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The United Kingdom’s 2016 referendum to leave the European Union is one of the largest occurrences to happen within the last few years. After 51.9% of British people had cast their vote favour for leaving the European Union, it sent huge reactions throughout Europe (Hobolt, 2016). Although this result seemed to shock vast amounts of people, there is question into what influenced the outcome. Intergroup relations and behaviours can be seen when individuals that belong in a single group, interact within a larger group, or those who act on an individual basis, act collectively with other social groups, regardless of their group identification (Sheriff, 1966). These members within a group have specific attitudes towards other groups or members and this may influence their behaviour. This leads to the identification of ingroups and outgroups. Ingroups are seen to be groups which we belong to where people can be bias in favour of members of their own group (Kite & Whitley, 2016) and out groups are those which we do not belong but who share similar characteristics. Individuals can make comparisons between their ingroups and outgroups by looking at differences between them but can additionally compare themselves to individuals within their own group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). With regard to the Brexit vote there is question as to whether the attitudes towards ingroups and outgroups had any impact on the vote and what factors, if any, did affect the outcome of the vote.
There are many explanations that incorporate the idea that those who voted to leave may have a strong dislike or prejudice towards those from different countries which suggest that there is a fear towards foreigners and that the idea of immigration was becoming an issue (Hobolt, 2016). There are specific studies which have examined aspects which could affect the vote to leave the E.U such as Golec de Zavala et al (2009) examined collective narcissism, Altemeyer (1988) studied authoritarians views and Pratto et al (1994) looking at those high in social dominance. They found that these aspects were more likely to affect the vote due to the feeling of threat from immigrants. 
[bookmark: h6]Golec de Zavala, Guerra, and Simão, (2017) examined the hypothesis that all three aspects of collective narcissism, right wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation foretold the Brexit vote on an individual basis due to the idea of being threatened by immigrants. They compared the three parts to the attitudes towards immigrants between the E.U and the U.K. Study 1 was conducted in July 2016 just after the E.U. referendum in the U.K. The study tested if collective narcissism, right wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation had any effect on the Brexit vote due to their unique associations with the idea of threat from immigrants.  280 British citizens which voted in the referendum took part and 194 of the participants voted remain. The participants were asked to respond to individual difference measurements, which were given to them in a random order. The results showed that collective narcissism, right wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation independently indirectly predicted support for the result of the referendum through the perceived threat of immigrants which explained variance in, R2 = 0.44, F(4, 275) = 54.26, p < 0.001. As the analysed predictors of supposed threat of immigrants and support for the referendum's outcome were correlated, this strongly suggests that the three aspects were related to the alleged threat of immigrants, and therefore indirectly predicted the outcome for the referendum.
A second study was conducted shortly after the backing for the “hard” Brexit possibility in September 2016. This study observed the same predictions as the first study and the aim was to illuminate that collective narcissism would foresee the outcome of the vote with regard to the perceived threat of immigrants compared to national attachment. The results indicated an independent and narrowly similar contribution of collective narcissism, right wing authoritarianism, and social dominance orientation when looking at the changes in the idea of the threat of immigrants and a positive outlook toward the outcome of the referendum. The comparative role of national attachment was insignificant and therefore had no impact. 
From these studies it can be seen that the three predictors of prejudice can be linked to the Brexit vote and the idea of the perceived threat of immigrants. This proposes that these features motivated the vote of the referendum and that the individual differences when it comes to the prejudice to people from other countries have explained the outcome of the vote (Waugh, 2017). Therefore, these results support previous findings that collective narcissism is specifically a form of ingroup positivity that can predict intergroup hostility with relation to intergroup threats (Golec de Zavala et al, 2009). From this it is clear to see that the Brexit vote was influenced by intergroup attitudes towards the perceived threat of immigrants.
Furthermore, Meleady, Seger, and Vermue, (2017) additionally looked at the issue of immigrant threat with regard to the outcome of the vote of the referendum. They specifically wanted to examine the idea of the leave campaign focusing on anti-immigrant prejudice linked with the contribution of positive and negative intergroup contact. There have been multiple studies in which confirm that there is a negative correlation between intergroup contact and prejudice (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). This suggests that not all intergroup contact is positive so attitudes towards certain outgroups such as race, ethnicity and sexuality can be negative. In the present study by Meleady, Seger, and Vermue, (2017) participants were informed that they would answer questions concerning their attitudes towards the EU, and EU immigrants. They measured levels of contact with questions which asked how frequently they had positive or negative contact with EU immigrants with answers ranging from one (never) to seven (extremely frequently). To examine levels of prejudice they used a feeling thermometer (Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993) which was used to indicate how favourable or unfavourable (warm or cold) they felt towards EU immigrants. 
The results of the study show that positive intergroup contact was strongly correlated with the intentions to vote remain and had limited prejudice, whereas negative contact was linked with the idea to leave with higher levels of prejudice. This suggests that the prejudice aimed towards immigrants of the EU has influenced the support to leave for Brexit. The intergroup contact has additionally been seen to have an impact as positive intergroup contact and the limited prejudice effects it entails has shown a support for the remain of Britain in the EU. This implies that intergroup attitudes towards anti-immigrants was a predictor of the vote and thus forming the outcome to leave. 
On the other hand, Goodwin and Heath (2016) looked at the vote regarding ethnic diversity and immigration which were seen to be major factors which affected the referendum. One of the main messages which surrounded the leave campaign was ‘take back control of our borders’ which aimed to influence people to vote leave to prevent migration into Britain. However, there is question to whether the message had an impact on those in communities with large numbers of migrants from other countries. From their research they found that there was a negative relationship between the levels of support to leave the EU and the level of EU migrants. It was found that the communities who had the least amount of immigrants from the EU were more likely to vote to leave the EU. This could also possibly mean that white people who live in areas with mixed ethnicities were more likely to vote to remain as they had a more diverse outlook on the situation compared to those in mostly white populated areas.
From this research, it could be understood that the idea of immigration within groups had no impact on the vote of the 2016 referendum which implies that intergroup attitudes did not influence the vote. Nevertheless, if the change in levels of migration in the EU is incorporated there is a different outlook. When looking at the changes in England and Wales, places where there were increased levels of EU migration within the last ten years, can be seen to have increased votes to leave the EU. Although areas which had higher levels of EU migration leaned toward the remain vote, those areas which suffered a flood of EU migrants in the past ten years were more likely to leave, as sudden fluctuations within population can lead to concerns about immigration. This proposes that although attitudes towards immigrants and ethnicities didn’t impact the vote to leave, groups of people who have experienced an increase in migration in an area were more likely to vote leave. This infers that although immigration as a whole did not impact the outcome, people who shared similar experiences and views regarding the amount of migration which has occurred to them, all share views which influenced their vote. This therefore suggests that group attitudes did in fact influence the outcome of the Brexit vote.
In addition to the idea of anti-immigration it has been seen that media posts regarding the subject have influenced people’s decisions. Specifically, in Wales, areas such as Gwynedd, Ceredigion, The Vale of Glamorgan, Cardiff and Monmouthshire voted to leave with a general vote of 52.5% (Kerry More, 2016). This came as a shock, due to the arguments regarding economic issues being weak. Further analysis argued that the idea for remain had a more understandable case as Wales specifically has had the most advantage being in the EU with regard to investments, but this was not the outcome as the votes generated were contrasting to their social views. These outcomes can be seen to be influenced by the media from the UKIP party in particular. Their propaganda poster was aimed to deliver a view of refugees and migrants who were at a border which was seen as immigration coverage. The poster criticised the EU for letting migrants come into the country and emphasised the importance of leaving the EU to take back control (Jackson, Thorsen, & Wring, 2016).  This information is truly biased, and the idea of anti-immigration seemed to capture the eye of some groups which therefore influenced the people’s decision in Wales to vote leave despite the benefits to them being part of the EU. 
Furthermore, other media sources have been seen to influence the outcome of the vote (Paul Rowinski, 2016). The issue of immigration is brought up in some newspapers which had impacted the publics thoughts which led to their prejudice against people in either European countries. This is evidenced by the language used within the media to which they claimed were the facts of the issue (Jackson, Thorsen, & Wring, 2016). This included discussion regarding taking control of borders and the control of immigration into the country. This further went on to affect the NHS and other services which therefore could influence other groups of people to vote to leave as they may be directly affected by these issues. 
From looking at the influence of the media and other parties involved within the referendum, it is clear that groups of people can be influenced by others views.  Although they have their own views on the benefits to them personally, other people within their own social groups can influence their decisions. The idea of immigration has been used to alter their thoughts inevitably taking control of the Brexit vote which implies that intergroup attitudes have influenced the vote.
Recently over the past year there have been a number of studies which have looked at the relationship between prejudice and the 2016 referendum vote. Hutchings and Sullivan (2019) look at the evidence from these studies which can correlate to the outcome of the vote as there have been higher levels of prejudice to others which influence people’s attitudes. When looking at prejudice it can be categorised into two areas, the first being implicit, meaning there are associations with previous experiences which happen in the sub conscious and secondly explicit prejudice, which is when the person consciously directs attitudes towards other groups of people. When examining the levels of these prejudices with the Implicit Association Test (Greenwald et al., 1998) people can be categorised into high or low which will effect whether they favour their ingroups or outgroups. Relating prejudice to the Brexit vote there is question as to how much it did influence the vote, as other social factors also contributed such as funding of schools and hospitals. However, these other factors may not affect individuals or groups as it takes away their independence to freely vote as they could minorly be affected. 
Although there are other factors, attitudes towards immigration can still be seen to have impacted the vote. Migration statistics produced by the Office for National Statistics (2016) show that at the end of 2015 the amount of EU migration citizens to the UK were 184,000 whilst non-EU migration was 188,000. The attitudes towards immigration have been changing for many years, as can be seen in the 2005 National survey with attitudes towards legal migration being at 48% and 19% being negative (Abrams & Houston 2006). These figures have since changed in the ongoing years to 53% negatively responding and 21% having a positive approach to immigration. This can be seen to affect the vote as before the 2016 referendum the attitudes towards immigration have increased and group beliefs can be very influential. On the other hand, Blinder and Richards (2018) found that since the referendum that the attitudes have relaxed which could mean that issues of immigration are not the main factor which has influenced the main outcome of the vote. 
In conclusion, with regard to the Brexit vote, it can be seen that there were many factors which influenced the outcome in the 2016 referendum. Many social factors such as funding for schools and hospitals could have influenced the vote in the referendum but there are clear findings that suggest that intergroup attitudes have influences the outcome to leave the EU. With regard to prejudice against immigration, studies such as Golec de Zavala et al (2009) and Meleady, Seger, and Vermue (2017) found that the threat of immigration strongly correlated with the vote to leave. But other research by Goodwin and Heath (2016) found that those who mixed with migrants tended to vote remain as they had a positive outlook. However, those who were in areas where migration levels had increased in the past 10 years were more likely to vote leave due to wariness of immigration. From looking at the research arguments it is evident that intergroup attitudes regarding issues on immigration have influenced the outcome of the 2016 referendum. 
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