions is exacerbated. They propagate the increasingly prevailing but unfounded belief that immigrants come to the Netherlands predominantly for its liberal values and, following the liberal assumption of equal opportunity for all, will receive all the help they need once they get there. This is reinforced by the restatement of these assumptions in Rutte’s letter. If Muslim immigrants have trouble integrating in society, this is seen as their own failure. The inability of Muslims to adhere to Dutch values becomes part of a belief system that performatively reiterates this as the logical result of their unwillingness or incompatibility for assimilation and it discounts other possible explanations, like an increasingly immovable Dutch society lacking the proper tools to make them feel at home. It becomes part of the systemic (prior) knowledge (discourse in the Foucauldian sense) of an increasing number of Dutch people. As such, it facilitates possible support for the great replacement, because it reinforces stereotypical assertions about Muslim people that are necessary for the great replacement to be perceived as plausible.
[bookmark: _Toc43755464]	In conclusion, the four indicators of oppression-blindness are all clearly present in Rutte’s letter, both in an immediate sense as well as by association to social structures, and the letter includes dog whistles to reach the supporters of the more radically anti-immigrant party PVV. The role of this letter in normalizing and adopting these sentiments into mainstream discourse renders them more legitimate to a broader audience. As analyzed in paragraph 5.1, the style and presentation of the letter clearly shows Rutte’s willingness to stand by its assertions and take responsibility for its contents. This responsibility should also extend to the detection of a privileged position in relation to his audience. The effect of not detecting such privilege, as I have shown, is two-fold. First, it underestimates the difficulty that non-Western immigrants and minority communities in society may face in a system that is constructed to their disadvantage through historical contingencies. Second, it underestimates and trivializes the harmful influence of systemic racism in society. Theories like the great replacement have already led to a number of violent terrorist attacks. Political parties like the PVV (and more recently also the FvD) openly call for the ‘removal’ of other cultures from Dutch society in service of protecting Dutch culture from decline. In this context, it should be the responsibility of influential actors like Rutte, assuming they are not intentionally trying to legitimize the great replacement, to make sure they prevent this sentiment from spreading or – even better – to help retrench it. 

[bookmark: _Toc48313367]6 Conclusion and final remarks

In this thesis I have investigated the role of mainstream actors in the legitimization of the great replacement. My analysis of the VVD’s 2017 advertisement has identified numerous statements that are substantively similar to the great replacement. In addition to the arguments that Rutte makes that intentionally invoke racial fig leaves, his letter represents the same examples and Islamophobic narrative that is central to the great replacement. His letter thus legitimizes the great replacement by presenting a similar sentiment using more ‘mainstream acceptable’ rhetoric. In order to show how this works, I analyzed these observations using Van Dijk’s (2015) theory of the discursive reproduction of power. This theory proposes that the normalization of racist discourse leads to more favorable future interpretations of more extreme theories built upon similar arguments. I expanded this theory by also investigating how oppression-blindness and the failure of influential actors to take into account their privileged position may inadvertently extend the effects of their discourse and cause the spread of extreme racist and violent theories like the replacement theory.
Van Dijk’s theory of mental models helps to explain how audiences may interpret this discourse. As Figure 1 (p. 35) shows, the opinion that people have of theories like the great replacement relies on their opinions of more concrete phenomena, such as issues related to immigration and Islam. These opinions are directly related to their social surroundings. Influential actors play an important role in shaping the social context in which they interpret discourse, as clarified in Figure 2 (p. 36). Rutte serves as such an influential actor for many Dutch people, including many who will never vote for him. At the very least, his letter caters to some of the most Islamophobic tropes that are cast by far-right actors, and Rutte makes no conscientious effort to prevent this. If he would indeed only be targeting individuals, as he claims, then his argument that the core values of Dutch society are in danger seems utterly far-fetched. Absent a systematic effort aimed at dismantling Dutch values, unorganized individuals are unlikely to threaten the very core of Dutch society. This defense therefore is not substantively convincing at all, and the examples he has chosen to portray the people who “cause problems” clearly reference existing tropes that ensure the systemic vilification of one specific element in society: Muslim immigrants. They do so, moreover, in ways that particularly include the same tropes that are central to the great replacement – whether or not Rutte was aware of its existence and growing popularity at the time he wrote the letter. Even the sense of urgency portrayed by the most violent of the great replacement’s supporters is present in his call to defend Dutch society from those who seek to disrupt it.
As discussed in paragraph 4.1, this thesis uses inductive reasoning and therefore the similarities in Rutte’s letter to the great replacement may simply mean that both are influenced by the same source(s). However, this is not relevant for my thesis since I only aim to show resemblance and not causation here. If Rutte’s message shows similar arguments to the great replacement, then they are likely communicated using more acceptable rhetoric by him, which follows from his largely unquestioned position as a responsible mainstream actor.[footnoteRef:68] His position as a knowledge manager makes these arguments accessible and acceptable to a broader audience and thus normalizes them, increasing their mainstream legitimacy. Rutte explicitly takes responsibility for the letter and its contents, as detailed in paragraph 5.1, and as such should also accept the probability that catering to far-right voters may normalize some of their assertions and legitimize them to a broader audience. I have shown Rutte to be definitively aware of the multivocal nature of his text. This follows from his inclusion of a specific selection of examples which reference events that clearly resonate with the statements of the Dutch far-right. It also follows from his reassertion that he is not targeting groups of people. [68:  See 2.2.3.] 

My analysis also shows many instances of oppression-blindness in Rutte’s assertions. My findings expose that he either fails to account for the privileged position from which he makes his arguments or deliberately chooses to ignore this power imbalance (or both). As follows from Ferber’s (2012) theory of oppression-blindness and Van Dijk’s (2015) theory of the discursive reproduction of systemic racism, such an oversight reinforces systemic inequalities to the detriment of already marginalized minority communities. Since Rutte is White and has experience neither as a non-Western immigrant nor as any other non-White (cultural) minority, his position demands careful self-evaluation if he is to make assertions about the behavior of those groups. Instead, this letter portrays the most detrimental stereotypical and Orientalized behavior associated with Muslim immigrants as indicative of a national problem, without context, and without admitting that this is what he is doing. Moreover, he presents his arguments as if Muslims have an increasing detrimental effect on Dutch society which urgently needs to be addressed.
My main question was: are mainstream political actors normalizing the great replacement and thus partially responsible for its harmful effects? This question has been answered by a preliminary suggestion that they may indeed legitimize the great replacement to the extent that it helps in its spread from radical fringe groups to more mainstream discourse. By normalizing negative stereotypes of the great replacement’s target demographic, Muslim immigrants, and doing so using the same examples and tropes, Rutte’s letter may increase its legitimacy to a broader audience. If this is in fact the case, and future empirical research shows that this also holds for other discourse by mainstream actors, then influential actors should indeed be held accountable for such assertions. If they claim to have an inclusive message, as Rutte does on numerous occasions, this should also responsibilize them to be more inclusive of groups in society that may not be as privileged as them. As exposed by Orientalism, some things that seem ‘normal’ to mainstream actors may in fact not be so normal to others in society, and especially those who are already in marginalized positions, like many non-Western immigrants. Their opportunity structure so vastly differs from the norm that it places them at a systemic disadvantage.
	Clearly, much remains to be investigated. For one, the conceptual links that I have theorized should be investigated empirically. Empirical research is needed to verify whether the causal pathways that I proposed can be observed on a larger scale as well. Furthermore, I have only analyzed a single discursive event for its possible normalization of arguments conducive to the great replacement. A single letter is unlikely to actually have a largescale effect lending credence to a whole theory – even if it was selected as an influential case. Only a “discourse” in the Foucauldian sense, or “tradition” as Said referred to it, could have this effect systemically. However, the numerous examples in Rutte’s letter are clearly reutterances, using more ‘acceptable’ rhetoric, of multiple earlier renditions by far-right actors, and as such they represent at least a systemic discourse that exists on the political far-right. Finally, I have only focused on the Dutch context whereas the great replacement is also gaining traction in some other countries as well as spreading cross-nationally online. Apart from the in-depth study of other contexts, this also necessitates a comparative study that includes cross-country links between politicians. One interesting example may be the ideological link that connects Steve King and Geert Wilders (Gajanan, 2017). A multi- or international perspective may also investigate the links of the great replacement to nationalist and anti-EU movements like Brexit and the recent reemergence of authoritarian and fascist sentiments on the political far-right (Schinkel & Reekum, 2019; Snyder, 2017; Stanley, 2020). These developments also seem connected to the great replacement, as Baudet made his ‘ferry service’ statements in the context of a debate on the EU, the PVV is also anti-EU because of its threat to national sovereignty and both Baudet and Trump have called for the criminalization of antifa (literally: anti-fascist action) (BBC, 2020; Pieters, 2020).
	In terms of responsibility, my analysis has shown that the opportunistic reiteration of negative stereotypes by mainstream voices produces harmful effects even beyond intentional assertions. Rutte’s ad intentionally targeted far-right voters in an effort to get some of them to support the VVD instead of the PVV. In doing so, his use of racial fig leaves and dog whistles also normalized a toxic mix of anti-Muslim racism and a perceived threat to Dutch society that the great replacement combines into a hateful ideology that requires urgent violent action. Rutte could also have used a much more commendable strategy to cater to voters on the far-right. The possible far-right voters most likely to consider voting for a more mainstream party are also less likely to have immovable Islamophobic predispositions, since they are open to political persuasion. Instead of normalizing – and thereby legitimizing – some of their racist Islamophobic fears, Rutte could have also chosen to present an inclusive message. He could have made clear arguments to combat the unwarranted scapegoating of Muslim immigrants as the root cause of society’s most important problems – probably (and hopefully) without compromising the VVD’s liberal ideological policy positions. By providing an alternative narrative that challenges this unsubstantiated far-right message, his ad could have also persuaded voters to switch their vote without the harmful effects of further marginalizing and endangering an already marginalized minority community. Academics and journalists alike should hold mainstream actors accountable for their assertions if they reproduce and normalize systemic inequality – including as the result of unintended and undetected consequences. This also reinforces the importance of understanding standpoint epistemology (Harding, 1991) and adopting a reflexive research position (Adkins et al., 2002; Iphofen & Tolich, 2018). Researchers and journalists alike should be conscientious themselves not to promote undetected systemic inequality by adopting a reflexive approach and self-investigating their privilege before publishing their articles.
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Die van mening zijn dat ze altijd maar voorrang hebben. Die
afval op straat dumpen. Die conducteurs bespugen. Of die in
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