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[bookmark: _Hlk23680930][bookmark: _GoBack][bookmark: _Hlk23701641][bookmark: _Hlk23616449][bookmark: _Hlk23681664][bookmark: _Hlk22820236][bookmark: _Hlk23615656][bookmark: _Hlk23351292][bookmark: _Hlk23701698][bookmark: _Hlk23503567][bookmark: _Hlk23503662][bookmark: _Hlk23507500][bookmark: _Hlk23522777][bookmark: _Hlk23682877][bookmark: _Hlk23597848][bookmark: _Hlk23245018][bookmark: _Hlk23329106][bookmark: _Hlk23682647][bookmark: _Hlk23608996][bookmark: _Hlk23612153][bookmark: _Hlk23671933][bookmark: _Hlk23672122][bookmark: _Hlk23613449][bookmark: _Hlk23673381][bookmark: _Hlk23675713][bookmark: _Hlk23676055][bookmark: _Hlk23701750][bookmark: _Hlk23693356][bookmark: _Hlk23767097][bookmark: _Hlk23769294][bookmark: _Hlk23701799][bookmark: _Hlk23694703][bookmark: _Hlk23696100][bookmark: _Hlk23696654][bookmark: _Hlk23781385][bookmark: _Hlk23701187]July 2016 saw a nationwide referendum, where the British public were asked to vote on the United Kingdoms (UK) membership within the European Union (EU). After a bitterly fought election campaign, the UK public voted to leave the EU, now known as ‘Brexit’ – British exit.  However, the ballot was extremely close, with a majority vote of 52% to leave and 48% voting to remain within the EU. These figures have left the nation divided, with much discussion into immigration policies, economic resources and national identity.  The leave vote has left many unanswered questions, specifically, what drove individuals to vote in this way? Sears et al (1980) asserts that individual’s voting choices are not always a reflection of rational thought. Nonetheless, speculations from the media have suggested that many were attracted to the leave vote purely due to raising concerns over heightened immigration (Ipsos MORI, 2016).
     Additionally, since the referendum became an option for public vote there has been significant rises in racial motivated hate crime across the UK. Police recorded crime saw a gradual increase in hate crime since 2015 with significant spikes during political events (Burnett, 2017).  Data collected from The Home Office (2016) saw sharp increases in racial motivated hate crimes following the vote, with a 41% increase since the previous year. From these statistics alone, it is possible to suggest that racial prejudices may have played a part in the final vote, but it is not determined how much of the Brexit vote was influenced by prejudiced attitudes, whether implicit or explicit. Therefore, this essay will draw on psychological theory, such as the integrated threat theory( Stephan & Stephan, 2000), realistic conflict theory(Campbell, 1965), as well as discussing the possible links with collective narcissism, right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation,  in an attempt to critically evaluate how much of the voting decisions were influenced by intergroup attitudes.
     When attempting to establish what drives people to make certain voting choices, influences such as an individuals perception of threat should be taken into consideration. One theory that may offer some insight into the social effects of perceived threat is the integrated threat theory also known as intergroup threat theory (Stephan & Stephan, 2000). 
     The theory seeks to categorise components that cause a perceived threat between social groups (Stephan, Diaz-loving & Duran, 2000). Threat does not have to be actual threat to cause unrest, but ‘perceived’ can have an effect (Rapee, 1997). According to this theory intergroup threat is experienced by an individual when they perceive that members of a different group may be a danger to them, or cause harm (Stephan, Ybarra, & Morrison,2009). The integrated threat theory claims that there are four types of threat that may lead to prejudice: realistic, symbolic, intergroup anxiety, as well as negative stereotypes (Stephan, Diaz-loving & Duran, 2000), though only realistic and symbol threat will be discussed at this time. 
     Realistic threat refers to possible threats to an in-group’s safety and/or well-being (Campbell, 1967), such as, political, economic, health, employment and physical threat (Sherif, 1967).  Whereas symbolic threat is based on the belief that a group’s values are at risk (Allport, 1993), such as a threat to an in-group’s societal moral code (Stephan & Stephan, 2000). However, both levels of perceived threat may have motivated voting choices.
     Throughout the referendums campaigning, leading up to the final vote, much division between groups could be seen. To understand this further, the links between perceived threat and its implications on society should be considered. Realistic threat draws on the work of Sherif et al (1961) who devised the realistic conflict theory.  Sherif et al’s (1961), Robbers cave experiment conducted in 1954, explored intergroup behaviour by purposely causing perceived threat and division on a group of pre-adolescent children (Valentim, 2010). The study separated the boys into two groups and created competition for a prize offered to the winning group. This caused both groups to develop negative attitudes towards the other group, as well as physical hostility (Cherry, 1995).  Sherif et al (1961) concluded that when a division and competition for recourses between two groups is caused, intergroup conflict and prejudice attitudes arise, including hostility toward the outgroup (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).  
     As seen throughout both the leave and remain campaigns, politicians, the media and social media have played a role in causing similar divisions among the British population by referencing the potential downfall of the National Health Service(NHS), a lack of employment whilst linking these to the increase in immigration(Vyver et al, 2018; Hanska & Bauchowitz, 2017). According to Gavin (2018), the spread of such information does not necessarily influence attitudes, but instead reinforces pre-existing ones. However, a recent study conducted by Bond and Tejeiro (2019), which analysed the impact of intergroup threat on voting behaviours from data collected from 1127 UK participants, concluded that, perceived threat had a greater influence on voting behaviours than general negativity toward immigrant’s themselves. 
     Whilst there is an ample amount of evidence suggesting that perceived threat was a strong motivator for voting leave, Abrams et al (2017) argues that different types of perceived threat had different effects on voting decisions. For instance, a study by Vyver et al (2018) which measured both realistic and symbol threat outcomes on voting behaviours found that symbolic threat was not a strong predictor of voting decisions, whereas realist threat was. This may be because of an emphasis on realistic threat topics i.e. resources, during the lead up to the referendum. In support of Bond and Tejeiro (2019), a further study by De Zavala, Guerra and Simao (2017), considered the effect of collective narcissism when investigating perceived threat and the EU referendum’s voting behaviours. Their results suggested significant correlations between collective narcissism and perceived threat from outgroup’s. They concluded that collective narcissism was a strong predictor of individual’s voting leave. 
     Collective narcissism is defined as the social level of narcissism and when applied to a group, is often related to ethnocentrism and nationalist views (Cai & Gries, 2013; Belk,2017), and they typically reject foreigners and ethnic minorities (Lyons et al, 2013). According to De Zavala (2016) collective narcissism has been a predictor of hostility towards outgroups, particularly as a response to a perceived threat. This may account for the spikes in racial hate crimes during key political events. For example, as previously stated, hate motivated crime escalated during the referendums campaigning and the days following the vote. According to Burnett (2017), following the announcement of the referendum’s result, fifty-one cases of verbal abuse to members of an out-group, included reference to Brexit, such as ‘taking back our country.’  
     Continuing with collective narcissism in mind, right-wing political campaigns with an emphasis on loss of nationalism or immigration control appear to be an element of concern within voting decisions. Take Donald Trump’s presidential candidacy in 2017 for example. Trump’s campaigning included an exaggeration on needing to restore the nations lost greatness, i.e. ‘Make America Great Again’ (Federico, 2016). Trumps campaigning saw nationalist’s agenda’s being validated (MacWilliams 2016). Due to the nature of collective narcissism, individuals who are high in collective narcissism may have been attracted to political ideologies to use force or aggression as a mean’s of protecting the national identity, specifically if disliked out-groups were targeted (Cichocka,2016). Similarly, collective narcissism attitudes may have been influenced during the UK’s referendum’s campaigning. Zavala et al (2017) states that many leave voters may have been drawn to political parties whom reinforce their national identity, namely, Britain First or Ukip. 
     Furthermore, authoritarian and social dominance orientation is also considered as a predictor of the leave vote (Hobolt, 2016). Individual’s with authoritarian personalities often prefer social order, and tend to hold prejudices to dissenters (Altemeyer, 1988), where as those high in social dominance orientation believe maintaining group hierarchy is important, as well as asserting that their in-group should hold dominance over out-groups (Pratto et al., 1994; Morrison & Ybarra, 2007). 
     Similarly, to the integrated threat theory, authoritarians often have a dangerous world view (Sibley et al, 2007) and hold prejudices against social groups whom pose a perceived threat to their nations traditional value’s (Duckitt, 2006). There has been much debate into whether authoritarianism can be held as a personality construct or a stand alone political ideology (Pettigrew,2017), however McCourt et al (1999) explains that authoritarian orientation has genetic roots and begins to show in early childhood, and typically leads to right-wing political ideologies (Ludeke & Krueger,2013), i.e. right-wing authoritarianism. 
     As stated by Asbrock, Sibley and Duckitt (2009) right-wing authoritarianism was a strong predictor of prejudice toward ‘dangerous groups,’  Which is not particularly surprising when some Brexit campaigns have had an emphasis on lack of resources and high immigration numbers (Vyver et al, 2018; Hanska & Bauchowitz, 2017). Additionally, Choma and Hanoch (2017) data, collected from a sample of 408 American’s, saw high correlations between individuals who were high in authoritarianism and support for right-wing politicians, such as Trump. 
     Closely related to authoritarianism, social dominance orientation also displays negative attitudes toward out-groups (Levin et al, 2002). Social dominance orientation represents anti-egalitarian ideologies and features strong hierarchy dominance over minority groups or those who are deemed ‘less worthy’ (Duckitt & Sibley, 2007). 
Dhont et al (2016) asserts that social dominance orientation is a key factor in intergroup conflict and negative attitudes towards ethnic minorities. According to Sidanius and Pratto (1999), individuals who score high on the SDO-scale typically support discriminatory practices to out-group’s as it enhances their group’s dominant status. Findings from De Zavala, Guerro and Simae (2017) study, which attempted to establish the relationship between authoritarians, social dominance orientation and prejudiced attitudes, show that both right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation are strongly correlated with intergroup conflict, as well as suggesting that the negative attitudes associated with right-wing authoritarians and those high in social dominance were linked to the leave vote. 
     Whilst anti-immigration and prejudice attitudes appear to be a main driver for the leave vote, individual experiences should be taken into account. The contact hypothesis for instance, claims that positive intergroup contact can reduce prejudice toward minority groups (Allport, 1954). The hypothesis describes intergroup contact as a viable way to improve in-group and out-group conflict (wright, 2009). Evidently, Lawton and Ackrill (2016), state that area’s with large amounts of migrants voted remain during the referendum, whereby areas with less amount of migrants were more likely to support the leave campaign (Goodwin & Heath, 2016). This may be a result of the tactics used during the campaigning leading up to the referendum. Elgot (2016) states that leave campaigners were accused of using xenophobic tactics to influence voting intentions. These tactics may have fed into perceptions of outgroups in those who had little to no intergroup contact, whereas those with increased opportunity of intergroup contact were more in favour of remain. 
    As can be seen, there is much evidence suggesting that the final voting outcome was a result of negative intergroup attitudes, however, the relative deprivation theory (Walker & Pettigrew, 1984) offers another factor to take into account when discussing voting choices. Relative deprivation refers to economic, political and social deprivation (Walker & Pettigrew, 1984).  According to the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (2016), many individuals’ voted leave in area’s with low educational attainment and with limited opportunity for personal or group prosperity. In support of this, Alabrese et al (2019) suggests individual’s receiving government aid or had ill health and low life satisfaction had also reported voting leave. With many areas within the UK experiencing poverty, whilst others thrive, it is understandable why these individual’s feel ‘left behind,’ and would be in support of alternative options. 
     Relative deprivation has been considered as a leading cause of social movements, particularly when individuals means do not reflect what they think they are entitled to (Walker & Pettigrew, 1984; Walker & Smith, 2002). Goodwin and Heath (2016) explain that long term entrenchment held some significance to the Brexit vote, however, the extent of its influence is undetermined.
     To conclude, this essay has attempted to evaluate whether the ‘Brexit’ vote was influenced by intergroup attitudes. Drawing on past theological framework, as well as discussing individual attitudes towards out-groups and other factors that may have played a role.
     As can be seen, perceived threat appears to be a major contributor to the leave vote. The integrated threat theory (Stephan & Stephan, 2000), and realist conflict theory (Sherif et al, 1961), offered substantial support as to why individual’s chose to vote leave. As previously stated, many divisions in society were caused throughout the referendums campaigning, including media outlets portraying migrants as a threat to British populations resources, which in turn may have triggered or re-enforced individual’s perceived threat regarding out-groups and led to the leave vote. Realistic threat was considered as a stronger predictor on voting decisions than symbolic threat, but both areas of perceived threat did influence the final outcome.
     In addition to this, personality factors such as, collective narcissism, right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation were also considered. Studies determined that individuals with high levels of narcissism, right-wing authoritarianism or social dominance orientation, were more likely to reject outgroups and hold strong prejudice attitudes to individuals or groups whom they deemed to be a threat to the in-groups social and political value’s or their social status. Studies also found that individuals with high levels of these orientations were more likely to vote leave, specifically when campaigning had an emphasis on nationalism.
     Furthermore, the contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954)  explained why area’s with high proportions of migrants were more likely to support the remain campaign, and relative deprivation theory (Walker & Pettigrew, 1984) was considered as a contributing factor to the leave vote, but with little empirical evidence, the extent in which it had an effect is undetermined at this time. Notably, intergroup attitudes appear to be the main influence in voting behaviours, more specifically, threat based intergroup rhetoric suggests to hold the majority influence to intergroup attitudes on voting behaviours.
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