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Abstract

UK nationals were given the chance to inform the government whether they wanted to remain or Leave the EU in 2016.  The result of the vote was to leave the EU by a margin of 52% who voted to leave and 48% who voted to remain.  The result gave rise to a mix of emotions, ranging from shock to happiness across the country.  Since that time, the government has informed the EU that the UK will be leaving and are currently negotiating the UKs exit.

The aim of the research project is to establish whether people have been affected by the result of the referendum, using the academic theories of well-being and change management, and comparing the results to that of figures produced by the ONS.  It will also establish whether the well-being of certain variable groups have been affected more than others, for example the well-being of the 48% who voted to remain in the EU in comparison with those who were ineligible to vote (nationals of EU states who were living and working in the UK were not eligible to vote) or those who voted to leave the EU. A further objective of the research if to provide a link between change management processes and well-being and finally confirm what the population think if the government’s handling of the change and provide recommendations on what is required.

This was completed by a review of current academic literature on well-being and change management.  This review found that there is currently no universal definition or accepted measurement of well-being with examples such as the UN development report not taking subjective measures into consideration focusing solely on objective well-being.  Literature on Change Management processes was also reviewed and there are many formats which could be utilised in managing change.  A definition of both well-being and change management was therefore created for the research.

Well-being was centred around the theory advocated by Dodge et al., 2012 where well-being is set at a fixed point and is in a state of equilibrium.  Challenges to the individual will affect well-being until the resources at hand can meet the challenge or vice-versa and equilibrium is restored. 

Individual change management will be conducted through learning and that from what has been learned, the behaviour of individuals will change accordingly.  Change will take place following the Humanistic Approach, for example using Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs, advances to the next level, will only take place when all the needs of the existing level are met, but progressing through the steps advocated through the Psychodynamic Approach, namely the Kubler Ross model.   

The literature review confirmed that there was a linked between the two fields of well-being and change management.  Well-being is affected by change, which in the definition is a challenge that individuals encounter and therefore if change is managed correctly, there will have a limited effect on well-being.

The research was conducted via an online questionnaire, which was distributed via Facebook and the primary data collected using the Google Forms mechanism.  The primary data was then analysed utilising the IBM SPSS analysis tool, using three main demographic categories, these were gender, nationality and voter status. Voter status is not only how everyone voted, but also those non-UK nationals living in the UK who were ineligible to vote.

The findings were that the well-being of the respondent population was in line with those published by the ONS, that well-being had not drastically altered but the anxiety felt had increased.  This was due to the concern over how the UK’s leaving the EU will affect daily life. The analysis of the data also found that apart from gender, individual groups within the demographics had been affected significantly differently to others.  For example, the well-being of those who voted to remain in the EU and those respondents who were ineligible to vote in the referendum was different to that those who voted to leave the EU.  

The analysis also confirmed that to an extent, Individual change management is being utilised, by gaining as much information about the progress of the UK’s exit from the EU and in some cases reducing spending habits.  However, the respondents wanted the government to provide more information about what is happening.

Those surveyed unanimously confirmed that they thought that the government was handling of the change very badly.  The government should in the future, act with honesty and integrity and publish more clear and transparent information about the process.  A recommendation is that the government should follow the welsh example of legislating for well-being to ensure that any political decisions by public bodies should have well-being at the heart of any decision making.
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1. Introduction

‘See EU Later’ was the headline in The Sun, ‘Britain’s Brexit Revolt’ was the headline in The Times and across the world people were waking up to similar headlines. ‘Le Royume-Uni Quitte L’Europe’ was on the front page of Le Monde in France and the front page of The Wall Street Journal began with ‘U.K. VOTES TO LEAVE EU’ with sub-headings saying that ‘Historic Election Sets Global Markets Reeling’ and ‘Pound Nose-Dives, Stocks Plunge, Bond Yields Fall’ (Fidler, 2016).  The result to leave the EU was a shock, confirmed in the above headlines and stock markets plunged in the aftermath.

The European Referendum Act 2015 had given the people of the UK and Gibraltar to vote on whether they wanted to remain part of the European Union (EU) (Services.parliament.uk, 2016), however this left a proportion of those living in the country without a voice.  Nationals of EU countries who were living and working in the UK were ineligible to vote (GOV.UK., 2018).  

The referendum had been a hard-fought campaign by those who wanted to remain in the EU and those who wanted to leave.  Those who campaigned to remain in the EU argued that leaving the EU would have negative implications for:

· the UK’s economy (Menon and Fowler, 2016);
· the UK’s security (Economist.com., 2016);
· jobs which had been created by being part of the single market (Floyd, 2016);
· the UK’s stability, it was said that a decision to leave the EU would create uncertainty (BBC News, 2016), as argued by Christine Lagarde, who was head of the International Monetary Fund (Worstall, 2016).

The campaign to leave the EU whilst also highlighting negative issues, was also built around how things could change, focusing on issues such as:

· public concern about immigration (Ford and Goodwin, 2017);
· food prices being lowered if the UK left the EU (Lyons, 2016);
· taking back control of the UK’s Sovereignty; 
· leaving the EU would enable the UK economy to prosper by making trade deals quicker than by being part of a trading block of 27 other countries (Arguments for and against the UKs European Union membership, 2018).

The reasons both for and against leaving the EU would have a profound affect upon UK society.  Surowiecki (2016), states that votes had been cast using emotions, rather than pure economic factors, and public anger at the EU, which was cultivated by British politicians beginning in the 1980s, was also a factor in voters’ decision making (Buchmann and Sideaway, 2016).  However irrational, the public were angry at the policy of austerity, which had been viewed as a foreign ‘EU’ policy forced upon the UK (Wallerstein, 2016), these were all suggested as reasons for people voting to leave.  

The result of the referendum was that the UK had voted to leave the EU 52% voting to leave and 48% voting to remain in the EU (BBC News, 2016), it had split the nation.  Figure 1 confirms how the areas of the UK had voted and Brinded stated in her article that ‘Britain is broken beyond repair – and the worst is yet to come’ (Brinded, 2016). 

Figure 1 - Brexit voting map

[image: ]

Source Brinded, 2016.

[bookmark: _Hlk505845124]Since the vote, a lot of focus has been on how the UK economy would perform.  The economy has slowed; however, economists have differing views on the reasons for this.  Sam Tombs of Pantheon Macroeconomics, stated in the Financial Times that this is due to household disposable income and a reduction in spending, whereas Jonathon Logines of Capital Economics believes that these results are temporary.  After the referendum vote, the value of the pound dropped dramatically, it recovered slightly, but not to pre-referendum vote levels (Giles, 2017).  

While the UK is not in recession and there are signs that the economy is picking up, very little is known about what impact it will have on the economy, public services or the well-being of the nation.  It can be argued that a reason for this is because negotiations with the EU regarding the UK’s exit have not been completed. 

The latest statistics by the Office for National Statistics (ONS) states that for the year ending September 2017 overall the UK populace is happier, has a greater life satisfaction, an increase in the feeling that their life experiences are worthwhile and lower anxiety, see Figure 2.  However, as stated in the report this was mainly driven by those in England (Rees, 2018).  
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[bookmark: _Toc512670408][bookmark: _Toc512420754]Figure 2 - Personal Well-being statistics
[image: ]
Source Rees, 2018.


The topic is relevant because to date, the UK has not left the European Union, but the decision is being implemented.  The well-being of the population may have been affected due to the potential change in the status quo, but only half the population voted for it. The initial reaction to the referendum will have influenced the well-being of individuals, with Davis (2017), stating that there was a mixture of reactions across the country. People described their feelings as from being happy, in shock, to the more extreme view of devastation.

Kurt Lewin is the foremost academic in the field of modern change management theory, and his work was the basis for further research into change management programs (Edgar Schein cited in Bernard, 2004).  Lewin’s theories of Field Theory, Group Dynamics, Action Research and the 3 Step model of change are ground breaking in themselves. However, when taken all together they provide a complete guide to change management (Bernard, 2004). The following is a brief explanation of these theories:

· Field Theory relates to the behaviour within a group environment.  Lewin thought that that if you understood this behaviour you would know why people act as they do within the group situation (Bernard, 2004).

· Group Dynamics was research into the dynamic of the group, how this causes behaviour in a certain way and how it is possible to change the behaviour of the group to effect change (Bernard, 2004).

· Action Research is the process which educates groups to the proposed changes, the reasons why the changes are needed and the outcomes of change (Bernard, 2004).

· The 3 step model was Lewin’s planned approach to change and taking into consideration his above theories, change could be applied.  The first step was called unfreezing and involves the dismantling of the status quo.  The second step is where the motivation for change is created.  The final step was the reinforcement of the changes, which have been made, so that the individual or group do not revert to the original status quo and therefore accept the new norms for the group (Bernard, 2004). 

[bookmark: _Hlk512767005]While Lewin viewed change as a group activity, it can be argued that the theory can be applied to Individual Change Management, through study, education, putting into effect and then reinforcing change.

However, Lewin is not without his critics, academics such as Konter et al., 1992 and Dawson (1994) cited in Bernard (2004) argue that Lewin’s Planned Approach was too simple for change, that change is continuous in nature and finally the theories were formed thinking in terms of a management driven change process.  Dawson (1994) and Wilson (1992) also cited in Bernard (2004), argue that Power and Politics are completely ignored in the change process formed by Lewin.  Despite these criticisms, Lewin’s theory has been used, even by his critics and are still as relevant today as when they were first devised. 

The government was unprepared for the outcome of the vote, and it can be argued that the process has not been managed as efficiently as it could have been, and the change management process has fallen-down on some of the key stages. The government has appointed a team to negotiate the UK’s exit from the EU, but at various stages the communication of how the exit will be enacted or even if MPs will have a final say on any future deal which has been agreed, has been under dispute.  

Evidence of this is the legal battle against the government, instigated by Gina Miller, forcing the Government to enact an Act of Parliament to enable this to take place (Ross, 2016).  A further breakdown is that a recent study by The UK in a Changing Europe, suggests that 74% of conservative MPs are at odds with the leadership over how much influence EU institutions should have over the UK, once it has left the EU (Walker, 2018).

The UK government’s statistics (above) state that the populace’s well-being has increased, but this has been driven by data from England.  From this fact the well-being of other groups within the population may be different to that of others, and the ONS report does not state whether data for EU nationals now residing in the UK are included. The agreement with the EU on how nationals of EU member states will be treated was only agreed in December 2017, and those individuals will have to apply for settled status.  Coupled with this, certain issues remain unknown thereby creating uncertainty (HO News Team, 2017).

The hypothesis of the research project is that the well-being of the UK population has changed since the referendum and that some groups will be affected more than others.  A further hypothesis is that the population are changing their lifestyle in preparation for the challenges to come.  It is the intention of this research to investigate:

· Whether well-being has changed since the referendum result and if well-being of different groups is affected differently;
· Analysis of whether individuals are changing their lifestyle in preparation for when the UK has left the EU;
· Whether there is a link between well-being and change management theories;
· Provide recommendations to the government on how they can put the changes into place with the least effect on the well-being of the population.

To conclude, the EU referendum was the most important decision that was given to the UK population in recent times, as it decided whether the UK would leave or remain in the EU.  The result of the vote was that the UK would leave the EU, and this created a lot of uncertainty and anxiety.  There was an initial economic reaction, but the economy has since recovered to a certain extent, however, economists cannot agree on what will likely happen in the future.  The UK and EU authorities are currently negotiating their future relationship, but this is causing uncertainty as no one will know the outcome of any agreement, or whether there will be an agreement which is acceptable to all parties.  The research will therefore attempt to ascertain how the well-being of the population is impacted by the vote, the perception on how the change is being managed, what could be done to make it more palatable for the entire population and finally whether individuals are preparing for the future by subconsciously using change management.

2. Literature Review

How well-being is defined and how it can be measured is subject to academic debate. Despite this, as democracies have advanced, a number have begun to measure the well-being of their population (Austin, 2016).  The UK government is one of the first of such governments to publish figures on the well-being of the UK population (Stratton, 2010), and the Welsh government is the first to legislate well-being as a factor in law through the Well-being and Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 (Davies, 2016).

2.1. Well-being

The Oxford English dictionary defines well-being as ‘the state of being comfortable, healthy or happy (Oxford Dictionaries English, 2018).  Broader explanations include emotional aspects such as, how satisfied people are in their life, or whether they have a sense of direction (Mental Health Foundation, 2015).

The following is a brief historical account of how well-being has been considered by academics, followed by a modern-day explanation of how well-being is defined and measured, together with criticism of these approaches.  It will then provide information on the ground-breaking Welsh legislation.

The subject of the well-being of a population is not a new concept or theory, and has been debated by academics since the time of the ancient Greeks, where two definitions of well-being were created by Epicurus and Aristotle respectively (O’Neill, 2006).

Epicurus’ theory surrounded a subjective context, namely that well-being centred on the individual and was a hedonistic theory.  Given this, well-being could be measured though an individual’s private life.  Epicurus’ theory suggested that pleasure was a key component of a persons’ well-being, and some ways to help have a more pleasurable existence were to have personal and intimate friendships, to avoid public life and to give up attempts to obtain fame and fortune (Bergsma et al., 2008).

Aristotle’s theory was more objective in context. In contrast to Epicurus, Aristotle suggested that well-being was obtained through public life and was determined through projects, which are shared between generations (O’Neil, 2006).  Aristotle also claimed that human well-being was achieved through virtuous activity and was received through an individual’s soul (Charles and Scott, 1999).

In the Eighteenth century, Bentham created the concept of ‘utility’.  Bentham defined utility as ‘that property in any object, whereby it tends to produce benefit, advantage, pleasure, good or happiness’.  Bentham also suggested that people attempt to maximise pleasure and where possible stop pain, and that by utilising utility, they will create as much pleasure as possible (Bentham, 1996).  
   
Many modern day economic concepts use Eighteenth Century utility as a basis or predominant value, and for many years the basis of measuring well-being was purely by financial measures (Austin, 2016).  

Following the Great Depression of the 1930s, the US government required a more comprehensive way to know how the US economy was performing.  Simon Kuznets was the economist who was tasked with leading the project, and in 1937, he published a report entitled ‘National Income, 1929-35 and presented it to the US government and Gross Domestic Product (GDP) was added to these accounts in 1942 (Landefeld, 2000).
 
Whilst GDP was created to measure economic output, it has been used as a basis for national well-being, because an increase in GDP was associated with an increase in other well-being factors. Other economic calculations, which have been associated with measuring well-being are: Net Domestic Product, Gross National Income, Net National Income, Household Disposable Income, The Household Final Consumption Expended Report, and The Household Actual Final Consumption Expenditure Report (www.ons.gov.uk, n.d.).

2.1.1. Changing views on well-being

Despite all these measures being used to calculate national well-being, the sole use of financial measures has come under criticism.  During the 1960s, countries in North America and Europe realised financial measures alone were insufficient in capturing well-being (Austin, 2016).  In a speech made by Senator Robert Kennedy (1968), he stated that Gross National Product (GNP) did not include important social factors such as a child’s education, the health of the population or the intelligence of the public at large in terms of learning ability (Kennedy, 1968).

Another driving factor towards including non-financial measurements of well-being was a rising global concern about the environment, and the impact on natural resources through their use by industry.  It was argued that GDP alone cannot ascertain how the environment was being negatively affected by industry (Austin, 2016).

A further criticism of using solely financial methods in the calculation of well-being could be the unequal distribution of wealth across the world, region or country.  There have been many studies which suggest an overall positive effect on subjective well-being in areas of income inequality, such as Haller and Hadner (2006), or Ott (2005).  However, studies such as those by MacCulloch et al., 2004 or Delhey and Draglov, 2014, found that an unequal distribution of wealth has a negative effect on well-being.   The results of these studies have shown that the effect on well-being of an unequal distribution of wealth is inconclusive and further study is required in this field (Schneider, 2016).

[bookmark: _Hlk504917766]David Cameron MP, delivered a speech in 2010 regarding the UK’s future policy on well-being where, he confirmed that the government had asked the ONS to devise a new way of measuring and monitoring well-being (Cameron, 2010).  There were the following objections to what the government was proposing, and Cameron addressed these in his speech.

· The issue of well-being would take away governmental focus on economic growth and prosperity, given that the UK was in the process of recovering from a long recession.
· It is not a governmental responsibility, so why should the government even try.
· The whole idea was impractical, that well-being could not be measured properly, so why go to the trouble (Cameron, 2010).

The criticism directed at the government in 2010 was not surprising given that there has been debate over what well-being was and how it could be measured. Thomas (2009) cited in Dodge et al., (2012), argued that well-being was ‘…intangible, difficult to define and even harder to measure…’, even as far back as 1989, Ryff stated that defining well-being had been neglected (Ryff, 1989). The government addressed this through the ONS asking the public what matters to them, and all future political decisions would be assessed on their impact, enabling not only that resources are utilised most effectively, but outcomes could be assessed (Everett, 2015).

2.1.2. Modern academic research into well-being

Epicurus and Aristotle gave two theories on well-being, but how do modern academics define well-being and suggest how it can be measured?  How far have we progressed in this field of research?  It could be argued that using purely financial measures was a negative step, given the psychological aspects of well-being.  Theories have been developed by academics and the following detail the Experience, Attitude, and Dynamic Equilibrium theories. 

The Experience Theory of well-being is based upon whether an individual’s well-being is affected by the subject’s experiences.  This theory is therefore subjective in nature and Scanlon 1998: pp. 186-187 cited in Wren-Lewis (2014) suggested that the most prevalent factor in well-being is based upon experiences and if the experience has no impact upon your life, then it cannot affect your well-being. 

Sumner (1996) states in his book, ‘Welfare, Happiness and Ethics’ that subjective well-being is dependent upon individual’s feelings, whether in favour or not and therefore well-being is based upon experience.  In contrast, Sumner also argues against this point, stating that objective well-being would deny this, and that something can be good for your well-being irrespective of your personal thoughts on the matter (Sumner, 1996).

Within the Attitude Theory, satisfaction is given the predefining role in a person’s well-being.  This means that if an object or information does not attain a positive or negative response, then the factor cannot affect the individual’s well-being.  Arguments against this theory suggest that an object may affect an individual’s well-being, even if they have no attitude towards it (Wren-Lewis, 2014).

A model of well-being was theorised by Heady and Waring (1989), suggesting that the well-being of a person is set at a certain point, and that whilst it changes during life events it returns to the original level after a period.  This is the Dynamic Equilibrium Theory or Set Point Theory.  Heady and Waring’s theory was built around the research of Brickman et al., and well-being was dependent upon stocks and flows.  The stocks define a person’s character and sets the level of subjective well-being and flows, which are life changing events. The flows have an impact upon each of the three elements of subjective well-being.

This theory has since been developed upon by Cummins (2010), who uses different terms referring to life events more specifically as challenges, and equilibrium as homeostasis.  The theory aims to explain that subjective well-being is affected by the strength of the challenge each person is facing.  In the model challenges are categorised by their strength from A to C.  A is relatively no challenge and C is where the challenge is too strong for an individual to cope with, and their well-being falls as a result (Cummins, 2010).

A new definition of well-being has been proposed by Dodge et al., 2012 Well-being is a set point between the challenges individuals face, and the resources at their disposal to meet those challenges.  These could be psychological or physical resources.  Dodge et al., 2012 expresses this as a see-saw, where if the individual has too much of one category, they adapt until balance is restored, and the subject’s well-being is at the point of equilibrium.  Figure 3 represents the see-saw theory proposed by Dodge et al., (2012).

[bookmark: _Toc512670409][bookmark: _Toc512420755]Figure 3 - Dodge et al., (2012) See-saw theory of well-being.
*[image: ]


2.1.3. Measuring well-being 

Measuring the well-being of a population is not a new concept as there are already organisations who measure well-being in broad terms. Three examples of such measures are:

The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) aims to change world development from policies, which are centred on National Income, to that of developing people. The research conducted through the UNDP has a people orientated focus, and from this the Human Development Report is produced per country, it confirms the development of the population and includes measures such as the Human Development Index, which is produced with a focus upon standards of health, education and living standards.  Figure 4 confirms the Indexes which are incorporated in the Human Development Index.
[bookmark: _Toc512670410]
[bookmark: _Toc512420756]Figure 4 - Indexes which are incorporated in the Human Development Index
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(Hdr.undp.org, 2018a)

The Human Development Index is accompanied in the 2016 report by dashboards which focus on sustainability.  Dashboards include for example a country’s carbon dioxide emissions or how much of their energy use comes from sustainable sources (Hdr.undp.org, 2018b). 

The Happy Planet Index is a measure of how nations are progressing towards leading a happy and sustainable lifestyle. Created by Nic Marks, the index takes into consideration well-being, life expectancy, inequalities of people within the country and how the country’s practices are affecting the environment.  Using indices, which have already been collected, such as the Gallop World Poll for well-being, the Happy Planet Index ranks countries in accordance with their overall score.  The Happy Planet Index like the Human Development Report does not score western countries highly mainly due to their high ecological impact, whereas countries in the Asia-Pacific and Latin America areas score high (Happy Planet Index, 2018).

The Kingdom of Bhutan measures the progress of the country not through economic measures, but by how happy the population is.  Initially introduced through spirituality by the fourth King of the country, as the country developed it became enshrined in the practices of the country’s civil service, firstly by the actions of the civil servants themselves and eventually becoming the norm.  The measure of happiness is collated through the completion of surveys by the population and the resulting data is used to produce the Gross National Happiness Report.  This report affects public policy within the country, as areas which are deemed unhappy are highlighted and changes are made to enable a condition of happiness (Grossnationalhappiness.com, 2018).

The ONS started to develop a set of accounts to monitor the country’s well-being following the Cameron government’s instruction.  However, the public to decide on what they wanted to be monitored.  This process included advice from approximately 7,250 people at live events and 34,000 online responses (Everett, 2015).  The ONS then developed a set of measures for further debate. The initial survey of experimental questions was added in April 2011 before the full survey commenced.  The results of the full survey were published in November 2012 in the Measuring Well-being Annual Report – Life in the UK (Everett, 2015).  

Despite the adoption of these measures to monitor well-being, the ONS believes that these should be used in conjunction with existing factors, which have been used to measure national well-being. This would mean that a combination of subjective measures as championed by Epicurus, and Objective measures as theorised by Aristotle are used in the calculation.  This is important when developing governmental policy, as for example if the objective measure of crime reduction is successful, but the public are more afraid of crime (a subjective measure), then the policy focus would need to be adjusted accordingly (Everett, 2015).
	
The reporting of the UK’s population well-being has changed since the initial report and the ONS now prepare statistics in the form of a dashboard. Changes in the measures are calculated on an annual and three yearly basis and have been expanded to include personal well-being, health, work and leisure, and data around surroundings, for example local crime figures, personal finance, economic measures, education and skills, and governance through to the environment (Rees, 2017).  

Figures attained from the ONS have shown that since the referendum vote, living standards have been reduced due to rising inflation, and that this exceeds the rise in household income (Giles, 2017).  It could be assumed that due to the fall in living standards the happiness of the population would decrease in the same terms. However, since the recording of life satisfaction, worthwhile and happiness statistics in the annual population survey in 2011, there has been an increase in all these measures (Rees, 2017).

2.1.4. Criticism of well-being measures

A comprehensive, universal definition of well-being should be adopted.  At present, there is none and to attain the definition, academics in the fields of psychology and economics would need to have their input on the definition. To confound this, there are also the issues of objectivity and subjectivity which would need to be included. Well-being is also used to describe happiness and other emotional states, which complicates matters further.

As this review has shown, well-being is more than just happiness as this is an emotional state.  Well-being also includes the environment where the individual lives, educational standards and health to name a few. The measures of well-being by recognised world institutions such as the UN do not take into consideration subjective measures, focusing solely on objective measures of general life expectancy, education standards and a country’s GNI for their standard of living.  

Whilst economic measures in this respect have been under criticism as they do not show how a person is living, they should still be used in the calculation.  Measures such as the Happy Planet Index and Gross National Happiness, do not include these measures and therefore, are missing this component.

The most robust calculation of well-being is the well-being calculations made by the UK government.  However, by the government’s own admission, these calculations should be used in conjunction with other measures.  Furthermore, a measure of a well-being calculation has yet to be found, which includes all aspects of well-being and is also universally accepted.

2.1.5 Backdated well-being calculations

The ONS started measuring well-being in 2011. However, it is argued by Sgroi et al., (2017) that to be considered alongside GDP, child mortality and life expectancy as a national measure of well-being, the data should be available to compare against the other measures.  This is in line with the Madison project, which produced backdated GDP figures from the 1820 to 1930s.  

To facilitate this calculation, Sgroi et al., (2017), used Big Data and Google Books Corpus as the primary source of information.  The well-being data was calculated using word valence through the analysis of the texts.  Valence is a psychological scale created by Lewin (1951), who used it to refer to what attracts or repels people to specific items (Lewin 1951, cited in Shuman et al., 2013).  Following the analysis of the text, a graph was produced detailing the annual valence of the population, which was then interpreted as the well-being of the population (Sgroi et al., 2017).

The authors have used happiness as the factor to produce the well-being data, as they state that the study of subjective well-being is commonly referred to as Happiness Economics.  Despite happiness not including all the components of well-being, the calculations can be used as a reference to changes in well-being.  Reasons for this are due to the changes when you compare specific dates such as the Depression in the 1920s, the Napoleonic and two World Wars, through to the economic woes from the 1960s onwards, and these factors are known to affect national well-being (Sgroi, 2018).  Figure 5 represents the data produced detailing the well-being of the UK with comparisons representing specific historical events.

[bookmark: _Toc512670411][bookmark: _Toc512420757]Figure 5 - Backdated well-being of the UK with comparisons representing specific historical events
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Source Sgroi (2018)
2.1.6. Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015

The Welsh Assembly were the first governing body to introduce an Act, which has been legislated for well-being.  The Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015, came into force on 29 April 2015 and affects the actions of all public bodies, e.g. the Senydd, Local Authorities, Health Boards, and Councils such as the Higher Education Council for Wales.  The seven goals which these bodies need to take into consideration in any decision made are:

· A globally responsible Wales;
· A prosperous Wales;
· A resilient Wales;
· A healthier Wales;
· A more equal Wales;
· A Wales of cohesive communities;
· A Wales of vibrant culture and thriving welsh language.

Further to the goals above, the Act requires the bodies to be sustainable, to consider any long-term consequences and attempt to stop problems happening before they start, through to how the bodies work with outside organisations (Davies, 2016). 

2.2 Change Management

One constant within the world is that everything is changing.  This can be evidenced from scientific breakthroughs through to growing flowers.  Each has the potential to influence our lives, but individuals can be resistant to change (Cameron and Green, 2012).  There are many reasons for this and the following are a few reasons, which were published in the Harvard Business Review:

· Loss of control;
· Excess uncertainty;
· Decisions which are made suddenly;
· Loss of face;
· A complete change where everything becomes different and unfamiliar;
· Increased workload;
· Discrimination;
· Threats to individuals which cause direct loss (Kanter, 2012)

Change Management is the field which studies the processes and behaviours surrounding change.  The approach taken can be the difference to an individual becoming more receptive to change and therefore the desired outcome being achieved, or whether the above resistance factors make the individuals reluctant to change manifest itself.

As with the theory on well-being, Change Management Theory was first conceived by the Ancient Greeks and it was Heraclitus who first stated that ‘all things are flowing’ or that ‘nothing endures but change’, Heraclitus cited in Muller-Merbach (2006).  This was extended upon by Cratylus, a student of Heraclitus when he illustrated the theory through saying ‘one cannot step into the same river even once’, meaning that once entered the river is flowing and changing even while you are in it.
An important part of the Heraclitus theory was that there are opposites, and that you constantly change from one to another.  For example, happy and sad, hungry and sated or cold and warm (Muller-Merbach, 2006).

2.2.1. Modern Change Management

In Modern Change Management there are four main approaches where theories have been developed for individual change management.  However, they can also be used for team and business change management requirements. These four approaches are behaviour, cognitive, psychodynamic and humanistic.  

[bookmark: _Hlk508130320]In addition to the above theories for approaching change, learning and associated theories on how individuals learn can also assist in understanding individual change.  Learning is important in the process because change will require new knowledge and the application of that knowledge (Buchanan and Huczynski (1985) cited in Cameron and Green (2012).

One way of investigating the learning process is from the Gestalt perspective.  Psychologists in this field believe that individuals see worldly things from two states within the mind.  The foreground, which is where knowledge is being used and the background, where knowledge not being directly used is stored.   The theory used is that you learn new things throughout the conscious and unconscious state, where understanding comes through competence and incompetence and learning through the following stages:

Unconscious Incompetence, this is where an individual is unaware that they have a gap in their knowledge to further the learning process.  The individual must become aware of the skill deficiency, which is the Conscious Incompetence stage.  Given the awareness of the deficiency, knowledge is sought, and the individual becomes proficient in the skill, but needs to concentrate on what is needed to be done (Conscious Competence).  With more experience, the task becomes second nature and is completed almost unconsciously, which is the final stage of this learning process or a state of Unconscious Competence (Murphy, 2006).

The Behaviour Approach to change is based upon the need for a change in behaviour for a desired outcome to be met.  Observations conducted by Ivan Pavlov (1928) on his pet dogs found that changes in behaviour could be met through reward, and that over time anticipation of a reward led to changes in the dogs’ behaviour, which was called classical conditioning.  Skinner (1953) extended upon the research by Pavlov (1928) by using rats which learned that pulling a lever led to the reward of food and therefore repeating the action led to more rewards (Cameron and Green, 2012).

David Kolb (1984) states that we learn through both gaining experience, but also thinking about what has been learned.  Kolb’s model, which was influenced by the work of John Dewey in experimental education, was based upon new experience, reflecting on that experience and making conclusions from those reflections.  Added to the research conducted by both Pavlov and Skinner, it could be argued that following Kolb’s experimental learning process, a change in behaviour of the individual will occur.

Motivation was also found to be a factor which could affect individual change in the Behavioural Approach.  Research conducted into motivation in the 1960’s found that there were difficulties in the abilities of managers within industry to motivate individuals to show the required behavioural traits, McGregor and Herzberg were key academics in this field. 

McGregor (1960) cited in Mullins and Christy, 2013 explained the management assumptions of Theory X and Y.  The Theory X style managers believed that their staff would do anything but work if they were not under close supervision, whereas Theory Y managers believed that people generally had a requirement to work and in the right conditions wanted to contribute to the success of the business.  McGregor’s research indicated that managers with Theory Y traits had a more motivated workforce (Mullins and Christy, 2013).

This is important research for the changes which the referendum requires and those in control of the country would be best to adopt a Theory Y perspective than Theory X.  It could be argued that if Theory X traits are used then those who voted to remain within the EU would most likely show resistance to the changes that the country is undertaking.

Herzberg’s (1957) research into motivation was centred upon job satisfaction and indicated that there were two motivating factors.  The first centred upon pay and conditions of employment, and the second was that people have a desire to learn and develop (Armstrong et al., 2017).  Similarities of this more modern research can be found with Skinner and Pavlov’s research, as a reward was attained through the learning and development.  

[bookmark: _Hlk508974993]Cognitive Approach to Individual Change Management relates to how individuals think about the changes that are occurring or are likely to occur.  The premise is that by changing the way people think about a position or occurrence, it will change their view on whether to accept or reject a given situation.  Research into this approach has been conducted by Aaron Beck, who stated that the way a person reacts or feels is mainly how they define the situation that they are in (Cameron and Green, 2012).
 
The Belief System Theory was developed throughout the 1960s and 1970s and dictates that an individual’s values and culture are key influencers and will determine how they react to a situation (Rokeach (1984) cited in Quackenbush,1989).  The cognitive approach to change was born out of these studies and centres upon what you want to achieve.

The Cognitive Approach focuses on how processes can be changed to alter existing beliefs.  This is done through allowing the individual to change the way that they view certain situations, and therefore, this change of perception makes them less frightening and more acceptable to the individual (Hoffman et al., 2013).

The research for the Psychodynamic approach was initially developed through the study of terminally ill patients and was later associated with the processes individuals go through in change management, albeit the emotions and experiences are far less powerful in the initial research.  The Psychodynamic Approach was developed by Kubler-Ross and the model which was developed indicated that an individual went through various emotional states (Cameron and Green, 2012).  These states are:

· Denial, where the initial information would be too much for the individual;
· Anger, the individual becomes angry with the situation and questions raised such as, ‘why me?’;
· Bargaining, this is where the individual attempts to gain some resemblance of control of the change.  Sadly, this stage is an attempt by the individual to try to remedy or make good the situation so that normality can resume;
· Depression, this stage is entered when the individual becomes aware that no amount of bargaining will change the situation and the individual enters a state of depression;
· Acceptance, this is the final stage where the individual has come out of the depression and totally accepted the situation.  The individual may not like the situation but understands that the change will happen come what may.

(Smaldone and Uzzo, 2013).

Virginia Satir et al., 1991 published their framework and the stages which an individual goes through.  In this framework, a new element enters an individual’s life, which is so disruptive that the individual goes through a period of chaos, until the situation has been processed and an idea is generated, which allows the individual to gain a sense of the situation and a way forward.  This is then put into practice and a whole new acceptable status quo is achieved (McNair, 2015).
 
The process should also be followed and accepted when changes are made on a national level, such as the result of the referendum and leaving the EU.  Research into the effect of changing the national outlook regarding climate change by Gardner et al., 2009 cited in Bammer, (2015) confirms that the steps need to be followed, but also carefully managed to help the population accept the change and move forward.  It can therefore be argued that the government should also follow the same careful management with the Brexit process to reassure and gain acceptance from the entire population on their proposals for the UK outside of the EU. Without careful management then the proposals are most likely to be met with resistance from both sides of the political divide.

The Humanist Approach has its origins in 1950s and 1960s USA and included areas such as love, growth, responsibility and self-actualisation. Carl Rogers was one of the founding academics and wrote about how people learn and behave. His work highlighted three key areas that need to be addressed for personal growth and development, which in turn leads to change.  The first was to ensure that an individual is aware of their feelings on a subject and that any advice given to them is genuine.  The second is that irrespective of the reaction given by an individual, they are reassured by those around them that it is natural to feel the way they are feeling, and everything is ok.  The final factor is that they should understand the emotions that they are feeling, even if they are dark and this leads to a greater understanding of oneself (Rogers (1967) cited in Cameron and Green, 2012).

Maslow’s studies in what motivates people, which he named the Hierarchy of Needs is a theory which underpins the Humanist approach.  Maslow believed that it is human nature to want to become the best that they can, and that this is done in a specific order.  Maslow created a pyramid and for a person to progress to the next level of the pyramid, all the needs of that level need to be met.  The uppermost level of the pyramid is self-actualisation, which Maslow defined as the best one can become (Mullins and Christy, 2013).

2.2.2. Change Management Framework

Kotter (1995 and 1996) cited in Appelbaum et al., 2012 suggests an eight-stage model for managing changes in either a personal or organisational capacity.  Even though the changes affect a country, this can be viewed as an organisation of sorts and the framework can be followed.  Without managing change, it is suggested that people will not change if they do not believe that the change is necessary, and the tendency is to revert to the previous norms.  

The change framework as devised by Kotter is:

· Make the change required seem urgent;
· Appoint individuals in power to manage the process;
· Formulate a plan of how things will change, how it will be progressed and achieved;
· Communication to those affected by the change;
· Form committees on how changes can be implemented;
· Regularly confirm agreements and their impact;
· Create and develop people who are receptive to change;
· Ensure that the changes become the new norms of the organisation;

2.3. Conclusion

Well-being is a subject which has been subject to academic scrutiny since the time of the ancient Greeks.  However, despite the studies there has not been an accepted definition, whether subjective, objective or a combination of both perspectives.  As a result, academics and countries have often substituted well-being for other terms such as happiness as measured by the Gross National Happiness Index or the Happy Planet Index.  As it could be argued that happiness is merely a part of actual well-being, these measures could be criticised for only part measuring well-being. 

The UN and UK have taken things further in their measurements for well-being, with the UK the most comprehensive measure of the two.  However, this could be criticised as the method of gaining what should be measured was not scientific or academically based, but through consultation with the general-public and not upon given academic theories.  Given the complications that defining and measuring well-being entails, the UK government came under criticism for its attempt.  Wales has taken a step further in that well-being and the impact on future generations has been legislated for, and that it should be addressed in all decisions made by public bodies.  A definition of well-being, which will be used for this research can be found in section 2.4.

Like well-being, change management has been the subject of scientific scrutiny since ancient times.  However, unlike well-being, frameworks have been devised which have been proven to assist with changing an individual or group perspective.  It can be argued that frameworks such as those devised by Lewin or Kotter rely upon methods such as the modern behaviour, cognitive, humanist approaches or a combination thereof.  

Kotter’s framework for instance requires the behaviour of individuals to change in accepting the change and the new norms.  The framework also provides for the continued communication of the change and how this applies to the individual, which could incorporate areas of the Psychodynamic approach to change management and constant reassurance, allowing individuals to become used to an idea and go through the motions of the Kubler-Ross Model.  

2.4. Definitions for this research

There are many theories surrounding both well-being and change management. Therefore, for the purposes of this research, each of the terms will be defined as:

Well-being will be centred around the theory advocated by Dodge et al., where well-being is set at a fixed point and is in a state of equilibrium.  Challenges to the individual will affect well-being until the resources at hand can meet the challenge or vice-versa and equilibrium is restored. This definition was chosen, as it was felt that it incorporates all aspects of both subjective and collective well-being, and the necessary requirements that the individual would need, whether physical, social or psychological to meet any challenges that is faced.  

Change Management will be defined as a combination of all four approaches as they are inter-linked. Individual change management will be conducted through learning and that from what has been learned, the behaviour of individuals will change accordingly.  Change will take place following the Humanistic Approach, for example using Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs, advances to the next level, will only take place when all the needs of the existing level are met, but progressing through the steps advocated through the Psychodynamic Approach, namely the Kubler Ross model.   

3. Well-being and Change Management objective

One of the objectives of the research is to investigate whether there is a link between well-being and change management.  The above review of academic literature confirms that there is a link between both academic fields.  The reasoning for this is that irrespective of the two well-being ‘states’, well-being consists of physical, social or psychological aspects of life, change to the norms of these aspects will have either a positive or negative effect on well-being.  How the change is managed will confirm the degree of effect on the individual, group or population.

4. Research Strategy and Methodology

The research onion was constructed by Saunders et al., (2001) and is used to help design a strategy for completing a research project.  Starting from the outside of the onion, your project is formed by deciding firstly the philosophical view of your research, then designing the methodology as you remove each layer and choose from the options available, until you reach the centre and commence the actual research.  Figure 6 confirms the details of each layer of the research onion (Saunders et al., 2012).

[bookmark: _Toc512670412][bookmark: _Toc512420758]Figure 6 - The research onion
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Source Saunders et al., 2012.

The outer layer of the research onion is the philosophy of the research and this is important for three reasons.  The first is that the philosophy undertaken can distinguish the form that the research will take.  Secondly, it will inform the researcher which forms of research will give the best results to answer the research question, and finally, it may provide experience of methods that the researcher may not be familiar with (Easterby-Smith, 2008 p56).  

The philosophy chosen for this research is positivism, because the research questions require a collective rather than a subjective response, and it will be based upon statistics collected and conclusions drawn from the collective results (Easterby-Smith, 2008, pp56-60).  This means that the approach taken will be deductive, where data collected will be used to evaluate existing theories.  For example, it can be argued that the uncertainty caused by the referendum result on the status of EU nationals living in the UK, will have had a negative impact on the well-being of those nationals.  The analysis of the completed research will be used to confirm or disprove this assumption (Saunders et al., 2012).

4.1 Research Strategy

The strategy taken to get your primary research is key to a successful project and following the research onion, the chosen strategy is the mono method Quantitative strategy.  This means that a single method of data collection will be employed, and in this instance a questionnaire has been decided upon (Saunders et al., 2012).  This can be designed so that the questions asked are acceptable to those completing the survey and if not, there can be options where they do not have to answer/prefer not to answer (Bell and Waters, 2014).

An online questionnaire was chosen for the research.  This was due to cost, a potential lack of response, or intrusiveness of other methods of research questionnaires (Denscombe, 2007).  In addition, an online questionnaire can be distributed quickly and efficiently using Social Media (Engelbos, 2010).  

Social Media was chosen to be the method of distribution and the platform of choice was Facebook, as Facebook allows its members to collect data or information within the members’ social network, and through users sharing the survey, it allows other social networks to be accessed (Pi et al., 2013).  This sharing of the survey within social networks can be a continuous process allowing wider distribution, and is called snowballing (Wilson, 2014).   Within the Facebook social media application, members can join groups of like-minded people, to talk and share information.  Access to these groups may also gain responses to the online survey (Pi et al., 2013).   

4.2. Research Questionnaire

The design of the survey itself is important and the questions asked should be relevant to answer the research questions (Oppenheim, 1992).  Firstly, demographic questions were designed first and it was decided that details for gender, age, education, employment status, nationality and voter status would be asked for.  Voter status is both how the respondents voted in the referendum, but also whether they were eligible to vote, as non-U.K. nationals were not allowed to vote in the referendum.  It was deemed that that these aspects could be factors in an individuals’ well-being in accordance with the previous academic research and the definition of well-being.
 
The design of the main survey questions is important, not only do the questions must be relevant to answering the research questions, but ambiguity, imprecision and assumptions should be avoided (Bell and Waters, 2014). Excluding the demographic questions of which there were eight, the survey contained 25 questions which were aimed at ascertaining the individual’s perceptions since the referendum, specifically in relation to well-being and change management.  There were also questions regarding the government’s handling of the exit process and whether well-being should be enacted in law.

Some of the questions asked were multi-purpose, they could be used to answer both well-being and change management, questions such as: Have you stopped or amended plans to change your employment since the referendum vote? 

Once the questions had been written a pilot study was enacted.  The role of the pilot study is to ensure that the responders to the main study will do so seamlessly (Saunders et al., 2012).  The pilot test was completed in two parts, initially the questions were emailed to friends in word format to enable them to comment on the comprehension and suitability to answer the research questions.  When the comments were received the questions were either amended or further questions added as appropriate and this process was repeated.  When finished the questionnaire was input onto an online collection facility and tested.  The link was passed to the dissertation supervisor for final review.  Once reviewed and no further issues reported the pilot test was complete and the main study could commence.

The type of survey and mechanism for delivery had already been decided upon, therefore the choice of collection software needed to be made. An online search produced a study completed in December 2017, this study detailed the seven best survey tools and a number of these were investigated, such as Survey Monkey (Marrs, 2017). However, these were discarded due to either the number of questions which could be asked, or the number of responses allowed under the free service being limited to below the research requirements, together with not allowing the underlying data collected to be downloaded.  

Marrs recommended several mechanisms and Google forms allowed an unlimited number of questions and responses and allowed the downloading of the underlying collected data.  Google forms was also user friendly and was therefore chosen.  The questions were input onto the form and the colours personalised.  Details confirming the reason for the survey, how to complete it and the confidentiality of responses were added to the introductions and a thank you message to the responder was added. 

The research questionnaire was distributed via Facebook and friends were asked to complete and share the link to the survey.  It soon became evident that the responses received were not within the numbers which were required, and the number of EU nationals who were amongst my social networks were limited.  This was always a possibility and given that Facebook groups allow people who are like minded connecting with each other, the owner of such a group was contacted to ask if the survey could be distributed within their group. An email was sent confirming the reasons for the research, the questionnaire and all ethical considerations.  The survey was uploaded to the Facebook group and responses were received from sufficient EU nationals.

4.3. Research Sampling

The number of responses received by an individual researcher is dependent upon the people who are willing to complete the survey, however, where possible the responses or sample should replicate those who you are trying to find the data on (Bell and Waters, 2014).  A limitation of the survey is that the preferred sample would have been 50% UK nationals and 50% EU nationals, however, due to the distribution methods, this was not possible and this is a limitation of the research.
  
4.4. Data Analysis 

Once the data had been received it was formatted in an excel spreadsheet and uploaded into the IBM SPSS data analysis tool.  SPSS required alpha responses to be coded into numeric and missing data given a specific code, with the code input into the tool (Fisher and Buglear, 2004). 
 
The demographic categories which would be used for analysis are as follows:

· Gender, 
· Nationality,
· Voter status.

Input would also be used regarding whether a respondent has dependents, the standard of education and the employment status where appropriate.  These are all resources which an individual can draw upon as detailed in the research definition of well-being.  The other questions in the questionnaire represent the challenges which each respondent faced.  The resulting analysis would confirm whether the respondent’s well-being had reduced or whether change management processes utilised following the referendum vote.

5. Ethical Considerations

There are many considerations which need to be thought through when conducting a research project, for instance, any information which you obtain should not be used to put people at risk.  When addressing ethical considerations for the questionnaire the first consideration was that all responses would be anonymous, and that no data would be collected which would give rise to a person’s identity.  This would be addressed in the demographic questions by for example using scales to record a person’s age.  Confidentiality is another ethical issue, data collected will be held in an account with the online collecting agent, password protected and throughout the research project the researcher or those assisting the researcher will be the individuals with access to the data held.  The data itself will be held in a password protected file (Fisher and Buglear, 2004).  

The principle of informed consent had to be addressed, this is where the respondent is given information about the research project to enable them to decide whether to progress (Oliver, 2003).  This was addressed in the online survey instructions which provided details on the research objectives and the confidentiality and anonymity of responses, with details confirming that by completing and submitting the survey, consent is given for the data to be used in the research project.

Pressurising people to complete the survey should never happen, no pressure was exerted on any individual or group to complete or share the survey, and this was done on a voluntary basis.  Appendix one provides a copy of the information in the survey, together with a copy of the email which was sent to the administrator of the Facebook Group to allow access.
 
All the above ethical considerations ensure that the ESRC Framework for Research Ethics is adhered to and the research project will be independent and impartial (Esrc.ukri.org, 2018).

6. Bias

It is a fact that bias occurs within research, evidence of this is from studies conducted in the 1940s into mail surveys, and where the responses from those who replied early in the research were different to those received later in the timeframe (Bauer, 1947, Clausen and Ford, 1947 and Suchmann and McCandless 1940 cited in Suchmann, 1962)  Suchmann asked that while there is undoubtedly bias in any research, additional questions should be considered when analysing data received, these questions are: ‘How does any bias that may exist affect the determination of relationships? And ‘How does the bias affect the test of the hypothesis?’ (Suchmann, 1962).  A conclusion reached by Suchmann is that in certain circumstances biased samples can give a better generalisation than non-biased samples and that it depends upon the individual research. 

Understanding and being aware of bias is equally important with the analysis and the interpretation of the data collected, because the researcher may look for specific proof for what they believe should be the outcome of the study, ignoring any information that contravenes this.  Therefore, all attempts should be made to analyse the data through a neutral perspective.  A good research project therefore aims to reduce bias where possible, and this can be done in the planning and methodology stages. The researcher will also attempt to be neutral and impartial when expressing conclusions drawn from the analysis of the data (Smith and Noble, 2014).

7. Findings

The survey was completed by 158 respondents, the breakdown of these were 39.5% respondents were in favour of remaining in the EU, 36.3% of respondents were in favour of leaving the EU and the remaining 24% were ineligible to vote.  It should be noted that while not a direct comparison to those who voted to ‘remain’ or ‘leave’ in the referendum, the results and conclusions of any analysis will be valid.  However, as the research is analysing whether well-being of the population had changed since the referendum vote, but this should be a factor into consideration (Bell and Waters, 2014).   

7.1 The Demographic Data

The initial part of the questionnaire was aimed at providing the demographic data, which would be used to answer the research questions. The research based its findings on analysis of gender, nationality and how respondents voted in the referendum.  Analysis will also be made using educational standard, employment and dependents where appropriate.

Of those who completed the survey, there were over double the number of female responders than male.  A reason for this could be the distribution method of using Facebook as the means of communicating the research and the online groups that the survey was distributed to.  Research by Smith states that the difference between how a female interacts online and how a male interacts can be a reason why there is a higher proportion of female respondents (Smith, 2008).  Figure 7 confirms the gender differences of the respondents.

[bookmark: _Toc512670413][bookmark: _Toc512420759]Figure 7 - Gender differences of the respondents



The results from those who chose not to state their gender were removed from the analysis.  The rationale for this was because gender is one of the main demographics used to analyse the primary data collected.  Therefore, all analysis was completed using the data from the 51 Male and 105 female respondents.   The following tables confirm further details which apply to the resources of the gender demographic.
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Table 1 - Gender: Comparison of Age
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Table 2 - Gender: Dependent Information	
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc512671454]Table 3 - Gender: Employment Status
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Table 4 - Gender: Standard of Education
[image: ]

An analysis of the gender demographics indicates that the population comprises of over double the amount of female to male respondents, the majority of which are between the ages of 34 to 54.  Of the respondents, 68% are either employed or self-employed, 10% are caring for others, 6% are students and 2% are unemployed. Furthermore, responses were received from a population who have a high educational standard, as 89 of those who completed the survey have either a degree or doctorate.

The survey was completed by people who are living in the UK, and the nationality of those who responded is expected to have an effect of their well-being.  This may be because immigration and the treatment of foreign nationals was one of the issues that is affected by the UK leaving the EU.  Therefore, a respondent’s nationality is the second demographic which was chosen when completing the research analysis, 

Figure 8 confirms the respondent nationalities, the majority of those who completed the survey were UK nationals (74%), however, responses were received from approximately 24% of nationalities who either hold dual nationality or are EU nationals living in the UK, with the remaining responses were from the Rest of the World (RoW). 
[bookmark: _Toc512670414]
[bookmark: _Toc512420760]Figure 8 - Respondent Nationalities
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Table 5 - Nationality: Comparison of Age
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[bookmark: _Toc512671457]
Table 6 - Nationality: Dependent Details
[image: ]
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Table 7 - Nationality: Employment Status
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc512671459]Table 8 - Nationality: Standard of Education
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Tables five through to eight provide the same analysis as that of the Age demographic.  This indicates that a high proportion of non-UK nationals have a very high standard of education and represent just under 30% of the population who have attained a degree or doctorate.  Of those nationals who are either EU nationals or hold Dual Nationality, 75% are employed.  This is important to their well-being due to the uncertainty that the UK leaving the EU creates for them. 

The final demographic, which will be the main source of analysis of the research is what is collectively grouped as Voter Status. This group represents the divisions of whether the respondent was eligible to vote in the referendum, and if they voted, how they voted. It is expected that the well-being of those who voted to remain, those who voted to leave and those who were ineligible to vote will have been affected differently by the referendum result.  Those who were ineligible to vote, were not eligible on grounds of nationality, even though they lived and where applicable were working in the UK.  Whereas, UK nationals living abroad could vote if they had a UK address in the precious 15 years (Gov.co.uk, 2018).  It could be argued that this could have had a profound effect on the EU national’s well-being by making them feel unwelcome. 
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[bookmark: _Toc512420761]Figure 9 - Voter Status

Figure 9 confirms that of the population, 38 respondents were not eligible to vote.  A comparison with nationality demographics suggests that these would represent the EU and RoW nationals. Analysis of the Dual Nationality data confirmed that the population was split into two respondents who were eligible to vote and two who were not.

[bookmark: _Toc512671460]Table 9 - Voter Status: Comparison of Age
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Table 10 - Voter Status: Dependent Details
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Table 11 - Voter Status: Employment Status
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Table 12 - Voter Status: Standard of Education
[image: ]

An analysis of Tables 9 through to 12 confirms that of those who voted, there is an almost even split of the standard of education between the two sets of voters, and this is reciprocated throughout the underlying demographic data.

7.2. Survey Findings

It is the intention of this research to ascertain whether well-being has changed since the referendum, whether any specific groups have been affected by the result more than others, together with whether the respondents were using change management in preparation for the changes which will occur when the UK leave the EU. 

The questions in the survey were devised at finding whether personal well-being had changed, and if change management was used, for example enquiring whether the thought a respondent’s outlook had changed since the referendum as this changes the perception of the norms of the individual, resulting in a challenge to the well-being but also whether the individual had possibly changed their perception  Comparisons in all cases will focus on the three target groups, gender, nationality and how a respondent voted or whether they could vote in the referendum.

The first question following the demographic data questions was to ascertain whether an individual’s outlook had changed since the referendum.  This comparison can be made by comparing the means of the responses.  The hypothesis used in all statistics is that there will be no difference between each category. The method used in this analysis is the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). The ANOVA calculation compares the variance between groups with the variance within a group. A significance factor is produced and results of less than 0.05 is deemed significant, and 0.001 is highly significant.  This can then be interpreted as a difference between the samples (Fisher and Buglear, 2004). 

The first comparison undertaken is looking at whether the respondent’s outlook on life has changed since the referendum vote.  Table 13 confirms the responses from the total population and that the overall perception was mainly either negatively or no change in outlook.
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Table 13 - Total Population: Change in Outlook
[image: ]

Figure 10 confirms the SPSS analysis on whether gender has a significance in a change in outlook. 

[bookmark: _Toc512670416][bookmark: _Hlk511658488]
[bookmark: _Toc512420762]Figure 10 - ANOVA analysis of whether Gender impacts upon outlook on life since the referendum vote.
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The null hypothesis is that gender will not affect the respondents’ outlook since the referendum. The significance is < 0.05 and confirms that gender does have a significant impact upon the respondent’s outlook on life since the referendum.

The same analysis was completed in respect of nationality and outlook on life.  Figure 11 confirms the results.
[bookmark: _Toc512670417]
[bookmark: _Toc512420763]Figure 11 - ANOVA analysis of whether Nationality impacts upon outlook on life
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When comparing a respondent nationality against their outlook, the ANOVA test confirmed that a respondent’s nationality has a highly significant impact upon whether their outlook has changed since the referendum. The Tukey post-hoc analysis between groups confirms (with 95% confidence), that the outlook has split the respondent population into two groups, those of Dual Nationality and EU Nationals and the second being Rest of the World and UK national populations.  

The final analysis was taken in respect of whether the respondent’s outlook on life had changed since the referendum in comparison with the Voter Status. See Figure 12.
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[bookmark: _Toc512420764]Figure 12 - ANOVA analysis of whether Voter Status has had an impact upon outlook on life since the referendum vote.
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The results of the analysis confirm that when comparing how the respondent sample voted to whether their outlook on life has changed since the referendum, there is a highly significant result.  The Post adhoc Tukey test between groups reveals that there is a highly significant difference between those who voted to remain in the EU or were ineligible to vote in the referendum against those who voted to leave the EU.  In all comparisons between these groups the significance was high.

The next question, which the respondents were asked was how the UK leaving the EU will impact upon their life.  While this is a hypothetical situation, the respondent’s answer indicates their view on the future impacts their well-being today. Table 14 confirms the responses from the total population.
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Table 14 - Total Population: Impact on life
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[bookmark: _Toc512420765]Figure 13 - ANOVA analysis of Gender and the expected impact on life
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The ANOVA analysis between gender and expected impact upon life, as detailed in Figure 13, produces a significant number of 0.666, confirming that gender has no significance in respect of the degree that respondents thought that the UK leaving the EU would impact upon their life. 

Figure 14 details the ANOVA analysis and confirms that nationality is a significant variable when the respondent thinks about the future impact of the referendum result. The Post adhoc Tukey test reveals that the significance lies between EU and UK Nationals.  

[bookmark: _Toc512670420][bookmark: _Toc512420766]Figure 14 - ANOVA analysis of Nationality and the expected impact on life
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Figure 15 details the ANOVA analysis and confirms that Voter Status is a highly significant variable when the respondent thinks about the future impact of the referendum result. The Post adhoc Tukey test reveals that the significance lies between those who voted to leave the EU and both those who voted to remain in the EU and those who were ineligible to vote. 

[bookmark: _Toc512670421][bookmark: _Toc512420767]Figure 15 - ANOVA analysis of Voter Status and the expect impact on life
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[bookmark: _Toc512671466]The next set of questions in the survey related to the degree of worry that each respondent for various issues affecting the future life of the respondent.  Table 15 indicates how much concern for each topic felt by the overall population. 

Table 15 - Concern caused by the following topics from the overall sample population
[image: ]

The information which can be divulged from the above table is that there is an overwhelming concern for how the UK economy will perform, potential inflationary pressures that this may cause, and for the UK’s future relations with the EU.  All the remaining factors are relatively even split between those who are not worried to that great an extent and those who are worried or have a great cause for concern.  The number of respondents who were neutral (uncertain) in this is relatively consistent.

However, when analysing the data across our comparison demographic areas the following can be noted.  The first area for analysis is gender and Table 16 confirms the analysis of the Gender results.

[bookmark: _Toc512671467] 


Table 16 - Gender: Analysis of the concern caused by the following topics
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When comparing the data produced for the concern indicated by the gender demographic the anxiety shown by the female population is consistent with the overall demographic data indicators. The variable that the female demographic is most worried about is the future relationship that the UK has with the EU, closely followed by the economy.  ‘Future job prospects’ is the variable which the female demographic is least concerned by. The male demographic results indicate a more positive view, with responses in either slightly worried or not worried categories.  The economy is the variable which the male demographic is most concerned about, but it should be noted that this variable has exact 50/50 comparison.

[bookmark: _Toc512671468]Nationality is the next demographic to be analysed. Table 17 confirms the data produced through this analysis.


Table 17 - Nationality: Analysis of the concern caused by the following topics 
[image: ]

The data from the responses when taken collectively indicates that there is a great concern amongst the sample population for several UK economic variables and for the future relationship with the EU.  However, when respondent nationality is analysed, there is an overwhelming concern by Dual Nationality and EU Nationals in all categories.  Whereas, there is an almost even split on these relationship and economic variables for UK nationals but a greater positivity towards all the remaining possible concerns arising from the UK leaving the EU.

[bookmark: _Toc512671469]Table 18 - Voter Status: Analysis of the concern caused by the following topics
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Analysis of the Voter Status results indicates that greater concern for the variables is shown by those who voted to remain in the EU and those who were ineligible to vote and the more positive of responses were received by those who voted to leave the EU.     
A further comparison which has been made was to determine whether concern and anxiety on the issues which would affect those who have dependents such as family, children’s future and household budget had a greater impact upon those who responded stating that they had dependents than those who didn’t.  Table 19 confirms the responses received and shows that those who have dependents are far more concerned about variables which affect a family’s life and the economy, than those who don’t have dependents. This was in line with what was expected as those with dependents have responsibility for them.
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Table 19 - Dependent Status: Analysis of the concern caused by the following topics
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A further comparison was made between the concern caused by the UK leaving the EU on each of the topics and the standard of education.  Table 20 confirms the data grouped between those respondents who have a general or further education standard, a higher education standard and those with vocational qualifications.  

From the data in the tables, there is an indication that over half of the population of the higher education standard group has indicated a high degree of worry about the economic area categories and less worry about household budget, job security and caring categories.  Those who have a general or further education standard are also concerned about economic issues, such as the economy and inflation, but are not as concerned about job security and future job prospects.  Those who responded with a Vocational standard of education appear to have no or very limited concern across all the issues. 

[bookmark: _Toc512671471]Table 20 - Standard of Education: Analysis of the concern caused by the following topics.
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Table 20 (Cont’d.)
[image: ]

The respondents were asked to confirm whether they were financially better off, less well off or that there had been no change since the referendum. Cross tables provide a way of extracting data from the survey in a meaningful manner and can give an indication of the relationship between two variables (Huizingh, 2007). Tables 21 through to 24 have been extracted from SPSS and compares the financial effect of the referendum result.
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Table 21 - Total Population and financial effect
[image: ]

Just over 50% of the total population survey believed that there had been no change to their financial circumstances since the referendum, but a third believed that they were less well off.
[bookmark: _Toc512671473]


Table 22 - Gender and financial effect
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc512671474]Since the referendum just over 50% of those who responded have seen no change in their financial status, but a third of respondents were less well of since the referendum.  Just under 50% of females had seen no change since the referendum, whereas the responses for males were closer in numbers between no change to less well off.

Table 23 - Nationality and financial effect
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The comparison of nationalities indicates that over a half of EU nationals stated that they were financially ‘less well off’ since the referendum, whereas most UK nationals reported no change.
[bookmark: _Toc512671475]




Table 24 - Voter Status and financial effect
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An interesting aspect of the comparison between Voter Status and Financial effect is that the bulk of those respondents who stated that they were financially ‘Better off’ came from those who voted to leave the EU, whereas the majority of those who stated that they were financially ‘Less well off’ are those who voted to remain in the EU or were ineligible to vote.

Respondents were then asked whether they thought that any changes which affected their life since the vote was due to the Referendum result, Normal economic activity, Both or that they didn’t know.  Table 25 confirms the responses for the total population.
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Table 25 - Total Respondents: Financial reasons
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Two respondents did not provide an answer in the survey. The referendum and normal economic activity was the main reason for any financial issue since the referendum vote by approximately 36%.  42 respondents thought that normal economic activity and 30 respondents thought that the referendum was the reason for any financial issues.

Table 26 confirms the breakdown of the results per gender and of those surveyed, upon analysis more males 33% believe that any financial issues experienced compared to females (24%).
[bookmark: _Toc512671477]
Table 26 - Gender: Financial issues 
 [image: ]

Table 27 details the breakdown by Nationality, the referendum or ‘both’ are the categories which are highlighted as the reason for financial issues since the referendum from EU Nationals.  For UK Nationals normal economic activity is the reason which had most responses.

[bookmark: _Toc512671478]
Table 27 - Nationality: Financial reasons
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Table 28 confirms the respondent’s decision by the way their Voter Status.  The results between respondents who were ineligible to vote and who voted to remain are very similar, in that the referendum and ‘both’ are the main causes for any financial reasons.  Whereas those who voted to leave believe the reason is down to normal economic activity. 
[bookmark: _Toc512671479]
Table 28 - Voter Status: Financial reasons
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The survey questions up to this point related to what concern the individual was feeling regarding the effect that Brexit will have upon various economic and personal subjects.  The next set of questions in the survey asked whether the individual’s standard of living had changed since the referendum result.  The respondents were asked to confirm whether they had cancelled, reduced or whether there was no change to general household spending, such as socialising, tv packages or food shopping.

Respondents confirmed that there had been no change in their spending.  However, it should be noted that 31% of those who responded, stated that they had reduced their spending on socialising and 20% had reduced the amount spent on holidays. See Table 29.

Table 29 - Analysis of the spending on luxuries
[bookmark: _Toc512671480][image: ]

The analysis of gender also confirms that there is a majority in each spending category that there was no change in spending, as confirmed in Table 30.



Table 30 - Gender: Spending
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[bookmark: _Toc512671481]Nationality and household spending indicates a slightly different picture in respect of UK nationals and EU nationals. While both variables have reduced or cancelled the amount spent on socialising, 56% of EU nationals who responded had reduced or cancelled this variable (18 out of 32 responses), whereas only 26% of UK Nationals confirmed that they had reduced their spending (30 out of 113 responses), see Table 31.



Table 31 - Nationality: Spending
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[bookmark: _Toc512671482]Table 32 confirms that there is a difference between the Voter Status of the respondent and changes in their spending.  Those who responded that they voted to leave the EU reported virtually no change in their spending since the referendum.  However, larger numbers of those who were ineligible to vote or voted to remain in the referendum stated that they had changed their spending amounts since the referendum.

Table 32 - Voter Status and Spending
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Table 32 (Cont’d.)
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Respondents were then asked about their savings capability, Tables 33, 34, 35 and 36 details whether respondents could save per demographic. Over 60% of respondents confirmed they were either unable to save or reduced their savings amount since the referendum result.  However, almost a quarter stated that they were saving more since the referendum.
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Table 33 - Saving capabilities since the referendum
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Table 34 - Gender: Saving Capability
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Table 35 - Nationality: Saving Capability
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Table 36 - Voter Status: Saving Capability
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NOVA analysis was completed on the demographic categories and these are detailed in Figures 16 through to 18.  In each case the significance factor was >0.05 confirming that each category was not significant in their capabilities to save since the referendum.

[bookmark: _Toc512670422]

[bookmark: _Toc512420768]Figure 16 - ANOVA: Gender: Saving Capability
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[bookmark: _Toc512670423][bookmark: _Toc512420769]Figure 17 - ANOVA Nationality: Saving Capability
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[bookmark: _Toc512420770]Figure 18 - ANOVA Voter Status: Saving Capability
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Questions were asked of the respondent to ascertain their perception of the specific future in the UK and whether they felt that they were welcome given the result of the referendum.

The analysis of these questions will be made within SPSS using the Pearson Chi-Square analysis method.  This is another way of confirming whether there is a relationship between two categorical variables and is run through SPSS. An assumption of the Chi-Square Test is that the minimum expected result per cell is 5 or more.  A consequence of this is that before the Pearson Chi-Square significance factor can be used, the assumption should be checked that it has not been violated.  This is done by referring to the footnote under the Pearson Chi-Square Test table, it will state the number of cells and a percentage which have less than 5, and the minimum expected count (Pallant, 2010).

If the Pearson Chi-Square test has been violated then additional tests can be run, in SPSS these are the Phi and Cramer’s V comparisons.  The following confirms an analysis of survey questions using the Pearson Chi-Square Test, and as the tables being analysed within SPSS contained more than two variables, the Cramer’s V analysis was performed (Pallant, 2010). 

Table 37 confirms the Pearson Chi-Square Analysis of whether gender is significant to the view about respondent future in the UK.

[bookmark: _Toc512671487]





[bookmark: _Hlk512177300]Table 37 - Gender and concern about their future in the UK
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The Chi-Square assumption has not been violated and the significance factor is >0.05, therefore gender is not a significant variable.


Table 38 confirms the Pearson Chi-Square Analysis of whether Nationality is significant to the view about respondent future in the UK.

Table 38 - Nationality and concern about their future in the UK
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[bookmark: _Hlk512251385]The Chi-Square assumption has been violated as more than 20% have greater than the expected count.  Upon looking at the Cramer V test, the significance factor is <0.001 therefore Nationality is a highly significant variable.

[bookmark: _Toc512671489]Table 39 - Voter Status and concern for the future
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[bookmark: _Hlk512251297]The Chi-Square assumption has not been violated and the significance factor is <0.001, therefore Voter Status is a highly significant variable.

The respondents were then asked to confirm whether they were considering leaving the UK following the referendum vote.  Tables 40 through 42 detail the Pearson Chi-Square test results for Gender, Nationality and Voter Status and whether respondents are considering leaving the UK following the referendum vote.
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Table 40 - Gender and whether respondents are considering leaving the UK following the referendum vote
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The Chi-Square assumption has not been violated and the significance factor is >0.05, therefore Gender is not a significant variable.

[bookmark: _Toc512671491]
Table 41 - Nationality and whether respondents are considering leaving the UK following the referendum vote
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[bookmark: _Hlk512252335]The Chi-Square assumption has been violated as more than 20% have greater than the expected count.  Upon looking at the Cramer V test, the significance factor is <0.001, therefore Nationality is a highly significant variable.
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Table 42 - Voter Status and whether respondents are considering leaving the UK following the referendum vote
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[image: ]

The Chi-Square assumption has not been violated and the significance factor is <0.001, therefore Voter Status is a highly significant variable.

The respondent was then asked whether they still felt welcome in the UK following the referendum vote. Pearson Chi Square analysis was also used to analyse the results.

[bookmark: _Toc512671493][bookmark: _Hlk512251990]Table 43 - Gender and whether the respondent felt welcome in the UK
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[bookmark: _Hlk512252452]The Chi-Square assumption has been violated as more than 20% have greater than the expected count.  Upon looking at the Cramer V test, the significance factor is >0.05, therefore Gender is not a significant variable.
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Table 44 - Nationality and whether the respondent felt welcome in the UK
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[bookmark: _Toc512671495]The Chi-Square assumption has been violated as more than 20% have greater than the expected count and the Cramer V test confirms that the significance factor is <0.001, therefore Nationality is a highly significant variable in whether respondents still felt welcome in the UK.

Table 45 - Voter Status and whether the respondent felt welcome in the UK
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[image: ]

The Chi-Square assumption has been violated as more than 20% have greater than the expected count and the Cramer V test confirms that the significance factor is <0.001, therefore Voter Status is a highly significant variable in whether respondents still felt welcome in the UK.

Questions were asked about specifically about the respondents view about their view on Change, the analysis through SPSS confirmed that almost two thirds of the respondents stated that they liked change. See table 46
[bookmark: _Toc512671496]
Table 46 - Do you like change?
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ANOVA analysis was performed to ascertain whether each of the categories had a significance on whether the respondent liked change and all categories reported no significance.  See Figures 19, 20 and 21.

[bookmark: _Toc512670425]

[bookmark: _Toc512420771]Figure 19 - Gender and Change
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[bookmark: _Toc512420772]Figure 20 - Nationality and Change
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[bookmark: _Toc512420773]Figure 21 - Voter Status and Change
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[bookmark: _Toc512670428]When respondents were asked how well they thought the government was handling the change process, a resounding 74.2% thought that they were not handling the exit well, a further 18% were unsure, leaving only 7.8% of respondents thinking that thought the process was being handled well.  See figure 22

[bookmark: _Toc512420774]Figure 22 - Government handling of exit process
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The respondents overwhelmingly thought that the government should be communicating a lot more about their vision of how the UK would be outside of the EU, how the change is progressing and what the effect will be.  See figures 23 and 24.
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[bookmark: _Toc512420775]Figure 23 - Government communication of their vision for the UK
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[bookmark: _Toc512670430]

[bookmark: _Toc512420776]Figure 24 - Government communication on changes to public life
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Respondents were then asked how they would like to see any communication from the government and the following table confirms the results.  Responses indicated that they would like to see communication through a government website, Newspapers and a Press Conference. These methods would ensure that the population would gain access to the information should they wish to do so.  See Table 47.
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Table 47 - Preferred methods of communication
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Of those surveyed, despite the need for more government communication, 85% stated that they had kept up to date on how the exit negotiations were progressing. 
[bookmark: _Toc512671498]
Table 48 - Keeping up to date with negotiations
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Those surveyed were also asked what they thought any governmental communication would cause them anxiety.  A Pearson Chi-square analysis was conducted on their responses, Figures 24, 25 and 26 confirms the SPSS results for the analysis.
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[bookmark: _Toc512420777]Figure 25 - Gender: Governments vision and anxiety generated
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[bookmark: _Toc512670432]The Chi-Square assumption has not been violated and the Pearson Chi-Square significance factor is >0.05, therefore Gender is not a significant variable in whether respondents would feel greater anxiety.

[bookmark: _Toc512420778]Figure 26 - Nationality: Governments vision and anxiety generated
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The Chi-Square assumption has been violated as more than 20% have greater than the expected count and the Cramer V test confirms that the significance factor is <0.05, therefore Nationality is a significant variable in whether respondents would feel anxious
[bookmark: _Toc512670433]
[bookmark: _Toc512420779]Figure 27 - Voter Status: Governments vision and anxiety generated
[image: ]
[image: ]

The Chi-Square assumption has not been violated and the Pearson Chi-Square significance factor is <0.05, therefore Voter Status is a significant variable in whether respondents would feel greater anxiety.

The respondents were then asked to provide an answer confirming what the government could do to enable them to be more receptive to the change.  Responses were received from a variety of opinions.  Those that could never accept the change, respondents who were happy with the information provided and those who provided advice to the government.  Figure 27 details some of these responses

[bookmark: _Toc512670434][bookmark: _Toc512420780]Figure 28 - Respondent views on the change
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Figure 28 (Cont’d.)
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The final two questions related to the governments performance on well-being.  Over three quarters of those who were surveyed thought that overall the government was not using well-being as a focus on their decisions as promised in 2010.  See figure 29.

[bookmark: _Toc512670435][bookmark: _Toc512420781]Figure 29 - Population view on Government and Well-being
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The position of those surveyed related to adopting legislation to ensure that well-being is used in decision making was less conclusive, 62% of those who responded agreed with this position, with the remaining 38% unsure.  See figure 29.

[bookmark: _Toc512670436][bookmark: _Toc512420782]Figure 30 - Legislation and Well-being
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8. Discussion

This research has already proven a link between well-being and change management as discussed in the literature review.  This discussion will therefore focus solely on the remaining objectives and take an objective view of the subjective well-being. To reiterate the research definition of well-being is that it rests at a fixed point and is affected by challenges and resources the individual faces.  Change management is made through gaining knowledge and ensuring that their needs are met and then adapting and responding to the challenges faced.

The demographic of the population is that, there double the number of females responded to the survey than their male counterparts and of those the majority are of working age and are either employed or self-employed There was a larger proportion of responses from UK nationals due to the social circle of Facebook ‘friends’ available to the researcher, and UK nationals formed 74% of the respondent population (116/156), EU nationals living in the UK represent 21% of those who responded. The respondents had an elevated level of education with degree or above standard.
8.1. Well-being and Change Management

A change in either the resources available or the challenges faced by an individual will affect well-being to some degree, the UK leaving the EU poses challenges and major upheaval for the future in the UK.  Given this it would be expected that the well-being of the population is affected by this decision.  This is corroborated by the findings of this research, 43% of those who responded stated that their outlook on life had changed negatively since the referendum (Table 13) and just under 60% (93 respondents) show a degree of concern about their future in the UK (Table 36 – totals column), 17% (28 respondents) to the extent that they are considering their options on whether to leave the UK entirely (Table 39).  

The main cause for anxiety for the overall respondent population is how leaving the EU will impact upon the economy and the future relationship has with the EU.  You would have thought that as job security and future job prospects are dependent on a robust economy that this would have caused anxiety, yet these are issues that are shown least concern (Table 15).  

The above are psychological issues, but there are also financial aspects to the changes which are faced.  A third of the population reported that they are financially ‘less well off’ since the referendum, and that both the referendum and economic activity was the main reason for this.  It should be noted that 50% of the population recorded no change in financial affect and the remaining population having increased financial capabilities (Tables 21 and 25).

It could therefore be concluded that given that 50% of the overall population stated that there had been no change in their finances that their spending habits would continue.  This was the case, see Table 29, which also indicates that the financial impact following the referendum has affected the money spent for example 32% had either reduced or cancelled socialising expenditure (47 out of 151).  

The finances of those respondents could have an impact upon their future well-being. Of those willing to respond, 61% state that they were either unable to save or had a reduced saving capability (Table 32).  This also could indicate that more of their incomings are being used to fund their current standard of living/existing well-being.  Advice by Martin Lewis (2016), founder of Money Saving Expert, states that you should have at least six months outgoings as emergency savings (Lewis, M cited in Parkinson, 2016) and an implication of this is that, if savings are not at this level, and the economy goes into recession or individuals lose their jobs, there is potential for greater impact upon their well-being.   Further research would be required into financial well-being since the referendum.

How challenges are dealt with indicates whether change management is used, the findings have already shown that a proportion are managing their finances, whether enforced or voluntary by having reduced or cancelled certain outgoings, but change management is more than personal financial management.

It has been stated that change is a learning process, the initial result of the referendum gave rise to a mix of emotions from despondency to happiness across the country (Davis, 2017), but a lot has transpired since.  The findings of the survey indicate that 91% think that the government should be communicating more about their vision of the UK post Brexit, (see figure 22), but reduces to 82.5% on how the negotiations are progressing and how these changes which will inevitably affect people’s life (Figure 23).  This indicates that there is a requirement for the knowledge about the change.  

Any knowledge would in turn indicate the challenges ahead and allow further preparations to be made.  This may temporary increase the challenges faced, but it would enable the resources available to be amended where necessary.  E.g. reduction in spending, gain further knowledge, allowing progression to the next step.  This process means that individuals find themselves flowing back and forth across the Kubler-Ross Psychodynamic model (Cameron and Green, 2012), as each new challenge is faced.  In figure 24, the total column indicates the varying stages across the Kubler-Ross the respondents would be at, for example 14% would face greater anxiety, 43% having no change and 42% reducing the anxiety of respondents if the government were to publish their vision for the UK.

The responses indicate that a variety of communication methods should be utilised, these would allow information to be communicated to the wider public with Press Conferences, Newspapers and a government website being used.  Despite a lack of information from the government, 85% of those surveyed said that they had kept up to date with the process.  

Figure 27 provides some of the responses received about the proposed change, stating views on how the change should have been progressed, how it should be negotiated and both positive and negative views.  Finally, the view of 64% of respondents is that they like change, (Table 45) despite the stress, anxiety and the effect on personal well-being.

The ONS reports supports the above discussion on the respondent population, their analysis confirms that well-being of the UK population has increased since their records began in 2011 and that anxiety has also increased (Rees, 2018).

A criticism of both the findings of the research and that of the ONS is that overall well-being is described as having increased, yet anxiety felt by the nation has also increased, which would affect well-being.  Therefore, it is recommended that further research into the measurement of well-being be completed to enable a more robust calculation method.

ANOVA and Pearson Chi-Square analysis was performed in the findings and compares whether there are significant or highly significant differences between the answers according to variables.  Where significant differences were found, post adhoc tests (Cramers V and Tukey) were processed to indicate where those differences were.  This will provide an indication of whether individual groups are affected more than others.

8.2 Well-being and Individual Groups

With the ANOVA and Pearson Chi-Square analysis which were processed for gender, the only test which produced a value which indicated that gender was a significant variable was in respect of whether the respondent outlook had changed since the referendum.  There it can be concluded that gender is not a significant variable in the research.

Unlike gender where there were only two variable comparisons (male and female), the nationality had four variables, UK nationals, EU nationals, those with Dual Nationality and those from the Rest of the World.  It could be argued that each of these groups had a different set of reasons to be anxious, for example UK nationals could worry about the economy and the impact leaving the EU will have, while EU nationals’ resident in the UK would be concerned about how they will be affected in respect of their status to remain in the country and that they would have most uncertainty and as a result their well-being reduced by a greater amount.  

Table 17 confirms the number of responses detailing the degree of worry for various issues for the UK post Brexit.  The concern expressed by UK nationals was evenly split across the levels except for the UK Global relations, Job security and Future job prospects where less concern was raised and greater concern for the economy.  A comparison with the results from EU nationals suggest far greater concern for the issues raised.  Table 22 also confirms that 54% of EU nationals stated that they were financially less well off since the referendum, compared to only 27% of UK nationals.  Of the overall population, socialising was the category which many respondents had reduced, a breakdown of the nationalities indicates that 53% of EU nationals had reduced their socialising, whereas only 25% of UK nationals indicated that they had made that specific reduction and this trend was repeated throughout. A greater number of EU nationals 73% declared that they were unable to save or had reduced saving capabilities, this compares to 57% of UK nationals.

Of the SPSS generated analysis, the ANOVA and Pearson Chi-Square analysis (with adhoc tests where appropriated, a highly significant result was produced in respect of the respondent’s outlook, their concern for their future and whether they still feel that they are welcome in the UK.  Significant factor results were produced in respect of the impact the UK leaving the EU will have on their life, whether they were considering leaving the UK and finally the anxiousness which would be produced if the government published their vision for the UK post Brexit.

In each of the cases analysis of the underlying data or the adhoc reports confirm that the significant factors are between the EU national population and the UK population.  The EU analysis confirming that predominantly negative responses were from EU national respondents.

Voter status has three variables, respondents who were ineligible to vote, those who voted to remain in the EU and those who voted to leave the EU.  It could be argued that those who voted to remain in the EU would have almost the same thoughts as individuals who were ineligible to vote (primarily EU nationals in the respondent population).  

Table 18 confirm the number of responses detailing the degree of worry for various issues for the UK post Brexit.  The concern expressed by those who voted to remain and those ineligible to vote were substantially greater to that expressed by those who voted to leave the EU and the analysis of the confirmed this theme throughout.  Tables 24, 31, 35, all confirm a similar response from those respondent’s ineligible to vote and voted to remain, being significantly different to those who vote to leave.

Upon analysing the SPSS generated ANOVA and Pearson Chi-Square reports (with adhoc tests where appropriated, a highly significant result was produced in respect of the respondent’s outlook, the impact upon their life, their concern for their future, whether they still feel that they are welcome in the UK and whether they were considering leaving the UK.

In each of the cases analysis of the underlying data or the adhoc reports confirm that the significant factors were again between those who were ineligible to vote coupled with those who voted to remain in comparison to those who voted to leave the EU.

Further analysis made relating to concern felt by those who had dependents and for education standard.  See Table 19 for the dependent findings and as would be expected the concern felt by those with dependents was greater for matters which would affect family life.  Table 20 confirms the education standard results, in comparison those who had a higher standard of education, detailed greater concern for all considerations.

8.3. Government handling of the UK’s exit from the EU

Despite the limitations of this research, the findings indicate that those surveyed believe that the government is handing Brexit badly (see Figure 21).  The main issue is because of the way that the Brexit process has been handled.   While some of those surveyed appear not to be receptive to Brexit in anyway, those that could be stated that they would have preferred to have seem more preparation from the government, a plan from the outset and to have stopped using UK Nationals abroad and EU Nationals living in the UK as ‘bargaining chips’.  The way that the UK have appeared to have backed down over their ‘red lines’ is also an issue (Figure 27).  These issues creating anxiety for many of those interviewed.

In respect of well-being and the government’s record, there was an overwhelming belief that despite the Cameron Governments vision, well-being is not a major focus on political decisions.  To ensure that this becomes reality, the majority (62%) believe that well-being should be enshrined in law for all public bodies.

9. Conclusion

The objectives of the research were to ascertain firstly whether there was a link between well-being and change management and this was confirmed in the literature review.  To manage change success will reduce the impact upon individual well-being.

The ONS have produced figures stating that well-being has slightly increased in recent years, with the caveat that anxiety has also increased.  The above findings and discussion would suggest that there is little or no increase in the well-being of the overall respondent population and that concern has increased since the referendum result.  A concern however is how precarious this position could if the respondent’s financial position changes.

The well-being of different groups within the respondent population is also different, analysis of the findings has shown that nationality and voter status has a significant impact upon their perception and expectations, for example, outlook and expected personal impact is different in EU nationals to that of UK nationals and the same applies to those who voted to remain in the EU and those who were ineligible to vote in comparison to those who voted to leave the EU.  It could be argued that the well-being of those groups has been affected differently and the well-being of EU nationals for instance has been affected negatively.

Finally, the findings of the survey confirm that a majority of the respondent population are not currently using change management processes in respect of their financial management.  The standard of living is currently being maintained with no reduction, but respondents are not able to save.  Respondents are however keeping up to date with the changes that are proceeding and therefore educating themselves on what is going on, but state that more information from government is required.

The outcome of this education is that the respondents believe that the government handling of the process is totally inadequate from the outset to date.  The following details recommendations for the government which the analysis confirm would assist the population with the challenges to come and potentially reduce overall impact upon well-being.





10. Recommendations 

The Government should act with honesty and clarity of the vision of a UK outside of the EU and communicate this to the public.

Any communication should be via press conference, online and via national newspapers to ensure that everyone has access to the information.

To create an Act of Parliament, thereby ensuring that all decisions by public bodies takes the well-being of the population into account.

11. Research Limitations and further required research

The research is subject to a few limitations, the first of which is that the way that the survey was distributed, while the snowballing distribution method ensures that there is no overall bias in who completes the survey itself, there is however no control over the distribution of the survey.  Also having no control over who completed the survey itself, gave rise to a demographic in favour of female respondents and in respect of age, the young population had very little responses. The research would also have benefited from an even split of UK nationals and nationals from EU member states, however, it was understood that this would be difficult to obtain, given the lack of control in distribution method.

The sample size is 156 respondents as two respondents were removed for analysis purposes, to be considered a valid sample size for the entire population then a larger number of responses would need to be received.  For example, for a 5% margin of error of a population of 10 million, 364 responses would have needed to have been received.  Given the estimates size of the UK population is over 65 million (Ons.gov.uk. (2017) the sample is way inadequate. 

The design of the questionnaire was to gain as much information as possible on well-being and change management, however, given the time allocated to the research project itself, not enough information could be gained, for example, in respect of saving capabilities, whether the respondent was able to save before the referendum.  

A further limitation of the research is that it relies solely upon Quantative data collection and that mixed methods would have been a preferred method.  However, this was discounted due as qualitative interviews could not be completed with a full representation of society.

Additional research in to the well-being of the UK population could be completed using qualitative methods to ascertain primary data using this style.

Further recommended research would need to be completed into how change is managed and the effect on well-being of the individual.  Probing deeper into an individual’s well-being before and after the referendum vote.  The UK has not yet left the EU and therefore a repetition of this research may also be valuable once the UK has finally left the EU.  

The definition and method of measuring well-being has come under scrutiny by this research and as previously stated, further research into the measurement of well-being from a collaboration of the scientific approaches would be advisable to produce a universally accepted definition and method of measurement of well-being.
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14. Appendices

14.1 Appendix one – The questionnaire
Brexit: Changes to the Well-being of the nation

Dear Participant:

My name is John Bainton and I am studying an Integrated Master’s degree in Business Management at the University of Wales Trinity St David, Swansea Business School. I would like to invite you to participate in my research project. Through your participation in the questionnaire, I hope to see whether the well-being of those living in the UK has changed since the referendum vote and whether any change is due to the referendum result or normal economic activity and whether there is a difference in the well-being between UK and EU nationals. It is also my intention to analyse whether individuals
are changing their lifestyle in preparation for when the UK leaves the EU and therefore subconsciously implementing individual change management. All questionnaires will be kept strictly confidential to the researchers involved and at NO time will individual
questionnaires be released to the general public. This gives you a chance to express your views on our programme in a confidential and anonymous forum. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary so you can withdraw from the
questionnaire at any stage. Our questionnaire should take about 15 to 20 minutes to complete, but there is no time constraint. There are also no right or wrong answers, your feedback is also important to us. We understand that your time is at a premium but your opinions are very valuable to us. After careful and precise analysis of the data obtained from this questionnaire, I will be happy to provide you with a copy
of the findings at your request. The results of this questionnaire will hopefully enhance my understanding of well-being and individual change management.

We thank you in advance for your time and participation. If any questions do arise, feel free to contact me at your convenience at 1401642@student.uwtsd.ac.uk.

1) What is your Gender?
Female Male Prefer not to say

2) What is your age?
18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+

3) Do you have any dependents?
Yes No

4) What is your highest educational qualification?
Doctorate Degree A-level GCSE Vocational Qualification No Qualifications Other…

5) What is your employment status?
Employed Unemployed Stay at home parent Student Self employed

6) How long have you lived in the U.K?
0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+



7) What is your nationality?
UK Citizen EU national Rest of the World Dual Nationality

8) How did you vote in the referendum?
Voted to Leave the EU Voted to remain in the EU Not eligible to vote in the referendum

9) To what degree do you think that the UK leaving the EU will have an impact
upon your life?
Significant Impact Negligible Impact No impact

10) Has your outlook on life changed since the referendum result?
Positively Negatively No change

11) The UK is in the process of leaving the EU, to what degree (where 1 is not
worried to 5 being extremely worried) are you worried about the uncertainty that
this causes for each of the following (if applicable):

The Economy
Public Services
Inflation
Job security
Future job prospects
The NHS
Your family
Your children's future
Household budget
UK relations with EU
UK Global relations

12) Regarding the NHS, how do you think it will change following the UK leaving
the EU?

13) Since the referendum vote, are you Financially:
Better off Less well off No change

14) Do you think that any Financial change is specifically due to the referendum
or through normal economic activity?
Referendum Economic activity Both Do not know

15) Are you saving more than before the vote?
More Less Unable to save Do not wish to answer

16) Have you stopped or amended plans to change your employment since the referendum vote?
No longer looking for new employment Actively looking for new employment My plans haven't changed

17) Have you stopped or amended plans to start or extend your family since the
referendum vote?
Cancelled family plans Put off family plans No change

18) Have you cancelled or changed any of the following since the referendum
vote? (answer where applicable)
Cancelled Reduced No change
Gym membership
Going out (e.g. restaurant or…
Holiday 
planning
Pay Tv packages
Food shopping outgoings

19) Do you think that the UK has lost its sense of community since the referendum result?
Yes No

20) Are you concerned about your future in the UK?
Concerned Somewhat concerned Not concerned

21) On a scale of one to five, do you feel that you are still welcome in the UK
following the referendum vote?
Welcome
1 2 3 4 5
Not welcome at all



22) Are you considering leaving the UK following the referendum vote?
Yes No

23) Do you like change?
Yes. No

24) Do you think that the Government should be communicating more about
their vision for the UK outside of the EU?
Yes, No

25) Would any communication relaying the governments proposed vision for the
UK reduce any possible anxiety?
Increase the anxiety, Reduce the anxiety, no change

26) Would you like to see more communication from the government updating
the public on how the change is progressing and the effect that these changes
will have on public life?
Yes, No, Other…

27) If yes, how do you think that this should be communicated?
Press conference Publication in Newspapers Government website Post

28) Have you kept up to date with how the exit negotiations are progressing?
Yes No Other…

29) If yes, is this through
National Newspapers, TV, Government publications. Online searches

30) On a scale of one to Ove, how well do you think that the Government has
managed the change from being in the EU to outside of the EU so far?

31) The UK is leaving the EU, what do you think that the Government could do to
manage the process better to enable you to be more receptive to the change?

32) In 2010, the Government stated that well-being would be a focus on political
decisions. Do you think that this is still the case?
Yes
No












13.2. Appendix two – copy of email conversations to request EU national responses.

Copy of the email conversations with Ms C Holmes who shared the online survey on her Facebook page

From: John Bainton (1401642)
Sent: 10 March 2018 06:19
To: Claudia Holmes
Subject: Re: Dissertation Research Project 

 Hi Claudia

Thank you for putting the post up on your Facebook site and enquiringly as to responses.  I am very pleased to say that approximately 20% of overall responses are from either EU nationals or those with Dual nationality.  I am very happy.
Thank you very much for your kind help, without which my research (on the EU national side) would be very limited.

John


_______________________________________
From: Claudia Holmes <holmes.claudia@gmail.com>
Sent: 09 March 2018 16:17:39
To: John Bainton (1401642)
Subject: Re: Dissertation Research Project

Hi John

The post has been up for 4 days now. How is it going?
Cheers
Get Outlook for Android<https://aka.ms/ghei36>

________________________________
From: John Bainton (1401642) <1401642@student.uwtsd.ac.uk>
Sent: Monday, March 5, 2018 10:46:20 PM
To: Claudia Holmes
Subject: Re: Dissertation Research Project

Good evening Claudia,

Thank you very much for allowing my questionnaire to be added to your Facebook Group.  As you requested, please see below my proposed introduction.
[Claudia Holmes approved]

My name is John Bainton and I am studying an Integrated Masters in Business Management at The University of Wales Trinity St David, Swansea Business School and am asking for your help with my dissertation.

Please help me by completing my questionnaire, which is relating to well-being and Individual change management since the EU referendum Vote.  The research objectives are detailed at the beginning of the questionnaire, and all responses are anonymous, confidential and most importantly appreciated.

Here is the link to my questionnaire
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSc-jyVW7rkGPV1KL3rL0E7EVy01T3ENQgxGPQoxA3fQs7R1QQ/viewform

Thank you for your help.

John Bainton

Once again thank you for your help Claudia.

John Bainton



________________________________________
From: Claudia Holmes <claudia.holmes@ukcen.co.uk>
Sent: 05 March 2018 21:12:12
To: John Bainton (1401642)
Subject: Re: Dissertation Research Project

Hi John,

I am a dual national and there was not an option for me to say this, many people in our group are dual nationals, can this be fixed?

Other than that you can post this in the forum by adding an introduction and on top [Claudia Holmes approved], so if I am not online another admin can approve the post.

I hope this will help.

Claudia Holmes
Founder - Chair of UKCEN
UK Citizenship for European Nationals
E: claudia.holmes@ukcen.co.uk<mailto:claudia.holmes@ukcen.co.uk>
M: +447956266480
T:https://twitter.com/ukcen_admin
Find out more about us: http://www.ukcen.co.uk/
Support our fundraising effort for JCWI with a donation today https://www.justgiving.com/fundraising/ukcen-jcwi

On 2 March 2018 at 23:28, John Bainton (1401642) <1401642@student.uwtsd.ac.uk<mailto:1401642@student.uwtsd.ac.uk>> wrote:

Good evening Claudia

Further to our conversations on Facebook Instant Message, i can confirm that I am now in a position to start the primary research data collection for my dissertation.  As such I would like to reconfirm to you that the research project for my dissertation is about individual well-being and change management and whether this has changed since the referendum vote.

My aim is to receive responses from people who are living in the UK and my method of distribution is via Facebook and asking friends to not only complete the questionnaire, but also for them to share it with their friends and ask the same.
I would be obliged if you could complete the questionnaire and share it within your Facebook page and ask members if they would not mind completing it for me.  One of the key elements of the research is to obtain as many responses from not only UK nationals, but also from those who live in the UK but are nationals of EU nations, which i sadly have only a few within my 'Facebook friends'




As discussed, the questionnaire is completely voluntary, anonymous and confidential, I attach the link to the questionnaire, which is university branded and sent from my university student email address to reassure you that everything is above board.

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSc-jyVW7rkGPV1KL3rL0E7EVy01T3ENQgxGPQoxA3fQs7R1QQ/viewform?usp=sf_link

If you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me, however, I would like to thank you for any help that you can give me.
Kind regards

John Bainton
Gender
Frequency	
Female	Male	Prefer not to say	105	51	2	
Number


Respondent Nationality

Dual Nationality	EU National	Rest of World	UK National	4	33	3	116	


Respondent Voting Status

Not eligible to vote	Voted to leave	Voted to remain	38	56	62	
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Dual Nationality EU National Rest of World UK National Total

Increase the 

anxiety

3 4 0 15 22

No change 1 16 0 50 67

Reduce the 

anxiety

0 12 3 51 66

Total 4 32 3 116 155

What is your nationality?

Would any 

communication 

relaying the 

governments 

proposed vision for 

the UK reduce any 

possible anxiety?
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Value df

Asymptotic Significance 

(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

17.257

a

6 0.008

Likelihood Ratio 14.795 6 0.022

Linear-by-Linear 

Association

2.485 1 0.115

N of Valid Cases 155

Value

Approximate 

Significance

Phi 0.334 0.008

Cramer's V 0.236 0.008

155

Chi-Square Tests

a. 7 cells (58.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .43.



Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases


image90.emf
Not eligible to vote Voted to leave Voted to remainTotal

Increase the anxiety 6 1 15 22

No change 17 28 22 67

Reduce the anxiety 14 27 25 66

Total 37 56 62 155



Voter status

Would any 

communication 

relaying the 

governments 

proposed vision for 

the UK reduce any 

possible anxiety?
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Value df

Asymptotic Significance 

(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

12.754

a

4 0.013

Likelihood Ratio 15.674 4 0.003

Linear-by-Linear 

Association

0.558 1 0.455

N of Valid Cases 155

Value Approximate Significance

Phi 0.287 0.013

Cramer's V 0.203 0.013

155

Chi-Square Tests

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.25.



Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases
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What should have happened What needs to happen

I think the Government should have formed a better strategy for exciting 

the EU before article 50 was triggered.   They seemed to think that the 

EU would capitulate to their every demand.   The arrogance of this 

Government is astonishing.   It's hard to be receptive to change when 

that change appears to be for the worst.   I do believe when everything 

is hashed out the Government should call a General Election so that 

the people can decide once and for all that the deal on table is what 

they want to carry our nation forward.  If they vote against the proposed 

deal we should remain.   

Not much, they are unable to disclose too much 

at this time. Our hands are tied in securing trade 

agreements. They must stand firm to enable them 

to do this in the transition period, then confidence 

will increase. A customs union is the very worse 

situation. 

Communicate actively and honestly, in terms that we all understand 

(no "political" jargon).

Honest. Communication 

Wait to trigger art.50 with an idea of what the end state of relations with 

the EU would be. Create a Brexit cabinet from all political parties including 

devolved party leaders to show it is a decision of strategic National 

importance. Provide detail on what relationship the UK wants - Barnierâs 

Red-line/Step chart - and be honest about the consequences of each 

step.Provide reassurances that public funding will not be cut further, even 

if this means an increase in gov borrowing. Actually provide answers with 

some technical detail - I.e - how will JIT manufacturers survive outside of 

the single market? What alternatives are there? How will a frictionless Irish 

border work, if not in its current state? Same is applicable for Gibraltar.....

Keep people up to date in relation to what's 

happening. I understand some things have to be 

kept private but no one really knows what's going 

on and I think that's wrong. 

If they had a well thought through concept, and were more realistic in what 

is achievable in the negotiatiions, and were more realistic with regard to the 

consequences of Brexit on the UK, legally, economically, with regard to 

transportation, waste management, environmental protection food security ... 

Just be decisive rather than change with the breeze.

They could have spent the time since Brexit working on practical issues, 

such as improving the infrastructure near our ports, training more nurses 

not less, etc. That is what I would still like to see from the government.

Stop telling half-truths and lies

Give up the ridiculous posturing and be transparent about their plans, stop 

using EU citizens in the UK and UK citizens in the EU as bargaining chips.

Keep the public directly informed as to progress, 

but they can't show their full hand.
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Positive Feedback Negative Feedback

Get on with it and be positive. 

Nothing as I don't think leaving will have a positive 

impact on the UK 

Emphasise the new markets now available. Start a new points system for 

immigration to remind people that we are not closing our borders. Declare 

an open border between Eire and NI.

Stop Brexit altogether 

Be more assertive in the negotiations. We have a strong hand that i don't 

believe they're playing

Communication is lacking and is causing anxiety 

I am receptive to the change, just want the process to move along quicker. More open communication with the public

More positivity and ability to stand up for the nation

Take a tougher stance on important points and 

explain what their objectives are - if they actually 

have any !

I am quite happy Quit and call a general election
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In 2010, the Government stated that well - being would be a  focus on political decisions.  Do you think that this is still the  case?  

 Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent  Cumulative  Percent  

Valid  No  120  76.9  77.4  77.4  

Yes  35  22.4  22.6  100.0  

Total  155  99.4  100.0   

Missing  99  1  .6    

Total  156  100.0    
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The Welsh Government have adopted well - being and sustainability  into law,   d o   you think that all governments should adopt this approach?  

 Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent  

Valid  Maybe  52  33.3  33.3  33.3  

No  7  4.5  4.5  37.8  

Yes  97  62.2  62.2  100.0  

Total  156  100.0  100.0   
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18-24% 25-34% 35-44% 45-54% 55-64% 65+% Total

Female 2 1.2810 6.4131 19.8740 25.6412 7.69 10 6.41 105

Male 0 0.004 2.5614 8.97 13 8.33 14 8.97 6 3.85 51

Total 2 1.2814 8.9745 28.8553 33.9726 16.6716 10.26156

Gender

Respondent Age
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No Yes Total

Female 42 63 105

Male 18 33 51

Total 60 96 156

Gender

Dependents
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UnemployedCarerEmployedRetiredSelf-employedStay at home parentStudentTotal

Female 3 1 64 10 6 15 6 105

Male 1 0 30 9 7 0 4 51

Total 4 1 94 19 13 15 10 156

Employment status

Gender
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GCSE % A-Level % Degree % Doctorate% Vocational% Total

Female 11 7.05 19 12.18 53 33.97 8 5.13 14 8.97 105

Male 8 5.13 8 5.13 25 16.03 3 1.92 7 4.49 51

Total 19 12.18 27 17.31 78 50.00 11 7.05 21 13.46 156

Educational Standard

Gender
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18-24% 25-34% 35-44% 45-54% 55-64% 65+% Total

Dual Nationality 0 0.000 0.003 1.92 0 0.00 1 0.64 0 0.00 4

EU National 0 0.002 1.2813 8.33 13 8.33 4 2.56 1 0.64 33

Rest of World 1 0.640 0.000 0.00 2 1.28 0 0.00 0 0.00 3

UK National 1 0.6412 7.6929 18.5938 24.3621 13.4615 9.62 116

Total 2 1.2814 8.9745 28.8553 33.9726 16.6716 10.26156

Respondent Age



Nationality
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No Yes Total

Dual Nationality2 2 4

EU National 10 23 33

Rest of World 2 1 3

UK National 46 70 116

Total 60 96 156

Dependents



Nationality
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UnemployedCarerEmployedRetiredSelf-employedStay at home parentStudentTotal

Dual Nationality 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4

EU National 1 0 20 1 4 7 0 33

Rest of World 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 3

UK National 3 1 68 18 9 8 9 0

Total 4 1 94 19 13 15 10 40

Nationality

Employment status
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GCSE % A-Level % Degree % Doctorate% Vocational% Total

Dual Nationality 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 2.56 0 0.00 0 0.00 4

EU National 0 0.00 6 3.85 17 10.90 8 5.13 2 1.28 33

Rest of World 0 0.00 1 0.64 1 0.64 0 0.00 1 0.64 3

UK National 19 12.18 20 12.82 56 35.90 3 1.92 18 11.54 116

Total 19 12.18 27 17.31 78 50.00 11 7.05 21 13.46 156

Education Standard

Nationality
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18-24% 25-34% 35-44% 45-54% 55-64% 65+% Total

Voter StatusNot eligible to vote0 0.002 1.2815 9.62 14 8.97 6 3.85 1 0.64 38

Voted to leave 1 0.645 3.2110 6.41 21 13.4611 7.05 8 5.13 56

Voted to remain 1 0.647 4.4920 12.8218 11.549 5.77 7 4.49 62

Total 2 0.6414 8.9745 28.8553 33.9726 16.6716 10.26156

Respondent Age
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No Yes Total

Not eligible to  11 27 38

Voted to leave 27 29 56

Voted to remain 22 40 62

Total 60 96 156

Dependents

Voter Status
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UnemployedCarerEmployedRetiredSelf-employedStay at home parentStudentTotal

Not eligible to vote1 0 25 1 4 7 0 38

Voted to leave 1 0 31 11 4 5 4 56

Voted to remain 2 1 38 7 5 3 6 62

Total 4 1 94 19 13 15 10 156

Employment status



Voter 

Status
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GCSE % A-Level % Degree % Doctorate% Vocational% Total

Not eligible to vote0 0.00 6 3.85 22 14.10 8 5.13 2 1.28 38

Voted to leave 9 5.77 9 5.77 24 15.38 1 0.64 13 8.33 56

Voted to remain 10 6.41 12 7.69 32 20.51 2 1.28 6 3.85 62

Total 19 12.18 27 17.31 78 50.00 11 7.05 21 13.46 156

Educational Standard

Voter Status


image20.emf
FrequencyPercentValid Percent

Cumulative 

Percent

Negatively 68 43.6 43.6 43.6

No Change65 41.7 41.7 85.3

Positively 23 14.7 14.7 100

Total 156 100

Has your outlook on life change since the referendum
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ANOVA  

Has your outlook on life changed since the referendum result?    

 Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  Sig.  

Between Groups  2.748  1  2.748  5.621  .019  

Within Groups  75.272  154  .489    

Total  78.019  155     
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ANOVA  

Has your outlook on life changed since the referendum result?     

 Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  Sig.  

Between Groups  12.919  3  4.306  10.055  .000  

Within Groups  65.100  152  .428    

Total  78.019  155     
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Post Hoc Tests    

Multiple Comparisons  

Dependent Variable:   Has your outlook on life changed since the referendum result?    

Tukey HSD    

What is your nationality?    What is your nationality?  Mean Difference  (I - J)  Std. Error  Sig.  

Dual Nationality  EU National  - .273  .346  .860  

Rest of World  - 1.667 *  .500  .006  

UK National  - .836  .333  .062  

EU National  Dual Nationality  .273  .346  .860  

Rest of World  - 1.394 *  .395  .003  

UK National  - .563 *  .129  .000  

Rest of World  Dual Nationality  1.667 *  .500  .006  

EU National  1.394 *  .395  .003  

UK National  .830  .383  .136  

UK National  Dual Nationality  .836  .333  .062  

EU National  .563 *  .129  .000  

Rest of World  - .830  .383  .136  
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ANOVA  

Has your outlook on life changed since the referendum result?    

 Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  Sig.  

Between Groups  36.484  2  18.242  67.196  .000  

Within Groups  41.535  153  .271    

Total  78.019  155     
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Post Hoc Tests  

Multiple Comparisons  

Dependent Variable:    H as your outlook on life changed since the referendum result?    

Tukey HSD    

How did you vote in the  referendum?  How did you vote in the  referendum?  Mean Difference  (I - J)  Std. Error  Sig.  

Not eligible to vote  Voted to leave  - 1.041 *  .110  .000  

Voted to remain  - .055  .107  .865  

Voted to leave  Not eligible to vote  1.041 *  .110  .000  

Voted to remain  .986 *  .096  .000  

Voted to remain  Not eligible to vote  .055  .107  .865  

Voted to leave  - .986 *  .096  .000  
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FrequencyPercentValid PercentCumulative Percent

Negligible

58 37.2 37.2 37.2

No impact

5 3.2 3.2 40.4

Significant 

93 59.6 59.6 100

Total

156 100 100

To what degree do you think that the UK leaving the EU will have an impact 

upon your life
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ANOVA  

To what degree do you think that the UK leaving the EU will have an impact upon your life?    

 Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  Sig.  

Between Groups  .174  1  .174  .187  .666  

Within Groups  142.974  154  .928    

Total  143.147  155     
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ANOVA  

To what degree do you think that the UK leaving the EU will have an impact upon your life?    

 Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  Sig.  

Between Groups  13.118  3  4.373  5.112  .002  

Within Groups  130.029  152  .855    

Total  143.147  155     
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Post Hoc Tests  

Multiple Comparisons  

Dependent Variable:    To what degree do you think that the UK leaving the EU will have an impact upon  your life?    

Tukey HSD    

What is your nationality?  What is your nationality?  Mean Difference  (I - J)  Std. Error  Sig.  

Dual Nationality  EU National  - .258  .490  .953  

Rest of World  .833  .706  .641  

UK National  .422  .470  .806  

EU National  Dual Nationality  .258  .490  .953  

Rest of World  1.091  .558  .209  

UK National  .680 *  .182  .002  

Rest of World  Dual Nationality  - .833  .706  .641  

EU National  - 1.091  .558  .209  

UK National  - .411  .541  .872  

UK National  Dual Nationality  - .422  .470  .806  

EU National  - .680 *  .182  .002  

Rest of World  .411  .541  .872  
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ANOVA  

To what degree do you think that the UK leaving the EU will have an impact upon your life?    

 Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  Sig.  

Between Groups  23.245  2  11.623  14.831  .000  

Within Groups  119.902  153  .784    

Total  143.147  155     
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Post Hoc Test s  

Multiple Comparisons  

Dependent Variable:    To what degree do you think that the UK leaving the EU will have an impact upon  your life?    

Tukey HSD    

How did you vote in the  referendum?  How did you vote in the  referendum?  Mean Difference  (I - J)  Std. Error  Sig.  

Not eligible to vote  Voted to leave  .952 *  .186  .000  

Voted to remain  .297  .182  .237  

Voted to leave  Not eligible to vote  - .952 *  .186  .000  

Voted to remain  - .655 *  .163  .000  

Voted to remain  Not eligible to vote  - .297  .182  .237  

Voted to leave  .655 *  .163  .000  
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Total

UK Global 

Relations

UK EU 

Relations

Economy

Public 

Services

Inflation

Job 

Security

Future Job 

Prospects

NHS Family

Household 

Budget

Children's 

Future

Not worried 44 31 27 34 24 45 45 31 43 32 51

Slightly worried 23 20 26 28 24 26 24 31 29 28 16

Uncertain 26 22 21 30 32 34 26 24 24 32 16

Worried 31 41 32 28 36 21 29 22 22 29 21

Extremely worried 31 41 49 35 39 26 29 47 35 33 44

Total 155 155 155 155 155 152 153 155 153 154 148

Missing 1 1 1 1 1 4 3 1 3 2 8
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UK Global 

Relations

UK EU 

relations

Economy

Public 

Services

Inflation

Job 

Security

Future Job 

Prospects

NHS Family

Household 

Budget

Children's 

Future

Not worried 22 13 12 18 11 25 27 16 23 17 29

Slightly worried 18 17 18 18 15 17 16 21 24 20 13

Uncertain 20 13 17 20 24 25 16 16 14 22 12

Worried 22 31 24 21 27 15 20 16 18 21 15

Extremely worried 23 31 34 28 28 20 24 36 24 25 30

Total 105 105 105 105 105 102 103 105 103 105 99

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 2 0 6

UK Global 

Relations

UK EU 

relations

Economy

Public 

Services

Inflation

Job 

Security

Future Job 

Prospects

NHS Family

Household 

Budget

Children's 

Future

Not worried 22 18 15 16 13 20 18 15 20 15 22

Slightly worried 5 3 8 10 9 9 8 10 5 8 3

Uncertain 6 9 4 10 8 9 10 8 10 10 4

Worried 9 10 8 7 9 6 9 6 4 8 6

Extremely worried 8 10 15 7 11 6 5 11 11 8 14

Total 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 49 49

Missing 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2

Female

Male
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UK Global 

Relations

UK EU 

relations

Economy

Public 

Services

Inflation

Job 

Security

Future Job 

Prospects

NHS Family

Household 

Budget

Children's 

Future

Not worried 41 30 27 32 22 42 43 29 39 30 42

Slightly worried 20 18 22 24 22 23 21 26 22 22 13

Uncertain 17 19 17 23 24 23 19 19 19 23 12

Worried 19 29 19 16 23 12 18 12 15 18 13

Extremely worried 19 20 31 21 25 15 15 30 20 22 32

Total 116 116 116 116 116 115 116 116 115 115 112

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 4

UK Global 

Relations

UK EU 

relations

Economy

Public 

Services

Inflation

Job 

Security

Future Job 

Prospects

NHS Family

Household 

Budget

Children's 

Future

Not worried 1 1 0 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 2

Slightly worried 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Uncertain 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Worried 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Extremely worried 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Missing 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

UK Global 

Relations

UK EU 

relations

Economy

Public 

Services

Inflation

Job 

Security

Future Job 

Prospects

NHS Family

Household 

Budget

Children's 

Future

Not worried 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 1 6

Slightly worried 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 5 7 5 3

Uncertain 8 3 4 7 7 9 6 5 4 7 4

Worried 11 11 13 11 13 8 10 9 6 11 6

Extremely worried 9 17 14 11 11 10 12 14 13 9 11

Total 33 33 33 33 33 31 31 33 32 33 30

Missing Responses 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 0 3

UK Global 

Relations

UK EU 

relations

Economy

Public 

Services

Inflation

Job 

Security

Future Job 

Prospects

NHS Family

Household 

Budget

Children's 

Future

Not worried 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Slightly worried 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Uncertain 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 2 0

Worried 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 2

Extremely worried 3 4 4 3 3 1 2 3 2 2 1

Total 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

RoW Nationals

EU Nationals

Dual Nationality

UK Nationals


image35.png
Not eligible to vote

UK Global [UKEU  [c - TPublic [ oo Tuob  [Future Job fe [ [Household[Chidren's
Relations_|Relations Services Security |Prospects Budget |Future
Not worried 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 8
Slightly worried 4 2 2 4 2 3 4 4 8 5 3
Uncertain 7 3 4 s 8 9 5 5 5 9 4
Worried 12 11 12 12 12 9 11 10 7 11 8
Extremely worried |11 19 17 13 13 11 13 16 14 9 11
Total B B B B B 35 35 B 36 B 34
Missing 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 1 2 1 4
Voted to leave the EU
UK Global [UKEU  [e o TPublic [ oo Tuob  [Future Job o [ [Household[Chidren's
Relations _|relations Services Security |Prospects Budget |Future
Not worried 38 2 25 30 21 B 40 27 B 27 35
Slightly worried 14 16 22 21 20 14 10 21 15 20 13
Uncertain 4 7 7 3 12 4 4 s 2 7 3
Worried o s 2 1 3 o 1 1 o o 1
Extremely worried |0 1 o 1 o 1 1 1 2 1 3
Total 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 55 55
Missing o o o o o o o o o 1 1
Vote to remain in the EU
UK Global [UKEU  [e o TPublic [ oo Tuob  [Future Job o [ [Household[Chidren's
Relations _|relations Services Security |Prospects Budget |Future
Not worried 3 3 o 2 1 5 3 2 4 2 8
Slightly worried 5 2 2 3 2 9 10 s s 3 o
Uncertain 15 12 10 21 12 21 17 13 17 16 9
Worried 19 24 18 15 21 12 17 11 15 18 12
Extremely worried |20 21 32 21 2 14 15 30 19 23 30
Total 62 62 62 62 62 61 62 62 61 62 59
Missing o o o o o 1 o o 1 o 3
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The 

Economy

 Public 

Services

Inflation Job securityNHS Family

Childrens 

Future

Household 

budget

Not worried 13 17 12 23 16 21 29 16

Slightly worried 13 11 9 9 12 14 7 13

Uncertain 4 9 9 12 8 12 4 9

Worried 10 12 18 5 7 4 6 13

Extremely worried 20 11 12 10 17 8 7 8

Total 60 60 60 59 60 59 53 59

Missing 0 0 0 1 0 1 7 1

The 

Economy

 Public 

Services

Inflation Job securityNHS Family

Childrens 

Future

Household 

budget

Not worried 14 17 12 22 15 22 22 16

Slightly worried 13 17 15 17 19 15 9 15

Uncertain 17 21 23 22 16 12 12 23

Worried 22 16 18 16 15 18 15 16

Extremely worried 29 24 27 16 30 27 37 25

Total 95 95 95 93 95 94 95 95

Missing 1 1 1 3 1 2 1 1

Responses from those without dependents

Responses from those with dependents


image37.emf
UK Global 

Relations

UK EU 

relations

Economy

Public 

Services

Inflation

Job 

Security

Future Job 

Prospects

NHS Family

Household 

Budget

Children's 

Future

Not worried 11 10 5 9 5 11 13 7 13 5 13

Slightly worried 8 8 11 12 7 10 7 11 8 12 7

Uncertain 12 8 7 7 10 14 10 9 11 9 4

Worried 6 13 10 11 11 4 10 8 4 13 7

Extremely worried 8 6 12 6 12 3 4 10 8 5 12

Total 45 45 45 45 45 42 44 45 44 44 43

Missing 1 1 1 1 1 4 2 1 2 2 3

UK Global 

Relations

UK EU 

relations

Economy

Public 

Services

Inflation

Job 

Security

Future Job 

Prospects

NHS Family

Household 

Budget

Children's 

Future

Not worried 22 11 15 18 13 25 23 17 20 18 29

Slightly worried 11 10 10 11 13 11 13 14 17 13 6

Uncertain 12 11 12 19 17 18 12 14 11 21 10

Worried 23 27 19 15 24 14 17 12 17 14 14

Extremely worried 21 30 33 26 22 21 23 32 23 23 25

Total 89 89 89 89 89 89 88 89 88 89 84

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 5

GCSE/A level

Degree/Doctorate
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UK Global 

Relations

UK EU 

relations

Economy

Public 

Services

Inflation

Job 

Security

Future Job 

Prospects

NHS Family

Household 

Budget

Children's 

Future

Not worried 11 10 7 7 6 9 9 7 10 9 9

Slightly worried 4 2 5 5 4 5 4 6 4 3 3

Uncertain 2 3 2 4 5 2 4 1 2 2 2

Worried 2 1 3 2 1 3 2 2 1 2 0

Extremely worried 2 5 4 3 5 2 2 5 4 5 7

Total 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vocational Qualification
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative 

Percent

Better off 25 16.0 16.0 16.0

Less well off 52 33.3 33.3 49.4

No change 79 50.6 50.6 100.0

Total 156 100.0 100.0

Since the referendum vote, are you financially:
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Gender Female % Male % Total

Better off 16 15.24 9 17.65 25

Less well off 32 30.48 20 39.22 52

No change 57 54.29 22 43.14 79

Total 105 100.0051 100.00156
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Nationality

Dual 

Nationality

%

EU 

National

%

Rest of 

World

%

UK 

National

% Total

Better off 0 0.00 2 6.06 1 33.33 22 18.97 25

Less well off 2 50.00 18 54.55 0 0.00 32 27.59 52

No change 2 50.00 13 39.39 2 66.67 62 53.45 79

Total 4 100.0033 100.003 100.00116 100.00156
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Voter Status

Not eligible 

to vote

%

Voted to 

leave

%

Voted to 

remain

% Total

Better off 3 8 19 34 3 5 25

Less well off 21 55 5 9 26 42 52

No change 14 37 32 57 33 53 79

Total 38 100 56 100 62 100 156
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Frequency Percent Valid  Cumulative 

Both 55 35.3 35.7 35.7

Do not know 27 17.3 17.5 53.2

Economic activity 42 26.9 27.3 80.5

Referendum 30 19.2 19.5 100.0

Total 154 98.7 100.0

Missing 2 1.3

Total 156 100.0

Do you think that any financial change is specifically due to the 

referendum or through normal economic activity?
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Female Male Total

Both 39 16 55

Do not know 20 7 27

Economic 

Activity

25 17 42

Referendum 19 11 30

Total 103 51 154

What is your Gender?

Do you think that 

any financial change 

is specifically due to 

the referendum or 

through normal 

economic activity?
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Dual 

Nationality

EU 

National

Rest of 

World

UK 

National Total

Both 1 14 0 40 55

Do not know 1 4 0 22 27

Economic 

Activity

0 4 3 35 42

Referendum 2 10 0 18 30

Total 4 32 3 115 154

What is your nationality?

Do you think that any 

financial change is 

specifically due to the 

referendum or through 

normal economic 

activity?
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Not eligible to vote Voted to leave

Voted to 

remain Total

Both 15 15 25 55

Do not know4 11 12 27

Economic 

Activity

6 26 10 42

Referendum12 3 15 30

Total 37 55 62 154

How did you vote in the referendum?

Do you think that any 

financial change is 

specifically due to the 

referendum or through 

normal economic 

activity?


image47.emf
Total

Gym 

membership

Going Out

Holiday 

planning

Pay TV 

packages

Food shopping & 

outgoings

Cancelled 16 2 8 12 2

No change 122 102 112 115 110

Reduced 3 47 30 20 39

Total 141 151 150 147 151

Missing 15 5 6 9 0
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Male

Gym 

membership

Going Out

Holiday 

planning

Pay TV 

packages

Food shopping & 

outgoings

Cancelled 5 0 2 2 0

No change 43 39 40 41 39

Reduced 0 11 7 6 11

Total 48 50 49 49 50

Missing 3 1 2 2 1

Female

Gym 

membership

Going Out

Holiday 

planning

Pay TV 

packages

Food shopping & 

outgoings

Cancelled 11 2 6 10 2

No change 79 63 72 74 71

Reduced 3 36 23 14 28

Total 93 101 101 98 101

Missing 12 4 4 7 4
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Dual Nationality

Gym 

membership

Going Out

Holiday 

planning

Pay TV 

packages

Food shopping & 

outgoings

Cancelled 0 0 0 0 0

No change 4 4 4 4 3

Reduced 0 0 0 0 1

Total 4 4 4 4 4

Missing 0 0 0 0 0

EU Nationality

Gym 

membership

Going Out

Holiday 

planning

Pay TV 

packages

Food shopping & 

outgoings

Cancelled 5 1 4 5 0

No change 20 14 18 21 19

Reduced 3 17 10 4 13

Total 28 32 32 30 32

Missing 5 1 1 3 1

RoW Nationality

Gym 

membership

Going Out

Holiday 

planning

Pay TV 

packages

Food shopping & 

outgoings

Cancelled 0 0 0 0 0

No change 2 1 1 2 3

Reduced 0 1 1 0 0

Total 2 2 2 2 3

Missing 1 1 1 1 0

UK Nationals

Gym 

membership

Going Out

Holiday 

planning

Pay TV 

packages

Food shopping & 

outgoings

Cancelled 11 1 4 7 2

No change 96 83 89 88 85

Reduced 0 29 19 16 25

Total 107 113 112 111 112

Missing 9 3 4 5 4
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Gym 

membership

Going out

Holiday 

planning

Pay TV 

packages

Food shopping & 

outgoings

Cancelled 4 1 3 4 0

No change 25 19 23 25 23

Reduced 3 16 10 5 14

Total 32 36 36 34 37

Missing 6 2 2 4 1

Gym 

membership

Going out

Holiday 

planning

Pay TV 

packages

Food shopping & 

outgoings

Cancelled 2 1 2 3 0

No change 50 50 50 49 50

Reduced 0 4 2 3 5

Total 52 55 54 55 55

Missing 4 1 2 1 1



Voted to leave

Not eligible to vote


image51.emf
Gym 

membership

Going out

Holiday 

planning

Pay TV 

packages

Food shopping & 

outgoings

Cancelled 10 0 3 5 2

No change 47 33 39 41 37

Reduced 0 27 18 12 20

Total 57 60 60 58 59

Missing 5 2 2 4 3

Voted to remain
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative 

Percent

Do not wish to answer 22 14.1 14.6 14.6

less 23 14.7 15.2 29.8

More 36 23.1 23.8 53.6

Unable to save 70 44.9 46.4 100.0

Total 151 96.8 100.0

Missing 5 3.2

Total 156 100.0

Are you saving more than before the vote?
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Female Male Total

Do not wish to answer 14 8 22

less 15 8 23

More 22 14 36

Unable to save 49 21 70

Total 100 51 151

What is your Gender?

Are you saving more than before the vote?
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Dual Nationality EU National Rest of WorldUK NationalTotal

Do not wish to answer 0 3 0 19 22

less 1 5 1 16 23

More 1 5 0 30 36

Unable to save 2 17 2 49 70

Total 4 30 3 114 151

Are you saving more 

than before the vote?

What is your nationality?


image55.emf
Not eligible to vote

Voted to 

leave

Voted to 

remain Total

Do not wish to answer 3 9 10 22

less 7 4 12 23

More 6 19 11 36

Unable to save 19 24 27 70

Total 35 56 60 151

Are you saving more 

than before the vote?

How did you vote in the referendum?


image56.emf
ANOVA  

Are you saving more than before the vote?    

 Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  Sig.  

Between Groups  .477  1  .477  .394  .531  

Within Groups  180.464  149  1.211    

Total  180.940  150     
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ANOVA  

Are you saving more than before the vote?    

 Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  Sig.  

Between Groups  1.943  3  .648  .532  .661  

Within Groups  178.997  147  1.218    

Total  180.940  150     
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ANOVA  

Are you saving more than before the vote?    

 Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  Sig.  

Between Groups  1.457  2  .729  .601  .550  

Within Groups  179.483  148  1.213    

Total  180.940  150     
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Female Male Total

Concerned 33 12 45

Not concerned40 23 63

Somewhat 

concerned

32 16 48

105 51 156

What is your Gender?

Are you concerned 

about your future in 

the UK?

Total


image60.emf
Value df

Asymptotic Significance 

(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

1.168

a

2 0.558

Likelihood Ratio 1.188 2 0.552

Linear-by-Linear 

Association

0.443 1 0.506

N of Valid Cases 156

Value Approximate Significance

Phi 0.087 0.558

Cramer's V 0.087 0.558

156

Chi-Square Tests

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 14.71.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases


image61.emf
Dual 

Nationality

EU National

Rest of 

World

UK 

National

Total

Concerned 2 18 0 25 45

Not concerned0 4 1 58 63

Somewhat 

concerned

2 11 2 33 48

4 33 3 116 156

What is your Nationality?

Are you concerned 

about your future in 

the UK?

Total


image62.emf
Are you concerned 

about your future in 

the UK?

Value df

Asymptotic Significance 

(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

24.027

a

6 0.001

Likelihood Ratio 26.941 6 0.000

Linear-by-Linear 

Association

2.377 1 0.123

N of Valid Cases 156

Value Approximate Significance

Phi 0.392 0.001

Cramer's V 0.278 0.001

156

Chi-Square Tests

a. 6 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 

count is .87.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases


image63.emf
Not eligible 

to vote

Voted to leave

Voted to 

remain

Concerned 19 2 24 45

Not concerned6 47 10 63

Somewhat 

concerned

13 7 28 48

38 56 62 156

How did you vote in the referendum?

Total

Are you concerned 

about your future in 

the UK?

Total


image64.png
Chi-Square Tests

Are you concerned Asymptotic
about your future in Significance
the UK? Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 71.7982 4 0.000
Likelihood Ratio 77.434 4 0.000
Linear-by-Linear 1.575 1 0.209
Association

N of Valid Cases 156

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is

10.96.

Symmetric Measures

Approximate

Value Significance
Nominal by Nominal Phi 0678 0.000
Cramer's V 0.480 0.000

N of Valid Cases

156





image65.emf
Female Male Total

No 83 44 127

Yes 21 7 28

104 51 155

What is your Gender?

Are you considering 

leaving the UK 

following the 

referendum vote?

Total


image66.emf
Value df

Asymptotic Significance (2-

sided)

Exact Sig. 

(2-sided)

Exact 

Sig. (1-

sided)

.967

a

1 0.325

Continuity Correction

b

0.579 1 0.447

Likelihood Ratio 1.004 1 0.316

Fisher's Exact Test 0.380 0.226

Linear-by-Linear 

Association

0.961 1 0.327

N of Valid Cases 155

Are you considering 

leaving the UK 

following the 

referendum vote?

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.21.

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table


image67.emf
Dual 

Nationality

EU National

Rest of 

World

UK 

National

Total

No 2 19 3 103 127

Yes 2 13 0 13 28

Total 4 32 3 116 155

What is your nationality?

Are you considering 

leaving the UK 

following the 

referendum vote?
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Are you considering 

leaving the UK 

following the 

referendum vote?

Value df

Asymptotic Significance 

(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

18.107

a

3 0.000

Likelihood Ratio 16.270 3 0.001

Linear-by-Linear 

Association

16.648 1 0.000

N of Valid Cases 155

Value Approximate Significance

Phi 0.342 0.000

Cramer's V 0.342 0.000

155

Chi-Square Tests

a. 4 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .54.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases
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Not eligible to vote Voted to leave

Voted to 

remain

No 23 56 48 127

Yes 14 0 14 28

37 56 62 155

Voter status

Total

Are you considering 

leaving the UK 

following the 

referendum vote?

Total


image70.emf
Are you considering 

leaving the UK 

following the 

referendum vote?

Value df

Asymptotic Significance 

(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

22.975

a

2 0.000

Likelihood Ratio 31.117 2 0.000

Linear-by-Linear 

Association

1.442 1 0.230

N of Valid Cases 155

Value Approximate Significance

Phi 0.385 0.000

Cramer's V 0.385 0.000

155

Chi-Square Tests

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.68.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases
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Female Male Total

Welcome 53 36 89

Somewhat welcome 4 2 6

Uncertain 24 10 34

Somewhat 

unwelcome

13 2 15

Unwelcome 8 1 9

102 51 153

What is your Gender?

Do you feel that you 

are still welcome in 

the UK following the 

referendum vote?

Total


image72.emf
Do you feel that you 

are still welcome in 

the UK following the 

referendum vote?

Value df

Asymptotic Significance 

(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

6.963

a

4 0.138

Likelihood Ratio 7.769 4 0.100

Linear-by-Linear 

Association

6.550 1 0.010

N of Valid Cases 153

Value Approximate Significance

Phi 0.213 0.138

Cramer's V 0.213 0.138

153

a. 3 cells (30.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.00.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Chi-Square Tests
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Dual Nationality EU National

Rest of 

World

UK 

National

Total

Welcome 0 2 1 86 89

Somewhat welcome 0 2 0 4 6

Uncertain 2 15 1 16 34

Somewhat 

unwelcome

2 10 0 3 15

Unwelcome 0 4 1 4 9

Total 4 33 3 113 153

What is your Nationality?

Do you feel that you 

are still welcome in 

the UK following the 

referendum vote?
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Do you feel that you 

are still welcome in 

the UK following the 

referendum vote?

Value df

Asymptotic Significance 

(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

72.115

a

12 0.000

Likelihood Ratio 74.527 12 0.000

Linear-by-Linear 

Association

54.324 1 0.000

N of Valid Cases 153

Value Approximate Significance

Phi 0.687 0.000

Cramer's V 0.396 0.000

153

Chi-Square Tests

a. 14 cells (70.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .12.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases
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Not eligible to vote Voted to leave

Voted to 

remain

Welcome 4 47 38 89

Somewhat welcome 2 2 2 6

Uncertain 16 3 15 34

Somewhat 

unwelcome

12 1 2 15

Unwelcome 4 2 3 9

38 55 60 153

How did you vote in the referendum?

Total

Do you feel that you 

are still welcome in 

the UK following the 

referendum vote?

Total


image76.emf
Do you feel that you 

are still welcome in 

the UK following the 

referendum vote?

Value df

Asymptotic Significance 

(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

62.770

a

8 0.000

Likelihood Ratio 66.867 8 0.000

Linear-by-Linear 

Association

20.628 1 0.000

N of Valid Cases 153

Value Approximate Significance

Phi 0.641 0.000

Cramer's V 0.453 0.000

153

Chi-Square Tests

a. 7 cells (46.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.49.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

No 55 35.3 35.5 35.5

Yes 100 64.1 64.5 100.0

Total 155 99.4 100.0

Missing 1 0.6

Total 156 100.0

Do you like change?


image2.png
Enter a postcode, council name or NI constituency

Key:
I Majority leave W Majority remain
Tie 1 Undeclared

England
Leave 53.4% Remain 46.6%

15,188,406 VOTES 13,266,996 VOTES

Counting complete Turnout: 73.0%

Northern Ireland

Leave 44.2% Remain 55.8%

349,442 VOTES 440,437 VOTES

Counting complete Tumnout: 62.9%
Scotland
Leave 38.0% Remain 62.0%
1,018,322 VOTES 1,661,191 VOTES

Counting complete Tumnout: 67.2%
Wales
Leave 52.5% Remain 47.5%
854,572 VOTES 772,347 VOTES

Counting complete Turnout: 71.7%
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ANOVA  

Do you like change?    

 Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  Sig.  

Between Groups  .024  1  .024  .103  .749  

Within Groups  35.460  153  .232    

Total  35.484  154     
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ANOVA  

Do you like change?    

 Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  Sig.  

Between Groups  .495  3  .165  .712  .546  

Within Groups  34.989  151  .232    

Total  35.484  154     
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ANOVA  

Do you like change?    

 Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  Sig.  

Between Groups  .105  2  .053  .226  .798  

Within Groups  35.379  152  .233    

Total  35.484  154     
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How well do you think that the Government has managed the
change from being in the EU to outside of the EU so far?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Very badly 79 50.6 51.0 51.0
Badly 36 231 232 742
Uncertain 28 17.9 18.1 923
Well 10 6.4 6.5 98.7
Very well 2 13 1.3 100.0
Total 155 99.4 100.0
Missing 99 1 8

Total 156 100.0
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Do you think that the Government should  be communicating  more about their vision for the UK outside of the EU?  

 Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent  Cumulative  Percent  

Valid  No  14  9.0  9.0  9.0  

Yes  142  91.0  91.0  100.0  

Total  156  100.0  100.0   
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Would you like to see more communication from the government updati ng the  public on how the change is progressing and the effect that these changes will have  on public life?  

 Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent  

Valid  No  27  17.3  17.5  17.5  

Yes  127  81.4  82.5  100.0  

Total  154  98.7  100.0   

Missing  99  2  1.3    

Total  156  100.0    
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

All methods 6 3.8 4.4 4.4

Government website 26 16.7 19.3 23.7

Post 7 4.5 5.2 28.9

Press Conference 15 9.6 11.1 40

Internet 2 1.3 1.5 41.5

Press 

Conference/government 

Website

10 6.4 7.4 48.9

Newspapers 8 5.1 5.9 54.8

Press 

Conference/Newspapers

11 7.1 8.1 63

Press Conference/Post 2 1.3 1.5 64.4

Press 

Conference/Newspapers/

Government Website

35 22.4 25.9 90.4

Not applicable 3 1.9 2.2 92.6

Cross party collaboration 1 0.6 0.7 93.3

Newspapers/government 

website

9 5.8 6.7 100

Total 135 86.5 100

Missing 21 13.5

Total 156 100

How do you think that this should be communicated?
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

No 23 14.7 14.7 14.7

Yes 133 85.3 85.3 100.0

Total 156 100.0 100.0

Have you kept up to date with how the exit negotiations are progressing?
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Female Male

Increase the 

anxiety

16 6 22

No change 48 19 67

Reduce the 

anxiety

40 26 66

104 51 155

What is your Gender?

Total

Would any 

communication 

relaying the 

governments 

proposed vision 

for the UK reduce 

any possible 

anxiety?

Total
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Value df

Asymptotic Significance

(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

2.202

a

2 0.332

Likelihood Ratio 2.192 2 0.334

Linear-by-Linear 

Association

1.818 1 0.178

N of Valid Cases 155

Value Approximate Significance

Phi 0.119 0.332

Cramer's V 0.119 0.332

155

Chi-Square Tests

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.24.



Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases


