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In June of 2016, the British public were faced with making the decision of whether or not Britain would remain a member of the European Union, or whether Britain would leave. This movement is more commonly known as ‘Brexit’. The Brexit vote was the subject of many heated debates and conversations throughout Britain and truly divided the nation. Due to the public’s explanations for their individual vote, it became clear that prejudice may have played a big part towards the outcome of the referendum voting; with immigration, islamophobia, loss of jobs, socialism, overpopulation, sovereignty and the economy being some of the main concerns for people deciding to vote ‘leave’ (Herman, 2016; Hutchings & Sullivan, 2019). The most notable concern for voters wishing to leave, was immigration. There has been a significant increase in the number of migrants fleeing their home countries such as Africa, Iraq and Afghanistan, to then attempt to find safety and peace within the United Kingdom. Many people that chose to leave based on their concerns over immigration levels, were sure that leaving the EU would lead to a fall in immigration (Swales, 2016). 
It is speculated that many people may have voted in the Brexit vote, based on prejudice qualities of ingroups and outgroups. Individuals may have based their vote on what would most benefit people within their ingroup, whilst on the contrary, not given much thought towards those that would be identified as belonging to an outgroup (Manners, 2018; Robbins & Krueger, 2005). Some evidence shows that on occasion, people would be more likely to help other people that belong in that individuals ingroup, rather than help an individual who would be considered to be from an outgroup (Albayrak, 2018). Although the “looking out for your own” type of behaviour could be seen as harmless and innocent, it can actually lead to discrimination, by favouring those that are similar to us, and not so much people that are different to us, it also allows the possibility of prejudice hostility (Greenwald & Pettigrew, 2014). 
 This type of attitude and behaviour could have had a significant impact on the voting results of Brexit, especially in regards to immigration where prejudiced people would rather help those that are British and belong in the UK (ingroup), rather than want to help a non-British person that was not born in the UK (outgroup), (Corbett, 2016). There are many other examples of ingroups/outgroups that separate people other than their nationality (Mullen & Hu, 1989). The purpose of this essay is to explore whether or not the Brexit vote was influenced by ingroups and outgroups, by evaluating and critically analysing existing evidence and literature surrounding the topic. 
The first point of interest within this essay is people’ attitudes towards immigration, seeing as this appears to be the most common motive believed to be behind the prejudiced behaviour of the Brexit vote (Goodwin & Milazzo, 2017). Dozens of studies have been conducted since the EU referendum took place to determine if there is a link between people that voted to leave the EU and people that have a negative attitude towards immigrants. (Meleady, Seger, & Vermue, 2017; Wadsworth, Dhingra, Ottaviano & Van Reenen, 2016).
There are many things that can influence a person’s perception towards immigrants, one example would be how the politicians running the campaign want their audience to perceive immigrants. It is widely known that each party have their own prejudiced feelings towards immigration and their views and plans on how to deal with the problem of immigration and refugees (Carey & Geddes, 2010).Whilst parties such as Labour and Liberal Democrats seem to be ‘pro-migration’, other parties then such as conservatives and especially UKIP appear to be ‘anti-migration’, as demonstrated by Son-Hing et al (2008) when they measured participants implicit/explicit prejudice by using a dual process model, asked how they voted in the referendum then finally also asked which political party they consider themselves to support,  to see if there was a correlation between prejudiced behaviour, political parties and the Brexit vote. 
To achieve this measurement, both the Implicit Association Test (IAT) and the Explicit Prejudice Questionnaire (EPQ) were used and then combined in a dual processing model to measure the interaction between each individuals implicit and explicit levels of prejudice (Dovidio, Kawakami & Gaertner, 2000; Greenwald, McGhee & Schwartz, 1998). The results usually categorise people as follows; low implicit/low explicit = Egalitarian/Truly Low Prejudice, High implicit/Low explicit = Aversive racist, Low implicit/High explicit = Principled conservative, High implicit/High explicit = Modern racist (Son Hing, Chung-Yan, Hamilton & Zanna, 2008). 
Once all data had been collected it was then compared to participants behaviour in the Brexit vote and preferred political party. The results showed that of 226 participants that took part, 151 voted to remain in the EU whilst 75 voted to leave the EU. Of those 151 that voted remain, 33.1% were classed as Egalitarian and 33.8% were classed as Aversive Racists, whilst only 17.2% were categorised as Principled Conservatives and only 15.9% were categorised under Modern Racist. On the contrary, when observing the results of the 75 participants that voted to leave the EU, 30.7% were classed as Principled Conservative and 49.3% were classed as Modern Racists, whilst only 10.7% were categorised as Aversive Racist and only 9.3% were categorised as Egalitarian (Sullivan & Hutchings, in press). The results from this study show us that the Brexit vote may well have been influenced by peoples implicit/explicit prejudice behaviours as it shows that the people who possess a higher prejudice level were more likely to vote to leave the EU in the referendum. 
It is so easy for the public to have their views on prejudice and discrimination influenced by the media and people within the public eye. One of the most powerful ways in which people obtain information on news and politics are by reading newspapers, so it is very easy for people printing the newspapers to input their own prejudiced views into what they write, and for it then to be absorbed by its readers (Goodwin & Heath, 2016; Zimet, 1977). For example, Gabrielatos and Baker (2008) discovered that over a period of the last 10 years, The Daily Mail had on a high frequency of occasions, printed negative titles about immigration, often using phrases such as “illegal refugee” or “illegal asylum seeker” when compared to the Guardian newspaper who despite having their fair share of negative headlines, usually opted for a more positive outlook towards immigration (KhosraviNik, 2009; KhosraviNik, 2010). IAT materials were constructed based on co-occurrence frequencies from each newspapers’ website regarding positive/negative attributes (skilled/unskilled) and immigration-related terms (migrant/immigrant). The target stimuli showed that the Daily Mail showed stronger negative associations towards immigration when compared to the Guardian, which alternately possess stronger positive associations towards immigration. This would indicate that readers of The Daily Mail could develop changes in their implicit/explicit prejudicial behaviours based on the negative information they are reading in their daily newspaper (Gabrielatos & Baker, 2008; Lynott, Walsh, McEnery, Connell, Cross & O'Brien, 2019).
There has always been a negative attitude towards immigration passed through the media for years now, so it is easy to see how the public could in a way, become brain-washed that immigration is a bad and negative thing, if that is what the media wants people to believe (Esses, Medianu & Lawson, 2013; Patrascu, 2015). Historically, both the Daily Mail and the Guardian newspapers have been known to display contrasting attitudes towards immigration. For example, a 2016 Daily Mail commentary (Comment, 2016., “Who will speak for England?”), discussed their wish to “be a self-governing nation, free in this age of mass migration to control our borders” and referred to non-British people coming into the country as “a tsunami of migrants”. Alternatively, in 2018 the Guardian contrasted with ("The Guardian view on May’s immigration regime: unjust, inhumane and incompetent | Editorial", 2019), which described the government’s plan of creating a “hostile environment” for immigrants and a general approach to immigration which is “unjust, inhumane, and incompetent”. By using a corpus-based and discourse-analytic approach to evaluate the news content, evidence was found for these views representing longer-term trends (e.g., Gabrielotas and Baker, 2008; Gabrielatos, Baker & McEnery, 2010).
On the topic of influences from the media, another way in which people are often influenced is by fear (Atwell Seate & Mastro, 2016; Jacobs, Hooghe & de Vroome, 2017). One particular fear that could have influenced peoples voting behaviour is Islamophobia (Sanke, Cox, Al-Shabazz, Hafez, Warsi & Azzam, 2018). With the number of terrorist attacks rising in the UK over recent years and infamous news reports of British aid workers being held captive and then killed by terrorist groups such as ISIS, it is clear to see why people would be afraid of such groups (Inkster, 2016). Unfortunately, when newspaper editorials and political commentaries talk about immigration and Islamophobia in the same context and prejudiced manner, it is not difficult for the public to start associating the two together, and therefore believing that by remaining in the EU and allowing more immigrants into the country, that they are more at risk of terrorist attacks or allowing terrorists access into the UK borders.
Despite the fear of Islamophobia being strong motive for individuals to vote to leave based on terrorist attacks and the refugee crisis, scholars have also highlighted the impact of Islamophobia and its link to European integration (Unal 2016). Although these narratives focus on the older forms of racism and Islamophobia, it also incorporates the concepts driven by clash of civilisations and nationalism to suggest that there is still an ongoing attempt to Islamise Europe (Pilbeam, 2011).
To date, there has been little research that examines the link between conspiracist narrative, its impact on attitudes towards European integration and Islamophobia, however one study was identified that explored these variables. The study contained German respondents (N = 355), in which Unal (2016) reported that there was a strong positive association between perceived out-group threat with stronger belief in the Islamophobic conspiracy theory which is driven by perceived threat. 
This theory is strengthened by the social integration theory (Tajfel, Turner, Austin & Worchel, 1979). They propose that when a person examines social comparisons between their in-group and relevant outgroups, if it results in a negative evaluation of the in-group, individuals will often attempt to re-establish positive social identity within their in-group through displaying derogatory and negative views of the out-group, even more so if the out-group is perceived as a threat (Corenblum & Stephen, 2001; Riek, Mania, &Gaertner, 2006). Studies focusing on European integration often find that people that perceive immigrants as an out-group and pose a threat towards the respondents in-group cultural values, it is highly likely that individuals will object to the idea of further European integration and have stronger association towards Brexit, and greater support for Eurosceptic political parties (e.g., Curtice, 2016; De Vreese & boomgaarden, 2005; Ford & Goodwin, 2014; Lubbers & Jaspers, 2011). 
Although the numerous pieces of evidence depicted in this essay suggests that there perhaps was prejudiced motive behind the Brexit vote, it’s also important to highlight that majority of the “leave” votes came from areas of lower income and education ("Brexit vote explained: poverty, low skills and lack of opportunities", 2019; Clarke & Whittaker, 2016). It is recognised that the whole referendum could sometimes be overwhelming and confusing, and that people voting to leave may not have known the complete consequences of their vote. If people were not fully educated on the purpose of their vote, then it is possible that some people may have voted to leave but for completely unprejudiced reasons (Maher, Igou & van Tilburg, 2018). 
It is also important to once again think about the measurements of implicit and explicit prejudice; just because somebody voted to leave the EU, whilst also scoring low on explicit prejudice but high on implicit prejudice, it does not mean that the motive for their voting decision was not prejudice based. A lot of people that score high on implicit prejudice may not consider themselves to be a racist or judgemental person, however these feelings could be subconscious so it’s left to debate whether or not the vote would be classed as prejudiced behaviour if the individual is unaware of these subconscious feelings (Payne, Vuletich & Lundberg, 2017).
To get an accurate record of whether or not peoples voting behaviour was prejudiced, it could be beneficial for future studies to conduct interviews to find the root motive for each individual vote rather than measuring people based on specific criteria. Also, by continuing to conduct studies based around the topic area, it enables researchers to gain a better answer to the proposed question. Although there is no definite yes or no answer as to whether the Brexit vote was influenced by ingroup behaviour, it is however very clear to see that prejudice was involved in the Brexit vote, even if only in some parts.
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