Dear Reviewers,

I would like to express my sincere thanks and gratitude for your help and guidance in improving my thesis. After reflecting on your suggestions and making the necessary changes, I believe the thesis is now significantly stronger due to your input and the modifications I have implemented. 

Changes that have elevated the standard of the thesis include improvements made to the clarity of the research puzzle and questions, enhancements in methodological clarity and rigour, and refining the literature review to be more thorough and relevant. Furthermore, the literature review is strengthened by considering the differences in ontological approaches and how populism is studied within existing frameworks. 

Additionally, assistance with issues such as spelling, grammar, and referencing has considerably enhanced the quality of the thesis. I truly appreciate the guidance and comments from both reviewers, which have made this task more manageable, especially as I am no longer a full-time student and have limited time to improve the thesis due to my full-time career outside of academia. 

I have included the coding data for each election, detailing the number of codes identified for every measure of populism and anti-populism for each party and the number of sources that feature each measure of populism. This data appears in an appendix at the end of the thesis and has been revised to adopt a more judicious approach to coding while ensuring strict alignment with the populism theoretical framework. 

I naturally desire the thesis to be publishable and to meet the criteria for being awarded a PhD. I firmly believe that, with the guidance I have received, the progress I have made, and the support of my supervisors, I have achieved this goal. 

Below, I have provided feedback and outlined how I have incorporated your list of corrections to enhance the thesis. My comments on your insightful feedback are in red text to clearly differentiate the requested changes from my comments.

List of corrections
Typography: 
The entire thesis needs to be carefully proofread and edited to fix problems with grammar, readability and clarity (see annotations). There is a particular need for clarity in relation to methodology (especially quantitative aspects) and parts of the literature review (see below). Some of the section headings are also questionable (e.g., ‘Real Change and Respecting the Referendum, Whereas Labour = 2 Referendums’ (175)). I have annotated the first 50 or so pages to indicate typos and grammatical errors, but not the rest of the thesis. 
Thank you for your feedback and thorough reading of the thesis, which has greatly enhanced the overall quality of the writing. I have proofread the thesis and corrected several errors, including grammatical, spelling, and readability issues. I also re-read the thesis in its entirety, carefully addressing the concerns mentioned above. I have rewritten sections to ensure they are clear and easy for the reader to understand, enabling them to follow the logic and flow of the thesis. As a result, the quality of the thesis is now at a higher standard.I have proofread the thesis and corrected any errors such as grammar, spelling and readability with thanks for the annotations/comments. I have also re-read the thesis in full after all changes have been made and taken care to check for any issues such as spelling, incorrect word/grammar etc. I have also rewritten sections to ensure that they are clear and easy for the reader to understand and follow the logic and flow of the thesis. Therefore, the quality of the thesis should is to a higher standard.

Further, to assist the ease of understanding I have improved the methodology for the quantitative data which is now much simplerI have simplified the methodology for the quantitative data, making it easier for readers to follow. The quantitative section, which is expanded upon in more detail in these corrections, now includes two measures. The first measure captures the prevalence of populism references or codes within the data analysis, while the second measures the breadth of populism across the sources within the investigation. As a result, the theoretical contribution of the thesis is now clearer. for the reader. 	The quantitative section, which I expand upon in more detail in these correction, now has two measures – which capture the prevalence of populism codes and the breadth of populism across the sources under analysis. I make this clear in the introduction and this is now easier for the reader to understand the contribution of the paper.

Additionally, I have renamed the named heading to be more readable and each subsection in the analysis now has the name of the populism reference that it directly relates to for each one of the sub measures of populism. Each sub measure of populism has its own subsection, regardless of if any matching codes are found to keep the close relationship to the framework which is the main progress/contribution of the thesis.Furthermore, I have renamed the headings in the case study analysis to enhance readability. I have also removed the code for “Labour = 2 referendums” from the thesis to maintain its academic standard. Each subsection now corresponds to a specific measure of populism, regardless of the presence of matching codes. This approach preserves the close connection to the framework, which constitutes the main contribution of the thesis.

Once again, I appreciate the assistance with the annotated notes, which have made completing these amendments more manageable. 

Citations and the reference list need to be carefully checked to ensure that all details are correct. E.g., Ostiguy, 2017.  
I have gone through the reference list form carefully and corrected any incorrect references such as the noted reference by Ostiguy which had not correctly referenced the book chapter. I have checked for similar mistakes and checked for any other inaccuracies in the references. The bibliography has been updated where necessary to ensure that it is accurate.I have carefully reviewed the reference list and corrected any inaccuracies, including the reference for Ostiguy, which was not properly cited to include the book chapter. The bibliography has also been updated as needed to ensure its accuracy. The corrections encompass all book chapters present in the reference list. 
Figure and table titles need to be checked. E.g., we go from Table 7 to 9, skipping 8. The figures also need to be more consistent in formatting. E.g., see 58 and 59 (page 273). 
Using Word’s ‘Insert Caption’ and ‘Cross Reference’ feature would prevent these mistakes happening.
Thank you for the guidancguidance.e, I have used MS words insert caption and cross reference to ensure that the figuresWord's 'Insert Caption' and 'Cross-Reference' features to ensure that the figures and  and tables match up and are in order now.align correctly. Both tables and figures in the thesis have been checked carefully to ensure that they match to the correct figure/table and that they are ordered correctly. I was unaware of this before so I appreciate the feedback and have taken it on board.
There were some recycled examples relating to particular features of populism. E.g., Morales’ dress. These should be replaced with different examples to avoid repetition. 
When re-reading the thesis, I have been mindful of recycled or copied examples. Furthermore, I have removed the double use of Morale’s dress chompa to avoid such repetition. The only reference to chompa now is in the “state of the art” section on the populist style on p. 312.
Referencing formatting needs to be fixed: 
“eg: (Rovira Kaltwasser, Taggart, Ochoa Espejo, and Ostiguy 2017; Taggart 2000) should read “e.g. Rovira Katlwasser et al. (2017) and Taggart (2000)”. 
This reference has been corrected in text and in the bibliographyThis reference has been corrected in both the text and the bibliography. I have also updated the other book chapter references in the populism handbook, carefully checking for any similar issues for other book chapter references.
 to ensure that this is fully correct.
There are double entries for some sources in the bibliography.
I have gone through the references thoroughly and deleted any instances of doublethoroughly reviewed the references and removed any instances of duplicate entries that were previously present. 
Phantom references exist in the bibliography – for instance the below entry does not refer to any chapter or work:
Rovira Kaltwasser, Cristóbal, Paul A. Taggart, Paulina Ochoa Espejo, Pierre Ostiguy, and Cas Mudde, eds. 2017. The Oxford Handbook of Populism. First edition. Oxford Handbooks. Oxford, United Kingdom ; New York: Oxford University Press.
I have removed this reference and searched for any other potential phantom references in the thesis. I have correctly completed the reference to match its source.
Chapters from edited collections are not always referenced correctly in the bibliography – rather than giving the chapter as a discreet unit, the whole text is given. 
Rovira Kaltwasser, Cristóbal, Paul A. Taggart, Paulina Ochoa Espejo, and Pierre Ostiguy. 2017. The Oxford Handbook of Populism. First edition. Oxford Handbooks. Oxford, United Kingdom ; New York: Oxford University Press.
I Aamended this reference to be as requested below, and it is now on p. 305 in the references list. 
This should be “Rovira Kaltwasser, Cristóbal, Paul A. Taggart, Paulina Ochoa Espejo, and Pierre Ostiguy. 2017. Populism: An Overview of the Concept and the State of the Art. In Rovira Kaltwasser, Cristóbal, Paul A. Taggart, Paulina Ochoa Espejo, and Pierre Ostiguy. 2017. The Oxford Handbook of Populism. First edition. Oxford Handbooks. Oxford, United Kingdom; New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 1–24.”
I have corrected the above example and all other book chapters to include the correct author and page number., for example also the Ostiguy, and Weyland chapters in the Oxford handbook.
Table and Figure should not be in square brackets – they should just be part of the text.
I have removed the square brackets in text for table a figure numbers and used the cross-reference feature to ensure that the the text for the table and figure numbers and used the cross-reference feature to ensure that these correspond to the correct item.
Framing. The opening sections of the thesis should be redrafted to give a clearer account of: the research puzzle being addressed; the methodological approach; and, the research findings, emphasising the originality of the research. (There is no abstract, and the introduction does not clearly spell out the findings.) Additionally, the more qualitative nature of the main empirical chapters (5–7) needed to be signposted more clearly. 
I have rewritten the introduction section to make it much clearer that the thesis is addressing the research puzzle, which is the key research puzzle is that despite the variety of populism conceptualisationsit clearer that the thesis addresses a research puzzle. , there remains a lack of a holistic framework to more effectively understand and analyse populism.I make it clear that there is literary confusion in populism studies, which presents a key research puzzle: How can a unified theoretical approach effectively address the shortcomings of existing populism approaches while consistently encompassing all its nuances? (p. 6).  This is signposted clearly also in the abstract and re-iteratedclearly signposted in the abstract and introduction and reiterated in the thesis several times to ensure that it is clear for the reader. 

Further, the contribution of the framework and the distinct variations of populist styles (pragmatic, performative, non-populist performer and non-populist) isFurthermore, I make it clear that a core contribution of the framework is the distinct variations of populist styles, namely pragmatic, performative, non-populist performer, and non-populist. I expand on the framework's progress as  the originality and need for the study within the field of populism studies. a significant advancement in the field, aiming to reconcile the existing disagreements and consider a broader range of populist appeals, including written, spoken, performed, and enacted. The construction of a framework that has potentially universal application to consider all of populism’s nuances is presented as the key originality of the study, alongside an in-depth analysis of populism in contemporary Britain. 	Comment by Caitlin Milazzo (staff): Reconsider wording.

Regrettably, the abstract was not included in the thesis but was only available in the online submissionAs mentioned the abstract was not present in the thesis, only on the online submission. I have, therefore,  added the abstract and now more clearly outlines the findings of the studyprovide a clearer outline of the study's findings., Nnotably the findings focus on the variation ins populism between parties (Labour and UKIP/BXP as populists and Conservatives as not), the increasing trend of populism in the mainstream parties over elections,time and that the different types of populism (pragmatic and performative etc) that exist within British politics, vindicating the framework’s contribution of differentiating between populism styles.
Literature review. Related to the above, the literature review needs to be both slimmed down, to strip out extraneous material, and refocused so that there is a clear problem or issue being addressed. It needs to have a clearer purpose, all the way through. Additionally: 
In line with the reviewer’s helpful comments I have been able to slimresponse to the reviewers’ helpful comments, I have shortened the  down the literature review section from the original version. This has allowed for me to provide additional focusfocus more on the differences between the approaches beyond their core conceptual measures of populism. To slim down the section, I removed the economic approach to populism as this has broadly been disproven, is biased in its conceptualisation of populism and focuses on a political outcome (hurting the population's economic interests) rather than providing measurable criteria.

There is now a clearer focus on the state of the art, and the addition of Table 1 (p. 41) outlines the important aspects of this section. Specifically, I discuss variety between the four key approaches to populism based on their analytical focus, the key concepts they associate with populism, how they categorise the concept (graduational/binary), and the research paradigms they emphasise. Breaking down the section into these key components helps maintain focus and enhances my framework by examining its relationship with existing studies and my proposed improvements within my approach.

Consequently, this section examines the key debates between approaches and delves deeper into their ontological differences, engaging with the most significant discussions relevant to populism studies in accordance with the reviewers' helpful recommendations. 

I have improved the state of the art section to consider the analytical focus of each approach (slimmed down to 4 key approaches, removing the economic model), the research paradigm within which they operate and how this leads to distinction between the differing viewpoints. Furthermore, I outline the different way in which populism is categorised as either a binary or gradational term. Consequently, the section considers more the key debates between approaches and covers wider ground upon their difference, engaging with the key debates. 
The section on the ‘populism as an economic model’ perspective needs to be made clearer. 
As the economic approach to populism is less influential in the field and plays a very minimal role in my approach, I have decided to remove the section this model. I have retained a mention of this and that it is a school of thought. However, importantly, I outline that the economic approach has been broadly falsified, or at least heavily scrutinised within the advanced contemporary literature on populism. I have justified the exclusion in the state of the art.Since the economic approach to populism is less influential in the field and plays a minimal role in my perspective, I have removed the section on the economic model. I still mention it as a school of thought (p.18). Importantly, I note that the economic approach faces significant critique in contemporary literature on populism. I justify this exclusion in the “state of the art” section (p.18).
The ‘cultural backlash’ thesis needs explaining. 
Upon reflection and re-reading through the thesis, it was decided that introducing the cultural backlash theory without the necessary explanation was an oversight, as pointed out. I have decided to remove reference to this to help cut down the thesis and focus upon the core content and arguments of the thesis.Upon reflection, I agree that introducing the cultural backlash theory without proper explanation was an oversight. I eliminated a reference to this theory to shorten the thesis and concentrate on its core content and arguments.
The section on Essex School perspective needs to be thoroughly redrafted (as does subsequent discussion of the Essex School). The basic problem is that this approach has been slightly misrepresented to make it fit neatly with the broader research design, geared towards identifying the common core elements of populism found in the various perspectives. Fundamentally, the Essex School approach is to view populism as a political logic, intrinsic to a wide variety of political movements, most of which would not be widely considered ‘populist’. This inconvenient fact is not properly dealt with, because it would involve recognising that contemporary populist movements are not qualitatively different to other, non-populist political movements. Although, it may still be possible to identify a grouping of populist movements sharing certain common features from this perspective (the expansion of a logic of equivalence, migrants as a symptomal figure, anti-politics, etc). I.e., this problem is not fatal for the research design, but it does need to be fixed. The thesis could become, in part, a critique of the Essex School approach to populism, and a statement of support for an expansive version of the Mudde/ideology approach. I.e., it is an ideology-focused account of populism in Britain, that analyses it from a mainly positivist, quantitative perspective. Doing so would help overcome the occasional superficiality of the analysis, in that the parts wrongly identifying various acts or policies as ‘populist’ could be excised, and more time could be spent setting out the contours of contemporary populism as a hegemonic project. 
In line with the above recommendation, I have made significant changes to the Essex School part of the literature review. I make it clearer that the approach focuses upon populism as a political logic (as opposed to an ideology etc) and relies on an interpretation of hegemony to understand populism’s relationship with other political appeals. A deeper critique of the Essex School approach is also included, in particular focusing on how the Laclauian approach leads to concept stretching, particularly with the view that all hegemony politics are populist in nature. If we follow this logic, then it is impossible to differentiate populism from other political appeals and articulation. In line with the above recommendation, I made significant changes to the literature review section related to the Essex School. I clarify that the approach focuses on populism as a political logic rather than an ideology, etc. (p.33) and that it relies on an interpretation of hegemony to understand populism’s relationship with other political appeals (p. 34). A deeper critique of the Essex School approach is also included, concentrating on how the Laclauian approach leads to concept stretching, suggesting that all hegemonic politics are inherently populist (p.34). If we follow this logic, then it is impossible to differentiate populism from other political appeals and articulations. 

I have added more literature from the Essex School and bring in further discussion on articulation and political framing to shape populist discourse. This helps to build a stronger base for understanding the Essex School and the various key concepts of the discursive approach of which certain aspects like hegemony are excluded from the approach that I take.I bolstered the literature from the Essex School and now include further discussion on the articulation and political framing that shape the populist discourse. This builds a stronger foundation for understanding the Essex School and its various key concepts within the discursive approach, from which certain aspects, such as hegemony, are excluded in my approach.

I make it much clearer in the Literature Review how the different conceptualisations of populism vary across accounts, extending beyond the key concepts. I now also make a clearer reference to the analytical focus of each approachIn the Literature Review, I clarify how the different conceptualisations of populism vary across accounts, extending beyond the key concepts. I also make a clearer reference to each approach's analytical focus and how they categorise populism as either a binary or mainly graduational term. This results in a disparity in the research paradigms within which the four key approaches operate. , how they catergorise populism as either a binary or predominantly graduational term. This also leads to disparity in the research paradigms within which the four key approaches operate. 

Broadly, the claim to unifying the field needs to be better supported, especially taking into account the inherent differences between some of the models. 
I have significantly have aimed to toned down the aim of unifying the field, instead making clear that  significantly as the aim is to more build a collaborative approach that works with the benefits of existing conceptualisations of populism (e.g. p. 45). Therefore, the aim of the thesis is not to unify the field, which is a potentially impossible task. Instead, I make clear in the thesis that I aim to form a complementary single approach that covers the key areas of the four existing approaches and can be analysed using a universal framework, which is essentially the core research puzzle that I address.

The differences between the existing approaches areis made clearer throughout the section, with a comparison between the main conceptualisations of populism as a core focus of the literature review. Most clearly the distinction between approaches is summarised in a table at the end of the literature review that outlines the differences of analytical focus points (ideas, culture, logic etc), key concepts, how the term is categorised, the distinction between approaches is summarised in Table 1 at the end of the literature review (p. 41), which outlines the differences in analytical focus points (ideas, culture, logic, etc.), key concepts, how the term is categorised, and the research paradigm within which they are situated and the research paradigm within which they follow. 

Consequently, it should be much clearer where there is overlap and difference between approaches for the readerto the reader where there is overlap and difference between approaches. The focus of my study is to search for broad agreement on central and peripheral features rather than unify all existing approaches. Delving deeper into the ontological differences has helped to outline where fundamental disagreement exists and where my study seeks balance with a critical realist approach rather than a full positivist or interpretivist approach to studying populist discourse.

The UK context, and the pre-existing studies of populism within the UK, needs to be better covered in the literature review.
I agree that it is useful to give some additional context tobeneficial to provide some additional context for populism in Britain. Therefore,  I have now taken this feedback on board and included a section towards the end of the review that provides some insight into key figures in British political history that are thought to beinsight into key figures in British political history who are considered populist, namely Margaret Thatcher and Enoch Powell (, see p. 388). I then bring into this debate parties in Britain that are said to utilise populism on both the left and the right wing and how these are generally condensed to the fringes of British politics.

The section then turns to populism within contemporary British politics, which helps shape the assumptions of the studystudy's assumptions. The key focus of this is on the role of Brexit in forming a populist division between European external elites and the common British people. All in all, this adds depth to the understanding of populism in Britain and helps the reader better situate my study in the wider context of wider British politics.
Some of the figures in the middle part of chapter 3 are of questionable value (i.e., Figure 2). More importantly, they are generally not very intuitive because the various characteristics (especially the ‘non-core’ ones) have not been properly explained by that point. Including a table setting out and briefly defining the various characteristics, at an earlier stage, would be helpful. There is such a table on page 75, but the fact that it comes at the end of the chapter is not ideal. I.e., this chapter needs to be reordered for the reader’s benefit. 
Following the feedback, I have decided to cut back several of the figures in the thesis to make it more concise and retain the flow to the readerreduced the number of figures in the thesis to make it more concise and maintain the reader's flow. I have removed the previous figure 2 as it is suggested that it has little valueFigure 2, as it is suggested that it has little value. I have re-ordered the section so that the table is moved to an earlier part of the chapter to help guide the reader on what is to follow and I have re-ordered the section so that the table is moved to earlier in the chapter to help guide the reader as to what is about to follow in the chapter.
Figure 6 is of dubious utility, but there may also be a typo there. Elsewhere the author suggests that varieties of populism with both ‘core’ and ‘facilitating’ features are ‘performative’, but the opposite is true in Figure 6. 
It is correct that there was a typo. I have removed this figure also to make the section more concise. Therefore, the error is no longer present in the thesis.and take on the valuable feedback.
Methodology. Large sections of the theory/methodology chapters needed to be edited for clarity. There is a tendency to not explain quantitative aspects of the research design properly, especially bearing in mind a non-quants audience. Furthermore, in the section outlining the main quantitative measure, there is no acknowledgement of the various quantitative measures of populism already in existence. There needs to be an analysis of these, including an account of the need for this new measure. 
I have taken on board this helpful feedback and thoroughly redrafted the methodology section, paying more attention to the ontology and epistemology of my approach and those existing within the field. Aware that the quantitative approach was perhaps confusing, in agreement with my supervisors I have changed the quantitative approach to simplify the mixed method approach and focus upon the net prevalence of populism in the discourse and also how broadly across the sources populism is found. 
I have taken this valuable feedback into account and thoroughly revised the methodology section, paying more attention to the ontology and epistemology related to my approach as well as those prevalent in the field. Recognising that the quantitative approach might be confusing, I modified it in accordance with my supervisors to simplify the mixed-methods approach. Now, I focus on the net prevalence of populism in the discourse and the broad representation of populism across various sources. The functioning of these elements and how they help us comprehend the variation in populism is clearly explained in the thesis, making it more accessible to a non-quantitative audience, as recommended.

I fully agree that more guidance of the existing approaches to quantifying populism is necessary and have included a section on this, going through several landmark approaches, including the PopuList, the global populism database and the Chapel Hill expert survey. Whilst outlining the approaches that these all take, I also differentiate my method, how it is different and the benefit of my approach. There is also more reflection in the methodology of the shortcomings of my study and the issues faced with replicating in particular expert-based studies as a PhD student and the limitations of my findings. I agree that more guidance on existing approaches to quantifying populism is necessary. I have included a section on this literature, discussing several landmark methodologies, including the Populist, the Global Populism Database, and the Chapel Hill Expert Survey. While outlining the approaches these measures take, I explain how my method differs and highlight its benefits. Additionally, I reflect on the methodology's shortcomings and consider the potential limitations of my findings. 
The methodology behind Figure 55 needs clarifying. ‘Personal feelings’ is not a valid measure. Somewhat surprisingly, it depicts the Conservatives as non-populist, unlike Labour and UKIP, contradicting some of the earlier analysis. 
I have changed amended the quantitative measures as they required refinement. The figure has been removed, and a new approach and measure is used that is more based in the data analysis rather than populism scoresare now included. The new approach is an improvement based on the quantitative aspect of the data analysis rather than populism scores for each leader, as before. 

There is now no reference to personal feelings. as this is too nuanced and unsuitable for a thesis that aims for methodological rigour. Instead, the graph's basis relies on interpreting both the depth and breadth of populism and the discursive centrality and strength of populist discourse for each party. The analysis should now clearly state that the Conservatives are not populists as they do not share all of populism's core features, particularly elite antagonism and demands for hegemonic change.
The potential issue around your ‘Total Score’ being related to the number of documents needs to be rethought, and if kept, better justified in the text. Serious consideration should be given to why a % measure is not used. 
The need feedback regardingfor a percentage-% based measure has been taken on board and I have subsequently decided to use two key measures of populism. One is based on the net prevalence of populism codes found in the discourse and a second measure considers the percentage of sources that have positive populism referenceinto account, and I now use two key measures of populism: One is based on the net prevalence of populism codes found in the discourse, and a second measure considers the percentage of sources that have positive populism references. Consequently, I have taken on board the recommendation to have a percentage-based measure as well as a measure of the prevalence of populism discourse. 

There is now a clear gradient to populism, with the more net populist references and broader adoption of populism across sources determining the strength of populism in each election. Thus, there is a clear and easier-to-understand logic whereby more populist references and/or breadth indicate a strength in populist discourse.s, which addresses the need for a percentage-based measure.
Additionally, how the Total Score is then used for the next step in your analysis needs to be better justified. At the moment, the Total Score needed for each category seems arbitrary.
Because of the arbitrary nature of the populism scores that were perhaps too abstract, I have instead simplified the approach to focus on the amount of populism references that are Due to the arbitrary nature of the populism scores, which may have been too abstract, I have simplified the approach to focus on the number of populism references found in the data. This approach , which helps to outline that the depth and change in populism across the elections and parties under analysis. Secondly, I quantify the percentage of documents or sources that populism features in as a measure of populism’s breadth. Therefore, I consider both the number of codes found in the investigation and how widely populism is seen across the various sources.

The quantitative analysis is now significantly more centred on the data rather than calculating a populism score through a formula. These changes bolster the thesis's quantitative claims, enhancing the validity of the findings.  This is now considerably more focused to the data rather than calculated with a formula. I believe that this strengthens the quantitative claims of the paper and the findings have increased validity.  
Structure. 
The Research Design section in the introduction (page 8) gets onto methodological issues without also going into the necessary level of detail. Some/all of this material should be saved for the actual methodology chapter. 
I have redrafted the research design section in the introduction (page 11) to be more concise and reduce the level of detail and description. Nevertheless, as an improvement to the section, I now explain more provide a more detailed explanation of the ontology and , the method of discourse analysis that I undertake.
Is chapter 8 really necessary? Could that material be tentatively addressed at the end of 7, and properly address in the conclusion, after the quants material has also been discussed? 
I agree with the feedback that chapter 8 as a summary of the qualitative findings could fit at the end of chapter 7 andChapter 8, as a summary of the qualitative findings, could be placed at the end of Chapter 7; therefore, I have made this change. The deeper take- home points are then re-addressed in more detail in the conclusion section.
Large sections of chapter 9 merely redescribe things already discussed in previous chapters, notably the case studies. E.g., see page 255. There is an argument for integrating this chapter into the prior case studies. Most of the new material only comes at the very end, after page 271.
Following this feedback and further discussions with my supervisor I have decided to remove the original chapter 9 and restructure the case study part of the thesis. Now, both the quantitative and qualitative sections are connected which helps to remove the repetition. Now each party section considers the data and what it means before going into depth of the qualitative data and the discourse analysis approach. Following this feedback and further discussions with my supervisor, I decided to remove the original Chapter 9 and restructure the case study section of the thesis. Now, both the quantitative and qualitative parts are connected, which helps reduce repetition. Each section begins by considering the quantitative data, its findings, and its consequences before delving into the qualitative data and the discourse analysis approach. 

At the start of each case study, a new quantitative data analysis is conducted to examine the depth and breadth of populism’s features in the discourse. The quantitative data is supported by further engagement with the frameworks’ populism theoryNow the new material of the data begins each section to engage and inform the reader of the quantitative findings before going, delving into more detail regarding the relationship between the parties and their connection to populism theory into more detail. 

The conclusion serves as a way of sharing the deeper take home points and addressing the research questions and puzzle. All this serves to improve the thesis and its structure and shares the deeper take-home points and addresses the research questions and puzzle, enhancing the thesis, its structure, and its content.
Case studies. The thematic analysis is set out under a series of sub-headings. It would help guide the reader if these were numbered (1, 1.1, 1.1.1, etc), to make it easier to locate the ‘parent’ subheading. The case studies also struggled to properly chart the diachronic aspect of populism in the three cases, partly due to the more thematic structure built around the various criteria. It felt like, at times, the discourse of the three parties was analysed in the form of three large, undifferentiated corpuses. 
I am grateful for the feedback and have endeavoured to make the case study sections clearer for the reader and included, incorporating numbered headings as helpfully recommended. The aim is to make the sections easier to distinguish and help the reader understand easier the section and theory explored in each sub sectionthe theoretical measures explored in each subsection. The titles of each subheading now directly relates relate to each measure in the framework, making it easy for the reader to follow the logic of the thesis and connect the relationshipthe corresponding measure in the framework, making it easy for the reader to follow the logic of the thesis and establish the connection between the theory and analysis.

I have also taken on board the need to better into account the need to chart populism over time and parties more clearly in the thesis and have a more involved comparative analysis within the case studiesreading. The sections make clearer the differences and similarities between the discursive populism types across elections and further between parties to help map change in populism throughclarify the differences and similarities between the types of discursive populism across elections and within parties, helping to map changes in populism throughout the study period. Furthermore, the end of Chapter 7 now summarises the differences and similarities between the different cases to address the key research questions.
Chapter 6: The Conservatives. 
The material at the start of the chapter (page 153) on the ideological character of the Conservative Party was not very useful and should be excised, as should the same section in the chapter on Labour. 
As recommended, I have significantly reduced this section by removing the information regarding on the ideological nature of both partiesall parties' ideological nature as recommended. This has also provided further words to extend additional capacity to accommodate other recommended changes in the thesis.
Large sections of this chapter (and others) end up being mere description of things said by Conservative leaders or obvious points about Conservative strategy. It needs to be edited so that it retains a clear link to the populism-focused theoretical basis of the thesis, but it also needs a more critical approach to the consideration of empirical material. There is a natural tendency to interpret empirical evidence so that it fits with the central argument of the thesis, but it would actually be more interesting if the populism concept was used more judiciously, and if the author occasionally put forward the counter-argument to classifying particular bits of empirical evidence as ‘populist’.  
I have taken the feedback on board and revisited the section on the Conservative partyParty. One important thing that is addressed in the data is that Consequently, II have re-assessed the coding and removed any references that have a weak connection to the populist theory. This has reduced the amount of populist codes for each case studyAfter a stricter interpretation of the theory, this reduced the total number of populist codes for each election in the study. The redrafted code numbers have been used in the updated quantitative analysis of populism’s prevalence and breadth for each party. Additionally, any reference to empirical evidence of populism that had a weak connection to the theory has been removed from the case study analysis.  

A key step in improving the case studies begins waswith making sure that each sub section title directly links to each measure of populism from the frameworensuring that each section title directly linked to the corresponding measure of populism from the frameworkk, e.g. broad open articulation and so on. I have ainclude a section for each of the populism measures  and also consider any anti-populist discourse that is found which balances outidentified, which helps balance the argument. For example, I explore the Conservatives' adoption of high culture, as well as any features of low culture which link with the theory of populism that is in the framework. I take some critical analysis ofalso critically analyse the connection to the populism theory within the broader case study analysis. 

In the Conservative section, I have now made make it clearer that the party does not qualify as populist and this is made much clearer by starting each of the case study sections with the quantitative data, particularly due to a. The minimal featurelack of elite antagonism and demand for hegemonic change across all Conservative elections shows that the party do not qualify as populist. I also explore the relationship that the party have with anti-populist discourse, such as promoting elites, which should address the concerns of the reviewersparty's relationship with anti-populist discourse, such as promoting elites, which should address the reviewers' concerns. All things considered, by now having the quantitative analysis at the beginning of each case study, it should be clear how common populism is for each party and the type of populism that each election corresponds with. 
This chapter describes the increasingly populist nature of the Conservatives over the time period in question. However, how much of the change in rhetoric post-2016 is a reflection of the changing nature of the Conservatives’ electoral coalition, and not populism per se? E.g., is the Conservatives’ support for Brexit during the 2017 general election a reflection of a deeper (populist) belief in direct democracy, or a mere reflection of the party’s desire to capture greater numbers of Brexit-supporting voters in the Midlands and North? 
This comment poses a very interesting question and it is an importantraises a very interesting question and is an important  consideration. I agree that the increase in populism references found for the Conservatives is unlikely an ideological shift of the party, but instead influenced by other factors, such as wanting to capture Brexit voters, supportingpopulist references found for the Conservatives is unlikely to be due to an ideological shift but rather was influenced by other factors, such as a desire to capture Brexit voters and address popular concerns and so on. I make some references to this within the case study analysis, although but as I believe that the contribution of my thesis focuses relates toon  the prevalence and content of populist discourse, e and deeper reflections into the influences of populist rhetoric or why is fordeeper reflections on the influences of populist rhetoric or why it warrants further study and are beyond the scope of my research. Nevertheless, I do mention the influence of Brexit and the clear relationship between the findings that link to populism and the Brexit referendum, from “getting Brexit done” to “Respect the Referendum”, etc.  
Chapter 7: Labour
As with the Conservative Party chapter, there is a fair amount of quite superficial analysis, with a lot of empirical material retrofitted to appear ‘populist’. This is rooted in a poorly worked-out conception of populism, and sloppy argumentation (i.e., a failure to methodically and rigorously apply the concept). There needs to be a clearer link between empirical and theoretical material, more engagement with counter-arguments, more awareness of theoretical disputes, etc. Too often, the methodology boils down to: here is what I think are the main elements of populism; here is some people saying some stuff that, at least on the surface, resembles support for these key elements; these people are therefore populists. 
A key concern that we discussed in the viva was that the connection between empirical material and populism theory is too looseempirical material had a connection that was too loose to populism. Taking this on board I reassessed the full body of data that I collated and took a stricter focus upon ensuring that the data matches the into account, I have reassessed the full body of data that I had collated, with a stricter focus on ensuring that the data aligns with populism theory. Consequently, I have removed many codes that had a weak or even unfounded connection to the theoretical measures of populism. 

I then The next step was to improved the write upwrite-up  and to remove any link betweento poorly fitting discourse that does not link to and the theory. I completed this by a thorough read through and made many amendments to improve the connection to the theory and populism literature. I also consider some counter-arguments and focus on contradictions between the findings and the populism literature to ensure that it is a reasoned argument considered some counterarguments and focused on the contradictions between the findings and the populism literature to ensure that the argument was reasoned throughout the analysis. The case study for Labour should now be more robust and have a stronger connection to the framework. 

I also outline differences to populismthe differences within Labour's populist discourse.,  Variation includes such as the high levels of populism for Corbyn, particularly in the 2019 election, as well as the lack of charismatic features or performance in the pragmatic populism of Milibandlack of charismatic features or performance for the more pragmatic populism of Milliband. I also, but also pay attention to non-populist elements, such as Corbyn’s support for the cultural high on education. Therefore, there is clear nuance in the write up anda clear nuance in the write-up that shows that the party are not entirely populistthe party is not entirely populist and considers the data holistically, with a deep connection to the theory on populism and anti-populism.
Some of the arguments are slightly tenuous. E.g., the notion that celeb endorsements in 2015 (Coogan, Freeman, etc) represented at attempt to connect with ‘the people’—the trust is literally the opposite! These celebs were easily articulated as ‘luvvies’. Likewise, football is hardly a working class sport these days, and so shouldn’t necessarily be counted as evidence of ‘cultural low’ appeals. 
I agree that the celebrity endorsements are not populist, and this should be reflected in the write upwrite-up of the Labour analysis. I have returned to this section 3.2.1 for Labour and tried to make it clearer that the use of celebrities as a focal point of Labour appeals links more section 3.2.1 for Labour and attempted to clarify that the use of celebrities as a focal point of Labour appeals is more closely linked to anti-populism. I elaborate upon this and howoutline how taking focus away from the leader and towards celebrities challenges a populist discourse as many in Britain consider celebrities to be the focus away from the leader and towards celebrities challenges a populist discourse, as many in Britain consider celebrities to be part of part of the elite.  

The second point here asks for a broader reassessment of cultural lowlow cultural connections, specifically football. I do agree that football is not necessarily a working-class sport and perhaps not best placed as low culture, unless there is a clear connection to either common tradition, low economic status or symbols (for example non-league or grass-roots football rather than the premier leagueagree that football is not necessarily a working-class sport and may not be best suited to low culture unless there is a clear connection to common tradition, low economic status, or symbols (for example, non-league or grassroots football rather than the Premier League). With this in mind II have re-assessed the section 3.4.2. for Labour and cut down and removed any coding that does not have a connection to low culture. Nevertheless, appeals to grass roots football and fan owned clubs etc I believe connect well with a populist discourse and givingI believe that appeals to grassroots football and fan-owned clubs resonate well with a populist discourse, giving people a sense of power within their club or  people power within their club/country. Therefore, I have made this point stronger in the write up and hope that thisstrengthened this point in the write-up and hope that it addresses the reviewer’s rightful queriesreviewer’s legitimate concerns. 

After considering the feedback and support from the reviewers, along with the ongoing guidance from my supervisors, I believe the thesis has significantly improved across all major sections. The abstract is now included in the document, and the introduction elaborates on the methodological approach, presenting a clearer research puzzle and design. 

The state of the art now engages more effectively with ontological and epistemological concerns, as well as with the differences among key approaches, offering a more critical examination of the Essex School in particular. The theoretical framework provides a clearer basis for analysing populism and no longer refers to an attempt to unify the field. The methodology features a more distinct engagement with ontology and the critical realism approach and explores enhanced quantitative measures of populism. 

The case studies present a more critical analysis of populism, deeply engaging with the theory and including further comparative descriptions in the write-up. Additionally, the simplified quantitative data clarifies the relationship between the prevalence and breadth of populism within the case studies. Finally, the conclusion integrates all these improvements, positions the study within the field, and outlines the progress I have made in populism studies. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]I am grateful for the time and support you provided in enhancing the thesis to its current state, and I hope this meets your expectations.

Many thanks,

Callum Tindall
