Critically evaluate whether the Brexit vote was influenced by intergroup attitudes
In June 2016 a referendum was held in the U.K, at the time, the question was put to the public asking; ‘Should the United Kingdom remain a member of the European Union or leave the European Union?’. The result when counted was said to be unexpected by the majority, yet, majority of voters opted to leave (Crescenzi et al, 2018) Out of the sum of registered voters, 72.2% took to the polls to have their say. The outcome of which was recorded as 48% voting to remain and 52% voting to leave (Alabrese et al., 2019). Many interpreted the outcome with one reason or another, including the roles of socioeconomic status (Sampson, 2017), Relative deprivation theory (RDT; Pettigrew et al, 2008), migrants (Goodwin et al, 2017), egalitarian or authoritarian attitudes and, Intergroup threat theory ( ITT; Stephen & Stephen, 2017), implicit and explicit prejudices (Hutchings & Sullivan, 2019) and personality traits links to political views ( Duckitt et al. 2007.;Chirumbolo & Leone, 2010.; Schoen & Schumann, 2007.; Aichholzer & Zandonella, 2016). Leaving the floor open as a multi-faced interlinked reservoir of findings, although, the predictability power of these finding is supported empirically. In the wake of the statistical facts of the outcome drawing on theoretically supported empirical research to identify evidence involving societal attitudes, self and group motivations and goals around the time of the referendum that influenced peoples voting decisions is important. Many studies have argued the psychological and societal factors that influenced the voting outcome. At an individual and global level prejudice and discrimination is suggested to have had an impact throughout the empirical literature with the reasons for voting to leave the E.U suggested to be driven by migration, economics, sovereignty (Alabrese et al., 2019). This essay will critically evaluate some psychological and socially dominant theories of intergroup attitudes and research findings of how they could have been a possible influence when considering the voting outcome.
Evaluations of the statistical demographics of those who held the majority vote was found to be largely made up of individuals coming from low opportunities areas where average incomes were 20,000 pounds or less annually, low levels of education and skill, the elderly and persons categorised as young adults with individuals at the opposite ends voting to remain (Goodwin & Heath, 2016).  
Between 2011 and 2014 almost one-third of the U. K’s population experienced relative poverty at least once with older individuals, uneducated individuals, women and single-person households most likely to be affected (Goodwin & Heath,2016). Areas of decline, such as Stoke on Trent and Doncaster among others, which were experiencing population decrease, deprivation and poverty are suggested to have influenced the voting outcome (Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2016). Research examining data at the aggregate level shows areas with characteristics of being worse of then other areas across the U.K were more likely to show support to leave the E.U then areas that were seen as thriving in comparison (Goodwin & Heath, 2016).
The role that Relative deprivation (RDT) plays in these areas allows psychologists to measure an objective comparison between the individuals or groups situation compared to wider society. Research investigating relative deprivation allows for a description of individual or group feelings, attitudes and behaviour towards other individuals or groups in wider society (Walker & Smith, 2002). Relative Deprivation Theory (RTD; Pettigrew et al., 2008), argues that individuals or groups that see themselves as being deprived of resources or amenities deemed valuable in society or accepted as social norms, that they believe they are entitled to, compared to other relevant members or groups causes discontentment (Runciman, 2018).
 	A recent investigation which was conducted systematically across 20 European countries, analysing the relationship between group relative deprivation and ethnic threat validates a significant link between group relative deprivation (GRD) and an ethic threat both at an individual level and a global level. They offered a multilevel structural equation model with the results suggesting that group relative deprivation was an important factor in arbitrating between social structural positions and perceived threat. They also argue that GRD fully mediates the connection between contextual economic indicators and ethnic threat (See, for example, Meuleman, et al., 2018).  
Group deprivation theory is also a significant explanation of how social movements come about and has been linked to voting behaviours, especially regarding voting for the Far-right (Urbanska et al, 2018). Furthermore, concerning social structure, support for radical right party governing bodies such as UK-EU Independence Party (UKIP) looks dominant amongst the lower opportunities communities including those discussed above (Lubbers et al., 2002.; Oesch, 2008.; Rydgren, 2007). Additionally, policies which favour issues, such as anti-immigration or EU-scepticism, show support from RRP voters (Aichholzer et al., 2014.; Ivarsflaten, 2008.; Van der Brug and Fennema, 2007). However, better-off groups in society where less likely to show support for right-wing parties (Sue et al., 2019). Concisely, a national survey by YouGov found that the spectrum of public support for either right-wing or left-wing politics is poorly understood and that a large amount of the public does not hold a stable left- or right-wing attitude (Sue et al., 2019). Moreover, Deprivation theory neglects to describe why in some cases deprivation fails to cause the rise of a social movement. Critics suggest that deprivation may be a necessary condition for the rise of a social movement but not the only mediating factor and other factors, such as individuals motivations, are overlooked by the research (Sen & Avci, 2016). Finally, attitudes regarded as authoritarian or egalitarian were found to be contradictory when core political aspects were assessed with their correlation to radical right-wing party support (see Cornelis & Van Hiel, 2015.; Dunn, 2015.; Zandonella & Zeglovits, 2013).
           Regardless, immigration was perceived to be a major issue in Britain during the year the referendum was held (BES; British Election Study, 2016). According to the British Social Attitudes Survey (2016), British public opinion showed that over half of a representative sample of the British public was in favour of reducing the number of migrants entering the country (Blinder & Allen, 2016.; Blekesaune & Quadagno, 2003.; Reeskens & Van Oorschot, 2017). Consistent research of European amalgamation suggests that, when migrants are perceived as an outgroup and a threat to the ingroups cultural values, the ingroup are more liable to support political parties portraying Euroscepticism (Curtice, 2016; de Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; Ford & Goodwin, 2014; Lubbers & Jaspers, 2010). 
Tajfel and Turner (1986) suggested that intergroup hostility arises from the benefits, including social support, a sense of belonging, acceptance and a system of roles, norms, values and beliefs to guide behaviour associated with membership and identification with the specific social group. They further argue that individuals aim to gain a positive social identity by comparison between their ingroup and applicable outgroups. If the comparison ends with an evaluation that is negative and perceived as threatening, the individuals will pursue a way to re-generate a positive social identity for their ingroup, likely, trough depreciatory attitudes of the outgroup (Dumont, & Louw, 2009). The British Social Attitudes Survey (2016) findings suggest that the British public were predominantly apprehensive about threats to ingroup resources caused by immigration, threats to shared customs, culture and traditions of British society (In particular threats posed by Muslims) (McLaren & Johnson, 2007).
Intergroup threat theory (ITT; Stephan & Stephan, 2017) aims to describe the elements of a perceived threat that are potential causes of prejudice between social groups. The theory relates to any social group that feels threatened in some way. This could be a perceived idea that an outgroup is threatening the ingroups economic wellbeing by taking up a lot of employment opportunities within the ingroups community leading to the ingroup feeling threatened and believing the out-group is a threat even if in reality this is not the case (Stephen et al., 2013). These threats that are perceived come in two forms, either realistic or symbolic, a realistic threat is suggested to relate to situations such as perceived threats of physical harm caused to the ingroup by the outgroup or individual to individual, and symbolic threat relates to threats which could cause damage to one's identity or the identity of a group. Further research argues the more important the individual's identity resonates within the essence of their ingroup the more likely motivated they are to see differences between their ingroup and the outgroup leading to negative stereotypes being held against the entire outgroup and discriminatory views (Uenal, 2016). Concerningly, research regarding views of Muslims as potential indicators of the voting outcome suggest a distinct aspect of anti-immigrant views in Europe were concerned with the perceived threat posed by Muslims and Islam to Western cultural values ( Azrout, et al, 2013; Schiffer & Wagner, 2011; Strabac & Listhaug, 2008; Swami et al, 2018). 
However, originally argued by Allport (1954) Intergroup contact hypothesis suggests that under the right conditions positive intergroup contact can reduce the levels of prejudice between ingroups and outgroups. This theory has been empirically supported recently with finding from a meta analyse of over 27 studies suggesting that overall results support Allport’s findings (Paluck et al., 2019). The right conditions are suggested to be that the ingroup member and the outgroup member are on an equal footing and pursuing Superordinate goals which increase intergroup harmony. These are seen to facilitate the reduction of prejudices between the groups (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). On the other hand, intergroup competition for resources was found to cause intergroup conflict (see for example a classical study; The Cave robbers, Sherif et al, 1966). 
This theory has a wide range of applications in the real world such as the workplace and educational environments concerning intergroup harmony and international sporting events, such as football, showing intergroup conflict. Concerning cultural harmony, A national survey using Multiple path analyses held in England evaluated white British majority and ethnic minority respondents from communities of differing levels of diversity found adverse direct impacts of diversity for the majority group. However, results also indicated that diversity was indirectly associated with increased trust through positive contact and lower threat levels (Schmid et al, 2014). These results indicate a real-world application of the positive impact contact with the outgroup can have on the ingroups attitudes towards them in communities where diversity is common. However, if this is the case, the Census of 2011 recorded the U.K to be the most ethnically diverse it had ever been before yet statistically and empirically the evidence suggests prejudice and discrimination between ingroups and outgroups be alive and well (McLaren & Johnson, 2007; Meuleman, et al., 2018). With anti-immigrant and anti-multiculturalist views been largely associated with the voting outcome (Goodwin & Heath, 2016; Hobolt, 2016). Additionally, the conditions set out by ITT are in a sense idealistic and the real world ingroups and outgroups are rarely on an equal footing within a more global societal scenario and this is largely where prejudices are harboured (Paluck et al, 2019).
Furthermore, Social dominance theory (SDT; Sidanius et al., 2003) focuses on intergroup relations and specifically how group-based social hierarchies are kept stable and maintained (Sidanius et al., 1996). According to the theory, group-based hierarchies are maintained through three intergroup behaviours, these are, institutional discrimination aggregated individual discrimination and behavioural asymmetry. These behaviours are said to be justified morally and intellectually by the groups shared cultural ideologies. These hierarchies are based on age and sex and are culturally defined (which do not necessarily exist in all societies). Arbitrary-set hierarchies can be based on ethnicity, religion and nationality. STD suggests that social pecking orders occur in societies as they are required for survival during the inter-group conflict over resources. By devising a set of beliefs, set out in scale format known as the social dominance orientation, SDT has given researchers a way of measuring individuals levels of discriminatory tendencies and research findings suggest correlations between the concept and individual personality traits. Duckitt and Sibley (2007) found a link between right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation. Additionally, RWA and SDO were related in quenching epistemic and existential motivations, such as decreasing uncertainty and threat (Jost et al., 2003). This evidence suggests a link between intergroup treat theory and the latter. Duckitt (2009) proposes a model in which RWA and SDO are created by socialization in childhood, personality, and worldview beliefs.
 	It is a generally accepted view that basic cognitive goal-orientated motives are the driving force behind our ideological orientations specifically identifying variances between advocating vs. resisting social change and rejecting vs. accepting inequality or RWA and SDO, individually ( Duckitt & Sibley, 2009, Jost et al., 2009). Research conducted by Hutchings and Sullivan (2019) state that voting behaviour in the referendum may have correlated to prejudice personality styles, nationalism, Islamophobia, and implicit/explicit prejudice. However, the majority of the empirical methods used in the research discussed, rely heavily on surveys and questionnaire which are bias to self-delegation of enhancing one's outlook to another individual (Mc Bride, 2018). Individuals will answer explicitly in a way to make themselves look better on surveys and questionnaires which are investigating some form of socially undesirable outlooks (Nester et al., 2018). However, this allows researchers to study prejudice as an individual attitude, through surveys researchers can take into account prejudice as an individual attitude regardless of it been held by the majority of the group members (Dovidio et al., 2013). 
Further research accepts the concept of individual implicit attitudes, this is the idea that people individually hold prejudiced beliefs that they are unwilling to express explicitly for fear of there been socially undesirable consequences (Sullivan& Hutchings, 2019). Implicit prejudice is measured using the Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald et al., 1998; Sullivan and Hutchings, 2019).
 	Individuals scoring low on both implicit and explicit measures are classed as truly low prejudice (Son Hing et al., 2008) and egalitarian (Sullivan & Hutchings, 2019). Egalitarian individuals are said to be empathic and show understanding for issues regarding outgroups. Evidence in a recent study by Sullivan and Hutching show consistency levels of between 23-30% of their representative sample fall into this category (Sullivan and Hutchings, 2018a, 2018b).
 	Individuals measuring high on implicit (unconscious) prejudice and low on explicit (conscious) prejudice are categorised as Aversive Racists, this term is used to describe the individuals who do not necessarily consciously believe that they have prejudice tendencies, however, their behaviour can subconsciously portray discriminatory actions (Dovidio and Gaertner, 2004). Aversive racists tend to find interaction with outgroups difficult and tend to avoid situations where having to interact is a possibility but will also deny holding a prejudice attitude (see, for example, Kovel, 2007). Findings suggest that between 25-35% of the sample fall into this category.
Principled Conservatives (PC), are characterized by scoring low on implicit prejudice but high on explicit prejudice PCs are generally considered believers inequality however if the outgroup finds itself unequal regarding opportunities and amenities this is the outgroups own fault. between 20–26% of participants were seen falling into this category (for a detailed explanation see; Sullivan and Hutchings, 2018a, 2018b).
Finally, the individuals scoring high on implicit and explicit prejudice are termed as modern racists. Individuals here report feeling prejudice towards the outgroup subconsciously and consciously 25- 30% of the sample fall into this category. Both egalitarian and aversive racists are believed to be on the left-wing side of the political divide and Principle Conservatives and modern racists are said to be on the right-wing side (Son-Hing et al.,2008). These findings resonate with the results of the referendum vote and the statistical and empirical findings of individuals contradictory attitudes before and after the referendum.  
In brief summary, it is argued that GRD fully mediates the connection between contextual economic indicators and ethnic threat (Meuleman, et al., 2018). Concerning social structure, support for radical right party governing bodies such as UK-EU Independence Party (UKIP) was seen to be more dominant amongst the lower opportunities communities (Lubbers et al., 2002.; Oesch, 2008.; Rydgren, 2007). However, YouGov found that the spectrum of public support for either right-wing or left-wing politics is poorly understood and that a large amount of the public does not hold a stable left- or right-wing attitude (Sue et al., 2019). Consistent research of European amalgamation suggests that, when migrants are perceived as an outgroup and a threat to the ingroups cultural values, the ingroup are more liable to support political parties portraying Euroscepticism (Curtice, 2016; de Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; Ford & Goodwin, 2014; Lubbers & Jaspers, 2010). Empirical methods used in the research discussed, rely heavily on surveys and questionnaires which are bias to self-delegation of enhancing one's outlook to another individual (Mc Bride, 2018). Individuals will answer explicitly in a way to make themselves look better on surveys and questionnaires which are investigating some form of socially undesirable outlooks (Nestor et al., 2018). The empirical evidence suggests that left-wing or right-wing affiliation reflects individual differences and compared to a global outlook including economic factors, treats of migrants influence on national culture, statistics of the voting outcome, individual attitudes and more global attitudes are almost contradictory. All of the evidence suggested above plays its part in the explanation of the attitudes held in the nation at the time of the referendum, with prejudice attitudes sowed in throughout and whether that be what makes Britain great or not is yet to be seen. 
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