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One of the most significant issues within our society would be prejudice, a notion that can be defined as the action of denying equality amongst various peoples, whether the factors that influence this prejudice include ethnicity, religion or racial predispositions (Raab & Lipset, 1968). An example of such prejudices would include the issues Islam has faced in the last twenty years, with anti-Muslim tendencies spreading across Europe (Strabac & Listhaug, 2008). Speaking of this rise in Islamic prejudice in recent years, there are discussions as to what key motivations were prevalent in people’s voting decisions for Brexit, with one of these suggested motivations being immigration, amongst several other factors (Hobolt, 2016; Goodwin & Milazzo, 2017; Abrams, Travaglino, 2018). Brexit, a vote suggested to change the course of British history (Hobolt, 2016; Goodwin & Milazzo, 2017) is a political act which seeks for Britain to leave the European Union (EU) and had seen the culmination of its campaign during the vote on the 23rd of June, 2016, which saw the beginning of Britain’s departure from the EU (Clarke, Goodwin, Goodwin & Whitely, 2017). This decision was made after a near 50/50 split between voters, in which is it estimated that 51.9% of voters had chosen to ‘leave’ the EU (Clarke, Goodwin, Goodwin & Whitely, 2017). Goodwin and Milazzo (2017) contend how these factors, such as immigration, may have influenced voting behaviour, and as such there is no definitive answer on whether these factors may have influenced people’s voting behaviour. As such, there will be a critical examination into the various themes in voting behaviours amongst voters during Brexit, with focus placed specifically on voters’ intergroup attitudes and whether these attitudes/themes had an impact on their voting decisions during the British referendum. An additional contrasting argument will also be explored, with focus placed upon other factors aside from intergroup attitudes and how these may have potentially influenced voting behaviour. After examination of these two arguments, there will then be an evaluation on whether the outcome of Brexit was affected by intergroup attitudes or other factors outside of prejudicial motivations.

To provide context to what ‘intergroup attitudes’ entail, Dutta, Kwon and Raghav (2018) suggest that intergroup prejudices involve the possession of opinions held about another group which is often distorted and not based in form of reality or facts. Meleady, Segar and Vermue (2017) then suggests that these intergroup attitudes are often more prevalent during times of crisis and spreads through various mediums such as social media (Dutta et al., 2018). Intergroup attitudes may be relevant to Brexit as Meleady et al’s (2017) study also suggests that people’s voting behaviour during Brexit had been influenced by these intergroup attitudes. As such, this demonstrates a potential link between intergroup attitudes and Brexit going forward.


To provide further detail, this study by Meleady et al, (2017) sought to understand the effect that intergroup contact had upon the potential voting behaviours of participants for Brexit. The study was conducted before the Brexit outcome was announced and as such, the study is framed with the context of how participants planned to vote as opposed to their actual voting decision. However, this may still lend credence to the potential evidence for the presence of intergroup attitudes affecting people’s voting behaviours during Brexit. Four hundred participants were gathered, with the study procedure asking participants about their planned voting decision during the referendum (Meleady et al., 2017). This information was recorded, with measures take to also record participant’s sensibilities towards immigration, based upon their intergroup experiences. Results from this study had indicated that those with positive intergroup experiences did not support Brexit whereas those with negative experiences with intergroup interactions had shown support for Brexit. In addition to this, the study also reported that the ‘leave’ vote strongly correlated with anti-immigration sentiments, with these results being congruent in Golec de Zavala, Guerra & Simão’s (2017) study. Overall, Meleady et al’s (2017) study demonstrates a correlation between the negative and positive experiences that inform individual’s intergroup attitudes and people’s voting behaviours and decision-making during Brexit, potentially suggesting that individual’s intergroup attitudes had influenced their voting decision during Brexit, due to these negative and positive experiences.


The results provided by Meleady et al’s (2017) study alludes to a theory known as ‘Contact Hypothesis’ (Allport et al., 1954), which theorises that provided the appropriate conditions are in place, individual’s will gradually reduce their prejudice towards various minority or majority groups if there is consistent interaction with said groups (Allport, Clark & Pettigrew, 1954). Allport et al (1954) then suggests that positive interaction with various out-groups could be utilised as an effective means for the reduction of stereotyping and discrimination. This is relevant to the results of Meleady et al’s study (2017) as it suggests that because of the personal experiences of participants in their interactions with out-groups, i.e. immigrants, their attitudes towards immigration were affected and as such, these attitudes were correlated to their predicted voting dispositions, for both ‘leave’ and ‘remain’ voting participants. However, while the theory may potentially provide evidence for the prevalence of intergroup attitude’s influence on voting behaviour, there are some criticisms that have been brought to light about the hypothesis. For example, Pettigrew (1998) suggests that whilst previous research does support the hypothesis, the theory is limited is several ways. An example of these criticisms would include the suggestion of a selection bias being present is much of the research, this entailing that results were skewed as prejudiced individuals would avoid interaction with other groups so this would naturally result in more positive effects reported in participants who interact with out-groups (Pettigrew, 1998). This is to suggest that because prejudiced individuals avoided contact with interpersonal groups, this naturally resulted in the reporting of more positive receptions to out-groups in the ‘non-bias’ participant group. As such, because the ‘selection bias’ group avoided contact with out-groups altogether, this rendered their reported data moot, as it did not accurately record the consequences of introducing prejudiced individuals to out-groups to reduce their prejudice towards said group. In contrast to Pettigrew’s (1998) claims, a study by Brown, Eller, Leeds and Stace (2006) sought to test the validity of the Contact Hypothesis. Results from Brown et al’s (2006) study had reported significant indications that the quantity of interaction with outgroup members had resulted in a reduction of prejudice, with positive attitudes being demonstrated towards said out-groups. Brown et al’s (2006) study not only provides potential evidence for the legitimacy of the Contact Hypothesis, as other studies have also done (Turner, Crisp & Lambert, 2007), it also provides legitimacy for the previous suggestions of Meleady et al (2017) about Contact Hypothesis influencing the voting behaviours of individuals through intergroup attitudes. Overall, the evidence complied suggest that Contact Hypothesis, whether the individual experiences positive or negative interactions, influences an individual’s intergroup attitudes towards the appropriate group, and by extension, this may suggest that the voting behaviours of individuals were influenced by intergroup attitudes during the Brexit vote, as demonstrated in Meleady et al’s (2017) study. These notions lend credence to the suggestion that intergroup attitudes did have an influence on voting decisions during Brexit.


	To delve further into the topic of immigration as a potential motivation for voting motivation during Brexit, Wadsworth, Dhingra, Ottaviano and Van Reenen (2016) created a report which compiled various analyses about the inner workings of policies from Brexit. It is suggested in this report by Wadsworth et al (2016) that a common perception pertaining to immigration would be that immigrants received greater support when attempting to apply for social housing. On the contrary however, Battiston et al (2014) suggests that while immigrants in the UK are more likely to be provided with social housing, when household characteristics are considered, these being demographic, economic and regional status, it appears that United Kingdom citizens were more likely to be granted social housing than immigrants. An additional study by Goldstein and Peters (2014) sought to understand changes in people’s attitudes towards immigrants, based upon economic crises such as the Great Recession of 2008. Collected data from Goldstein and Peters’ study (2014) consisted of individual’s current salaries and their subjective points of view upon their current economic wellbeing. Results from the study had indicated that participant’s objective and subjective viewpoints about their economy had a significant impact upon their attitudes towards other cultures and their attitudes towards border control. Based off the information provided here, this potentially suggests that possible mindsets towards one’s individual economic status and competing resources affects their opinions on out-groups. This is relevant to voting behaviours during Brexit as this competition for resources may have resulted in these negative intergroup attitudes affecting their voting behaviours during Brexit. Based from the information previously provided (Wadsworth et al, 2016; Battiston et al, 2014; Goldstein & Peters, 2014), it appears that these reports and studies focused on the allocation of resources such as housing or focused on economic status and how various individual’s intergroup attitudes have been affected by the suggestion of ‘unfair’ allocation of resources due to a described ‘favouritism’ of sorts, as noted by Battiston et al’s (2014). Battiston et al (2014) then suggests these attitudes are due to a common perception of immigrants having better treatment with regards to allocation of housing as well as other facets of social security, a sentiment also observed by Bhambra (2017). This reported change in intergroup attitudes, as a result of competing for resources, brings a potentially significant point to light. The first of these points would be the potential link these findings have to what is known as ‘Realistic Conflict Theory’ (Campbell, 1965). Campbell’s (1965) theory suggests that a competition over limited resources may result in individuals from one group developing negative attitudes towards out-groups. The theory also states that this competition for resources, whether such a competition is legitimate or assumed, may include money, social status, etc (Campbell, 1965). As such, this suggested competition of resources between UK citizens and immigrants has resulted in negative intergroup attitudes towards immigration, affecting their voting behaviour as a result.


Based upon the previous information provided, this suggestion of UK citizens possessing a perceived competition for resources with immigrants, such as social housing (Battiston et al, 2014), may have resulted in a real-life example of Realistic Conflict Theory. This example of Realistic Conflict Theory may have then resulted in negative intergroup attitudes towards the out-group i.e. immigrants, a possibility stated by Campbell (1965). As a result of this development of negative intergroup attitudes, this may have then resulted in the possibility of ‘leaver’s’ voting behaviours or intentions being influenced by these intergroup attitudes, as previously reported by Meleady et al (2017). This, much like the previous explanation of voting behaviour with Contact Hypothesis, potentially provides further credibility to the notion of intergroup attitudes having influenced the voting behaviours during Brexit, with various other studies also placing immigration i.e. racial, national and religious elements, as a significant factor of voting behaviour amongst ‘leave’ voters (Matti & Zhou, 2017). This not only further demonstrates that intergroup attitudes have indeed affected voting motivations during Brexit, it also demonstrates that the reasons as to why an individual has developed these negative intergroup attitudes, varies greatly. 


It appears that, from the research gathered, the discussion and voting motivations for Brexit largely focused upon the topic of immigration, with additional studies demonstrating the prevalence of negative intergroup attitudes as a factor for voting behaviour during Brexit (Dennison & Geddes, 2018). However, other factors are also considered but seemingly not to the same extent as immigration as this topic is highly-prevalent in the gathered research, unlike the other factors of voting influence. These other factors have been suggested to be social class (Mckenzie, 2017), the lack of strong arguments from Labour to remain in the EU (Goodwin & Ford, 2017), etc. However, this may potentially provide a contrasting argument to the previous suggestions of people’s intergroup attitudes being affected by the topic of immigration. An example of this contrasting argument against the influence of intergroup attitudes would include the works of Nölke (2017) in which he suggests that because of the previously mentioned economic crisis, this had resulted in a dissenting opinion against liberal capitalism. Nölke (2017) then suggests that this movement against liberal capitalism was key to the ‘leave’ vote. Other potential motivations such as emotional reactions towards the EU membership and heuristic thought processes were also suggested to be key drivers for voting motivation during Brexit, with results from Clarke, Goodwin and Whiteley’s (2017) study evidencing this notion. However, Clarke et al’s (2017) study also evidences the suggestion that the economic implications of immigration had strongly influenced attitudes toward immigration and therefore affected the voting decisions of individuals for the Brexit vote. In addition to this, O’Reilly et al (2016) suggests that multiple additional factors had influenced the vote. O’Reilly et al (2016) suggests that Brexit reflected many issues ongoing within the socio-economical climate of Britain, in which the social solidarity of its citizens had been undermined. While it appears that O’Reilly et al’s (2016) study provides a potential explanation for voting behaviour in the form of increasing social solidarity without the EU with no prejudicial undertones. O’Reilly et al (2016) then suggests that this desire to re-establish social solidarity is to serve as a counter to an individual’s growing fears of migration. This potentially demonstrates that whilst there may be suggested alternative explanations for voting motivations for Brexit, much of the research comes back to the topic of immigration and how this has affected voting behaviours. As mentioned earlier, the majority of the research gathered here suggests that while it appears that voting behaviours are influenced by intergroup attitudes, the topic of immigration dominates much of the conversation about people’s voting motivations, with the gathered evidence being highly indicative of this.


	In conclusion, there has been a critical evaluation of the research gathered and as such, it appears that there is indication that the Brexit vote was influenced by individual’s intergroup attitudes. The primary contributor to this being immigration, as evidenced in the abundance of research gathered (Meleady et al, 2017; Golec de Zavala, Guerra & Simão, 2017). Contact Hypothesis (Allport et al., 1954) and Realistic Conflict Theory (Campbell, 1965) potentially provides context to the previously mentioned studies as it possibly demonstrates how intergroup attitudes have influenced voting decisions during Brexit. This not only demonstrates that the Brexit vote to potentially have indeed been influenced by intergroup attitudes, it also demonstrates the legitimacy of the theoretical underpinnings that potentially explain how this may have happened. However, while there are other factors that have been considered (Mckenzie, 2017; Goodwin & Ford, 2017; O’Reilly et al, 2017), discussions of voting influence during the Brexit vote are largely dominated by the influence of the ‘leave’ voter’s intergroup attitudes towards immigration. Perhaps further research may be given to other factors of vote influence, as the discussion appears to be dominated by the topic of immigration and how attitudes towards this topic affected voting decisions. As such, it is recommended here that to bolster the suggestion that intergroup attitudes affected voting decisions during Brexit, examination of other factors apart from immigration would then widen research. This may then potentially allow for the discovery other facets of intergroup attitudes other than immigration. Additional research into whether ‘remain’ voters were influenced by intergroup attitudes would also be beneficial as it appears that, from the research gathered, discussions focused on attempting to understand ‘leave’ voter’s intergroup attitudes and voting motivations during Brexit. Further research into potential intergroup attitudes influencing ‘remain’ voters would then allow for a more balanced discussion pertaining to whether intergroup attitudes influenced voting behaviour during Brexit. Therefore, while it appears that intergroup attitudes had influenced voting decisions during Brexit, further research into other factors of voting influence and ‘remain’ voters’ motivations, may then bolster research in answering whether intergroup attitudes influence voting behaviour as this knowledge would not only allow for greater understanding of whether intergroup attitudes influenced voting decisions for Brexit, but also for future voting campaigns.
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