Brexit: making democracy count

Probably the most dominant assertion from the parts of the RemalN campaign who aren't
accepting the vote, is the retrospective presentation of the referendum as 'advisory' rather than
binding. This is quite odd given that David Cameron ensured that the referendum was added as
a high profile element of the Conservative party general election campaign, albeit to thwart the
rise of UKIP, and won an overall majority in Parliament partly because of it. Until the result
came in and showed a majority in favour to Leave the EU, the referendum was accepted and
campaigned around in good faith, so why question the legitimacy of the referendum afterwards,
and how can this be done in the language of democracy?
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The 'advisory' character of the referendum may have a little mileage for a legalistic or technical
understanding of democracy, but has little legitimacy to sustain any campaign to overturn the
vote after such a high turnout. Indeed, only a low turnout would have given any credence to the
‘advisory' character of the outcome. The best follow on argument is to elevate the role of
Parliament and elected MPs to be the alternative demos. This is ironic given that the number 1
reason why people voted to Leave the EU was for the political accountability of UK politicians
and institutions as opposed to the bureaucratic EU. Are the anti-democratic whingers really
capable of sustaining an arguemnet for MPs to be sovereign and vote for them to be
accountable to the EU and not Parliament? Not in my experience, but the vested interests of
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unaccountability are committed to overturning this election result

If the arguments to overturn the vote to Leave the EU isn't going to be overturned by
technocratic arguments, then what's the strongest line of attack for anti-democrats? | think the
strongest case against the democratic will of the people expressed through the referendum is to
bluff out the very issue that probably swung it against the RemalN camp, and that's the role of
the experts in advising us on our 'advisory' referendums. On Saturday's stroll of reaction to the
referendum to Parliament Square, the more coherent comments and banners from attendees
was that the electorate were conned by lies promulgated by the LeaveEU campaign. Again, it's
ironic that many who castigate problem of an elitist approach in marking the 100 year
anniversary of the toffs causing the slaughter at the Somme, repeat it in supporting the EU.

How forceful and convincing can the 'they were conned by lies' approach be? Well something
very important has happened with this vote, especially given the onslaught of establishment
figures heaping unprecedented pressure across the board to vote to RemalN, else our world
implodes. As one of the strands of the campaign to Leave the EU was a public rejection of the
emphasis of 'experts' or in other words, the same toffs that sent us over the tenches in the
Somme, it's a high-risk strategy. Michael Gove famously said that 'people in this country have
had enough of experts' and that was both true and resonated with the audience. Years of being
told by experts and via the EU bureacracy where we can smoke, what the cigarette packets
should look like, where cigarettes can be advertised, where we can drink, how much the
minimum price of that drink should be, how much salt we can have in our food, how our food
needs to be labelled, where our food outlets can be located take their toll, and this poll showed
that.
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