The EU does not cost the UK £350 million a
week. The cost to the UK (in the ordinary
sense of the money we send to the EU
minus the money we get back) is far lower,
at about £135 million a week.
The estimated figures for 2015 are:
Gross contribution:
£17.8 bn
- EU Budget rebate:
-£4.9 bn
- Public sector receipts -£4.5 bn
- Private sector receipts -£1.4 bn
= net cost:
£7 bn
Divide £7bn a year by 52 to get £135m per
week.
Source: H M Treasury, European Union
Finances, December 2015.

About £20m a week of Britain’s EU
contribution is spent on foreign aid,
helping to meet Britain’s target of
spending 0.7% of GNI on aid. If
Britain left the EU but stuck to its
target for foreign aid, the overall
saving would drop to £115m a
week, or £6bn a year.
If we leave the EU, we would indeed save some or all of the £135m a week that we contribute. But
this would not mean that we can “spend that on the NHS instead”. Whether or not we have more
money to spend on the NHS, or other priorities, depends crucially on what happens to the UK
economy. If leaving the EU causes the economy to grow less quickly, or even to go in to recession,
then this too affects how much money we have to spend on public services. If the economy were just
0.4% smaller, then we would have less money overall to spend than we would save from stopping our
EU contributions. Most experts think the economy would be smaller by much more than 0.4% as a
result of lower trade, lower investment and a smaller labour force. The Institute for Fiscal Studies, a
respected independent think tank, estimates that the overall effect would be that by 2019 the
government would have £20 billion to £40 billion a year less to spend on public services such as the
NHS or education.

It is true that experts disagree on the overall effects of immigration. But most
studies agree that immigrants to the UK contribute more to the public finances
than they cost, and this is especially true of immigrants from Europe. This
means that lower immigration to the UK from Europe would reduce the amount
of money coming in the Treasury by more than it reduces the use of public
services. In the long run, therefore, immigration does not add to pressure on
public services, and may in fact help finance them. In addition, reducing
immigration could mean losing many of the people who work in key services
such as the NHS, care services and construction.

There is no prospect of these countries
joining the EU any time soon, and the
UK has a veto on them doing so. If they
did join, their citizens would not
immediately have the same right to
migrate as other EU citizens.

Technically the UK joined the
European Economic Community
(though it was sometimes called
“Common Market”) in 1973.

It is not true that the EU has somehow superseded the
sovereignty of the British parliament. EU agreements only
have force in the UK because the British Parliament says they
do. In 1972, Parliament passed The European Communities
Act. This has the effect of incorporating agreements of the
European Union into British law. In other words, EU
agreements are binding in the UK only because the UK
Parliament says they are, and only for as long as Parliament
agrees they should be. In Macarthys Ltd v Smith, the then
Master of the Rolls, Lord Denning said, "If the time should
come when our Parliament deliberately passes an Act—with
the intention of repudiating the Treaty or any provision in it—
or intentionally of acting inconsistently with it—and says so in
express terms—then ... it would be the duty of our courts to
follow the statute of our Parliament.” The UK Parliament
therefore remains sovereign.

The EU has not “taken control” of
anything. As a sovereign nation, the UK
has agreed to cooperate with other
countries. One example was the decision
to create the Single Market in 1993.
During the negotiations, the British Prime
Minister, Margaret Thatcher, was a
strong supporter of the Single Market,
which she believed was in the UK national
interest.

The EU does not cost us £350
million a week. It costs about
£135 million a week. (See
above for details)

If we leave the EU, and if the economy is smaller
as a result, as many experts predict, the UK
would almost certainly lose more money that it
saves (see above). In that case, we would not
have more money to build new NHS hospitals,
but would instead have to make cuts in public
service.
Not true. For example, the UK has
complete control over how it spends
the EU rebate, which is £94 million it
gets back of that £350 million a week.
This is true.
While you don’t have to be a member of the
EU to trade with it, you do have to obey
some of its rules if you want to export to it.
We don’t set the rules unilaterally today,
but we do have some say over them. If we
leave the EU, and want to go on exporting
44% of our exports there, then like any
other exporter we will have to continue to
obey rules but no longer have any say over
them.

There are indeed risks either way. Two important questions to
consider are:
a. do we know more about what is likely to happen to the UK
within the EU, as we are now, or outside it? And
b. will we have more or less influence over the things that
affect us if we leave the EU?
My view, for what it is worth, is that the risks are greater
outside than in, but as the leaflet says, people have to weigh
up the risks for themselves.

It is not obvious that the UK would be able
to negotiate a better deal with these
important trading economies than the EU
is able to negotiate. As a huge trading
bloc, the EU is able to offer much more
attractive markets to trading partners
than the UK alone can offer. The UK may
have more flexibility negotiating alone,
but it also has a far weaker bargaining
position.

The European Convention on Human Rights is not an
EU body: it was agreed by the Council of Europe, a
separate organisation. The UK was the first country
to ratify the ECHR, in 1951; and it entered into force
in 1953, long before the UK joined the European
Economic Community. Though EU membership does
require membership of the ECHR, we would be
unlikely to want to leave it even if we left the EU.

Most security experts
agree that leaving the
EU would jeopardise
our cooperation with
the police and other
law enforcement
agencies in Europe,
making us less, not
more, safe.

Many employers invest in the
UK so that they can sell goods
and services produced in the
UK across the entire Single
Market. If the UK chooses to
leave the Single Market, many
of those companies will move
their production – that is,
investment and jobs - to a
country within the Single
Market.
All “least developed countries”,
and many other developing
countries, already have duty free
access to European markets,
including into the UK. If the UK
left, developing countries would
lose an important advocate.
Prices would be likely to be
higher outside the EU. Britain
would be likely to impose higher
tariffs, not lower tariffs, on our
imports. And higher tariffs
imposed by other countries on
our exports will also tend to
push up prices at home.
It is true that our Parliament
passed into law the rights that
our workers enjoy. But they did
so as part of an effort to
harmonise labour, social and
environmental standards – such
as the Working Time Directive.
Outside the EU, business might
put pressure on the UK
government to lower these
standards and so initiate a race
to the bottom.

The consensus among economists and
international organisations is that the UK would
be worse off. Of course, UK citizens may decide
that this is a price worth paying for “sovereignty”
– that is, the ability to make decisions on its own.
The UK economy would no doubt survive, as it
survived the 2008 financial crisis, but most experts
agree that it would be economically worse off as a
result, compared to staying in the EU.

If the UK leaves EU, but want to trade with it, it
will still have to obey some of its rules. For
example, if the UK wants to remain part of the
Single Market, it will have to accept a wide
range of regulations including free movement of
people, as Norway does. UK businesses who
export to the EU will have still to obey EU rules,
but the UK would no longer have the
opportunity to influence those rules. The UK
would become a rule-taker, instead of being one
of the rule-makers.

