
One of the main areas where even detractors of Brexit concede that the 
UK will benefit from withdrawal from the EU, concerns the saving of 
the annual contributions (sometimes described as the membership fee) 
paid to that organisation.1 However, estimates of the potential savings 
vary considerably.2 Thus, now that the UK is committed to negotiate its 
withdrawal from the EU, it is necessary to clarify the likely budgetary 
savings which will accrue to the UK Treasury.

The calculation of net budgetary contributions to the EU is not quite 
as straightforward as it might appear, however, for a number of different 
reasons, including:

1.	�The composition of the EU budgetary process is itself slightly 
opaque, due to the way in which budget payments are set, the 
resources over which the EU lays claim and the fact that contribu-
tions depend to a large extent upon the relative national income 
of member states. Thus, should the UK achieve a higher (lower) 
growth rate relative to other member states, it will incur higher 
(lower) demands for contributions to the EU budget than were 
initially anticipated. Retrospective adjustments are, therefore, 
common.

2
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2.	When considering net payments to the EU budget, studies use dif-
ferent assumptions about the UK rebate, and how this may change 
over time, and also the range of payments received from the EU. For 
example, whilst it is relatively easy to justify payments made directly 
to the UK government, such as structural or rural development 
fund payments, and, moreover, payments made to farmers as part 
of the CAP, since these are administered by UK government depart-
ments, it is perhaps more difficult to justify the inclusion of funding 
achieved by private sector organisations (including UK universities) 
in research and/or training programmes, secured through competi-
tive bidding.

3.	The timing of calculating the payments is different when compar-
ing Treasury and EU Commission estimates of net payments, with 
the result that they often present quite different estimates. Hence, 
there will be some discrepancy between different studies, depend-
ing upon which data sources they have chosen (Browne et al. 2016: 
40). To take one example, the IFS typically use figures from the EU 
Commission, whereas, for this chapter, data has been drawn from 
HM Treasury.

4.	The actual net fiscal savings, from withdrawal from the EU, will 
depend upon whether the type of trading arrangement, established 
with the EU, involves an element of fiscal contribution. However, 
discussion of this final element is postponed until Chap. 9, where the 
various models of multilateral and preferential trade arrangements are 
discussed in more detail.

There are two further reasons why estimates of budgetary savings, 
forecast during the referendum campaign, were problematic, namely: 
(i) the assumptions that were made relating to the future growth of 
the EU budget (if any); and, (ii) how potential changes to the com-
position of that budget were factored into the calculations. The lat-
ter, for example, could impact significantly upon the UK if additional 
low-income countries were to join the EU, with the consequences of 
regional development funds being redistributed away from poorer UK 
regions towards these new member states. Or, alternatively, whether 
those proportions allocated to CAP or research funding expenditure 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-58283-2_9
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were to shift over time. Whilst these questions are less relevant for the 
UK once the withdrawal process has been completed, it is necessary 
to examine how effectively the different economic studies internalised 
these factors in their models in order to forecast likely economic conse-
quences arising from Brexit.

For something as apparently clear-cut as UK budgetary contributions 
to the EU, therefore, estimating the likely fiscal benefit arising from 
Brexit is a little more complicated than might be expected.

Composition and Size of the EU Budget

The EU budget has increased, over time, from 0.5% of community 
Gross national income (GNI) in 1973, to its present 1% level (Browne 
et al. 2016: 6). It is set by a 5–7-year Multiannual Financial Framework, 
which was introduced in 1988 to provide a more stable funding plat-
form than had previously applied. For 2014–2020, the budget was set 
at €960 billion, which implies an average of €137.14 billion per year 
during this 7-year framework period. This, in turn, equates to 1% of 
EU Gross National Income. This settlement represents a cash increase 
over the previous financial period, but a real terms (after inflation) 
decrease, which represents the first such real terms reduction in the 
EU budget (HM treasury 2014: 5). Thus, budgetary appropriations 
declined from the previous 1.12% of GNI (Keep 2015: 3).3

In practice, however, it is a little more complicated for two reasons. 
Firstly, the EU budget fails to include additional elements which are 
essentially off balance sheet (HMG 2014: 26). These include €36.8 
billion worth of allocations to an Emergency Aid Reserve, a European 
Globalisation Fund, a Solidarity Fund, a Flexibility Instrument and the 
European Development Fund. If included in the core EU budget, this 
would represent an increase of 0.04% of total EU GNI, taking the total 
to 1.17% of EU GNI in 2015.4 Secondly, the appropriation commit-
ments are increased by what is described as a ‘margin’ of around 0.28% 
of EU GNI, presumably in order to provide a degree of flexibility to EU 
expenditures intended to cover a relatively long time period. Hence, the 
total appropriations (payments made into the EU budget) necessary to 
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cover this total sum (i.e. core budget + margin) represents 1.23% of EU 
GNI up until 2020 (see Table 2.1).

Having established the magnitude of EU budgetary expenditures, the 
contributions can be established for each member state. This primarily 
derives from what the EU has established as its ‘own resources’, namely 
(HM Treasury 2014: 9–10):

i.	� Gross National Income (GNI)-based contributions (currently 
representing approximately 74% of total EU revenue) vary 
according to the relative affluence of member states. It is calcu-
lated that the UK’s share of this revenue category was 14.5% in 
2014;

ii.	� VAT contributions (13% of EU revenue) are based upon a 
slightly complicated set of assumptions and capped to limit 
excessive variations. The pertinent point is that the UK’s share 
of contributions to the EU budget under this category was 16% 
in 2014;

iii.	� Customs duties (12% of EU revenue) levied on goods imported 
from non-member states. It is estimated that the UK contrib-
uted 16.1% of the revenue under this category;

iv.	� Sugar levies (less than 1% of EU revenue) are charged on the 
production of sugar;

v.	� A small proportion (approximately 1%) of EU revenue lies 
outside of the ‘own resources’ and includes contributions from 
non-EU member states to participate in certain programmes, 
taxes paid on EU staff salaries, interest on late payments and 
fines levied upon companies breaching competition law.

Customs duties and sugar levies comprised the initial basis for EU 
funding, reflecting its early focus upon agricultural production and 
its establishment of a customs union (described as a ‘common mar-
ket’ in UK discourse), later augmented by VAT contributions and, 
more latterly, the rising importance of revenues calculated according 
to the relative affluence of member states. The volatility in calculating 
net payments to the EU budget is largely due to the inherent nature 
of the ‘own resources’ system (HM Treasury 2014: 13–14). Moreover, 
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the complexity inherent in the ‘own resources’ approach therefore 
partly reflects the historical development of the EU and the difficulty 
in securing a more streamlined approach, when this would inherently 
involve individual nations who benefit from any changes and others 
who are required to make larger contributions as a result. The evolution 
and significance of each source of EU revenue are illustrated in Fig. 2.1.

In terms of EU expenditure, the initial dominance of the Common 
Agricultural Policy (CAP), which can be noted in the Fig. 2.2, has been 
reduced somewhat due to the dramatic expansion of cohesion and 
structural funds to promote regional development across all member 
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states. Thus, in the current budgetary framework, 47% of total spend-
ing commitments relate to regional policy, 39% for CAP and sustain-
able development, with the balance incorporating administration (6%), 
external policy (6%) and issues relating to migration, public health, 
consumer protection, culture and youth policy (2%) (Keep 2015: 6–7).

Financial Management and Fraud

One issue which typically arises, when considering the EU budget, con-
cerns accusations of financial mismanagement and/or fraud. This criti-
cism derives from the annual reports produced by the European Court 
of Auditors (ECA), which assess the financial management of the EU’s 
finances. In its opinion, the latest set of accounts to be assessed, in 
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2012, were found to be legal and regular, but that 4.8% of EU expendi-
ture was subject to ‘material error’—in essence, this means that spend-
ing did not conform to the rules established to guide EU expenditure. 
Data collected through monitoring sampling, undertaken across differ-
ent categories of EU expenditure, indicate that errors were not confined 
to specific sectors, with agricultural support estimated to have a material 
error of perhaps 3.8% of total expenditure, rural development 7.9%, 
regional policy, energy and transport 6.8%, employment and social 
affairs 3.2%, external relations 3.3%, and research 3.9%.

The auditors emphasise that these findings do not necessarily equate 
to fraud, and nor do they necessarily imply that almost 5% of the total 
EU budget was wasted. Indeed, there is some evidence for this equivo-
cation, as there were 1194 cases of suspected fraud reported in 2012, 
compared to 12,137 cases of non-fraudulent error noted in the same 
year (HM Treasury 2014: 27). Moreover, in mitigation, it has to be 
more difficult dealing with the complexity inherent in management a 
series of programmes across a large number of nations, each at differ-
ent levels of development, and with different previous approaches to 
the administration and monitoring of public expenditure programmes. 
Indeed, the ECA themselves recognise this difficulty in setting an error 
ceiling of 2% as acceptable for EU spending programmes—a rate that 
would be difficult to justify in public spending programmes within a 
single nation (HMG 2014: 30). Nevertheless, the failure to meet even 
this generous target, together with the estimated irregularities and errors 
catalogued by the ECA, certainly create cause for concern about defi-
ciencies in eligibility assessment and compliance monitoring which 
require corrective action. Consequently, for the nineteenth consecutive 
year, the ECA provided only partial assurance as to the accuracy of the 
EU’s accounts (HM Treasury 2014: 21–24).

UK Contributions to the EU Budget

The UK has been an almost continuous net contributor to the EU’s 
budget; the one exception being in 1975 (see Table 2.2).

The UK is currently the second largest net contributor to the EU, 
after Germany, but only the third largest when these payments are aver-
aged per capita (per person) (see Table 2.3 and Fig. 2.3).
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Gross Contributions

One of the more controversial statements, made by the Vote Leave cam-
paign in the recent referendum, concerned the claim, painted on the 
side of its campaign bus, which stated:

We send the EU £350 million a week – let’s fund the NHS instead.

Critics of this claim have taken issue with two elements of this state-
ment. Firstly, the apparent pledge that this £350 million would be 
spent on the National Health Service (NHS), albeit that leading mem-
bers of the campaign stated that this was ‘an aspiration’ rather than a 
firm promise.5 Certainly, the Vote Leave website makes the claim that 
the UK’s EU contributions are of a sufficient magnitude to construct 
a ‘new, fully-staffed NHS hospital every week’.6 However, one problem 
faced by campaigners in a referendum is that, with a few exceptions 
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Fig. 2.3  EU member states net contribution to EU budget (in €), 2015. 
Source European Commission, interactive graph on EU expenditure and rev-
enue, Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_
en.cfmEurostat (population data)

http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfmEurostat
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such as the role played by Prime Minister Cameron in the Remain 
campaign, they do not control executive office and, therefore, cannot 
make firm commitments to future government action. Thus, it is dif-
ficult to criticise the Vote Leave campaign for highlighting the magni-
tude of budgetary transfers to the EU by comparing them to the cost of 
an NHS hospital, which appears to be factually accurate, even though 
certain voters might (and, indeed, were probably intended to) have 
inferred from this that the campaign was making a spending commit-
ment for a future post-referendum government, which it was incapable 
of doing.

Secondly, the statement is criticised for using the word ‘send’,7 given 
that gross contributions to the EU are not actually dispatched until the 
UK’s rebate is deducted, which would give a figure of £275 million per 
week (Emmerson et al. 2016: 1). The Vote Leave website carried a more 
accurate, although less ‘headline grabbing’ description of the £350 mil-
lion figure as representing the gross cost of EU membership.8 This state-
ment is accurate but has also been found to be ‘misleading’ by the UK 
Statistics Authority, given the failure to mention rebate deductions and 
on the basis that gross figures were being discussed in terms that they 
implied net payments.9

A second headline, during the referendum campaign, has been 
criticised on similar grounds, namely the claim that the UK contri-
bution to the EU budget has exceeded half a trillion pounds over the 
period of UK membership.10 This study re-calculated those figures 
given in Table 2.3, by inflating values to transfer historical fiscal trans-
fers into 2014 prices, and then aggregating all adjusted contributions. 
Once again, this calculation is accurate but is not particularly help-
ful, because it ignores the rebate, which, when the calculations are 
repeated to include the rebate, over-state the gross contributions after 
rebate by £108.9 billion at 2014 prices, or around 29% of the reported 
total (Begg 2016: 46–47). The resultant figure of £375.1 billion (i.e. 
£484bn–£108.9bn) is still a very large number, but it does not make 
such attractive headlines.
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The UK Rebate

One early acknowledgement of distributional concerns raised by the 
‘own resource’ system resulted in the adjustment of the UK’s net con-
tributions paid into the EU budget by means of a correction or abate-
ment—normally described as a ‘rebate’. Given that the UK had a 
relatively efficient and small agricultural sector, and that CAP expendi-
tures were a majority of EU spending at the time of its accession to the 
EU, the UK received relatively small expenditures from the EU budget. 
At the same time, as a trading nation, the UK’s share of customs duties 
and VAT receipts were disproportionately large, thereby requiring a dis-
proportionately high contribution to the EU budget. In 1984, the UK 
was the third-poorest EU member state, in terms of GNI per capita, 
and yet making the second largest net contribution to the EU budget 
(HMG 2014: 15). Unsurprisingly, this led to political tensions within 
the EU, and the rebate was negotiated to provide an ex post facto adjust-
ment to reduce net contributions to a more equitable position.

The initial 1985 rebate lowered UK contributions by 66%, yet more 
recent increases in various elements of the EU budget that are excluded 
from this deduction have reduced its scope, thus significantly increas-
ing UK net payments (Webb et al. 2015: 11–12). The rebate is cal-
culated by subtracting the UK’s percentage share of expenditure from 
the UK’s percentage share of VAT contributions, then multiplying this 
by 0.66 and finally multiplying this sum by the total amount of EU 
expenditure.11This rebate is valuable to the UK (see Fig. 2.4), amount-
ing to £4.9 billion in 2014 and signifying that the UK’s net contribu-
tion would have been just under 50% larger had the rebate not been 
applied (see Table 2.4).

It should be noted that the UK is not the only member state to ben-
efit from a budgetary correction mechanism. For example, Austria, 
Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden are all net contribu-
tors to the EU budget who receive one or more forms of contribution 
adjustments, to prevent what might otherwise be termed an ‘exces-
sive’ budgetary burden (HMG 2014: 27; Business for Britain 2015:  
369–370). Thus, the UK is certainly not unique in the EU for having 
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Table 2.4  Percentage of UK rebate lost due to 2005 changes

Source Lewis (2014: 4)

Year Actual size of UK 
rebate in nominal 
prices (€m)

Value of UK rebate 
had 2005 changes not 
been made in nominal 
prices (€m)

Lost value of the UK 
rebate (%)

2008 6114 6416 4.7
2009 6057 7407 18.2
2010 3553 5670 37.3
2011 3623 5978 39.4
2012 3835 6726 43.0
2013 4073 (est) 7480 (est) 45.5
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what are regarded as disproportionate and inequitable funding burdens 
ameliorated. Despite this fact, the UK abatement has been subject to 
periodic criticism from the Commission and other member states 
(Business for Britain 2015: 182; Capital Economics 2016: 28).

Given that this is a fiscal matter, any decision to remove or reform 
the rebate would require unanimity in the Council of Ministers, and 
thus the UK, whilst a member of the EU, would have a veto over pro-
posals to reform or remove the rebate. Yet, this is by itself no guarantee 
that a UK government, seeking other concessions, might bargain away 
part of the rebate. Indeed, this is precisely what happened in December 
2005, when the UK conceded certain exemptions from the rebate in 
an attempt to negotiate a substantial fall in CAP expenditure. These 
exemptions included EU overseas aid and non-agricultural expenditure 
in the post-2004 new member states, and the effect was to significantly 
reduce the value of the rebate (Keep 2015: 15; Webb et al. 2015: 9; 
Begg 2016: 44). Unfortunately, CAP expenditure was not reduced as a 
quid pro quo, thus reinforcing the importance of securing formal agree-
ments rather than less distinct ‘understandings’ in international negotia-
tions (Business for Britain 2015: 182).12 The budgetary impact, arising 
from this reduction in the effectiveness of the rebate, is illustrated in 
Table 2.4.

Net Contributions

One issue raised, during the referendum campaign, is whether it is more 
appropriate to use gross contributions to the EU budget rather than net 
figures—i.e. after all deductions. This is an interesting question to con-
sider, because the answer partly depends upon circumstances. In regu-
lar conversation, if an individual is asked about their income, they will 
most likely reply giving their gross income, rather than what they actu-
ally receive into their bank accounts after tax. Nor will it be very likely 
that they will think to add back into the calculation of their income 
what they might receive in tax credits or social security benefits, and 
even less the net benefit they might personally receive through the pro-
vision of those public services which their tax payments help to fund, 
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less any additional fees or charges involved in utilising these public ser-
vices. The more complex net income calculation may provide the more 
accurate answer, but it is unlikely to be the one given, even if the indi-
vidual concerned was an economics professor! Nevertheless, given that 
the issue under consideration is a matter of public policy, then it would 
seem reasonable that the net contribution figure is the one that should 
be preferred for giving a more useful understanding of the budgetary 
impact of EU membership upon the UK. Certainly, when seeking to 
estimate any likely budgetary savings from Brexit, the net figure is the 
more useful.

Utilising official figures from Table 2.2, and as illustrated in Fig. 2.4, 
the current UK net contribution to the EU budget is around £10 bil-
lion per annum. This figure relates to total contributions transferred 
to the EU by the UK government after the rebate has been deducted 
and after taking account of the receipts received back by the public sec-
tor from the EU for participation in various programmes, such as the 
CAP or regional development funding. It does not, however, include 
a further amount received by the private sector, in the UK, relating 
to their participation in EU programmes. These most notably include 
research funding won by UK universities, through a competitive pro-
cess, from the Horizon 2020 research programme, and the Erasmus 
student mobility scheme. The Treasury estimates that, in 2013, these 
payments to private organisations totalled in the region of £1.4 billion 
(HM Treasury 2015: 14). If this is subtracted from the net public sec-
tor receipts, it gives a final net financial impact upon the UK economy 
from the EU budget of around £8.6 billion per year. This latter figure 
does not give an estimate of fiscal savings for the UK government aris-
ing from Brexit, however, but rather it begins to consider impacts upon 
the UK economy beyond the confines of national public expenditure.

The range of different estimates of UK contributions to the EU 
budget, therefore, range from around £19.2 billion gross payments, to 
£10 billion net contributions for the UK government and public sec-
tor, and around £8.6 billion for both public and private sectors. Each of 
these figures can be used for certain circumstances.

The gross figure is useful if the intent was to indicate what potential 
future transfers might be required if the UK rebate were eliminated by 
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future reform of EU finances, or, alternatively, if considering whether 
any divergence between the efficiency of nationally, as opposed to supra-
nationally, determined forms of expenditure may affect the economic 
impact experienced by the UK economy (Congdon 2014: 19–22). For 
example, if it were proven that UK expenditure was more (or less) effec-
tive than EU expenditure, then there would be an argument to deflate 
(or inflate) the anticipated economic impact accordingly, rather than 
simply focus on aggregate receipts and net budgetary contributions. 
However, in the absence of robust evidence on this point, it would be 
unwise to seek to manipulate fiscal estimates due to suspicions as to 
their effectiveness.

The net contribution estimate would, however, be preferable particu-
larly when seeking to estimate the impact of withdrawal from the EU 
upon the UK economy. In this circumstance, the most accurate esti-
mate of the fiscal savings to government following Brexit, ceteris paribus, 
would be a value around £10 billion per annum, representing around 
0.53% of UK GDP, which is the figure that most studies tend to use in 
their calculations (e.g. HM Treasury 2015: 14; Ottaviano et al. 2014: 2; 
Dhingra et al. 2015: 3; Capital Economics 2016: 3).

The Uncertainty of Future Budgetary Developments

The estimates produced, above, do not, however, take into account pos-
sible future developments which may impact upon the level of potential 
budgetary savings. These may include:

a.	 future growth of the EU budget and consequent increase in UK fiscal 
contributions;

b.	the macroeconomic impact arising from Brexit and consequences for 
the national budget;

c.	 which model of trade relationship the UK negotiates with the EU 
following Brexit.

For the first factor, it can be noted that the historical development 
of UK budgetary contributions has been variable, but following  
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a steadily increasing trend (see Fig. 2.5). There are many causes to 
this phenomenon, including: (i) the natural growth in a budget fixed 
at a certain percentage of EU GDP; (ii) UK growth rates being faster 
than the EU average over recent years, partly because of problems with 
the Eurozone economies, and therefore the UK has to pay an increas-
ing share of EU expenditure; (iii) the EU budget as a whole being 
expanded over time, from 0.5% of EU GDP in the 1970s to a little 
over 1% of GDP today; and (iv) the UK rebate being eroded through 
negotiating exemptions as a means to leverage additional change 
within the organisation. There is every expectation that the EU budget 
will increase further during the next budgetary period. This may arise 
out of the need to provide further support to the single currency 
(MacDougall 1977: 20; HMG 2014: 37–38) or to enable the EU to 
provide a sufficient fiscal stimulus in future economic crises (Begg 
2016: 41). Whatever the reason, were this to occur before the UK for-
mally completed the Brexit procedure, it would further exacerbate the 
UK’s budgetary transfers to the EU and, therefore, fiscal savings post-
Brexit would be larger than predicted.

A second factor concerns the impact of Brexit upon the UK econ-
omy and consequent affect upon the national government’s fiscal 

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

1973 1978 1983 1988 1993 1998 2003 2008 2013

%
 U

K
 G

D
P

Year

Fig. 2.5  UK net contributions to the EU budget (% of UK GDP), 1973–2015. 
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position. The range of economic studies, produced over the past two 
decades, have put forward a range of predicted effects, ranging from 
large economic benefits to equally large economic costs, with the 
majority of the studies suggesting a more moderate impact of between 
plus or minus 2–3% of UK GDP (see Table 1.8). The most recent 
commentary on the likely impact of Brexit, produced by the Bank of 
England in its August 2016 inflation report, infers a slowing of UK 
growth by perhaps around 2.5% from what was previously forecast, 
despite active monetary policy measures (Bank of England 2016a, b). It 
may be questionable as to what proportion of this predicted economic 
slowdown is due to the uncertainty centring upon Brexit or whether 
the previous forecast was too optimistic. Nevertheless, if this proves 
to be accurate, and given the Office for Budget Responsibility rule 
of thumb that as little as a 0.8% permanent reduction in the level of 
output would be sufficient to eliminate Brexit’s £10 billion budgetary 
saving, then the net fiscal impact may be negative (Capital Economics 
2016: 29; Emmerson et al. 2016: 2).

The final factor concerns the future trade relationship that the UK 
negotiates with the EU, and whether this includes an element of finan-
cial contribution towards EU programmes. Around half of the prefer-
ential trade options, available to the UK and discussed in more detail 
in Chap. 9, would involve varying degrees of fiscal transfers to the 
EU (see Table 2.5). The closest forms of trade relationship would be 
likely to carry the most significant fiscal costs, whereas the more inde-
pendent and less intimate the relationship, the less of a fiscal burden 
Table 2.5  Estimated fiscal impact from different future trading relationships 
with the EU

aAuthor estimate

Gross Net UK net
£m % GDP £m % GDP £bn % GDP

Norway—EEA 620 0.76 310 0.38 4.4 0.22
Turkey—Customs Union n/a n/a n/a n/a 3a 0.14a

Swiss—Bilateral 420 0.13 410 0.13 2.1 0.09
South Korea—FTA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Greenland—WTO 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hong Kong—Unilateral  

Free Trade
0 0 0 0 0 0

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-58283-2_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-58283-2_9


2  The Fiscal Impact of Brexit        73

may be required, if, indeed, any contribution is necessitated at all. 
Consequently, any financial contribution necessitated by the eventual 
model selected by the UK will have to be subtracted from the poten-
tial net £10 billion in UK budgetary savings in order to reach the final 
budgetary saving once any trade arrangement is operational. Thus, 
should the UK participate in the EEA on the same terms as Norway, the 
overall net savings to the UK from Brexit might be as low as £5.6 bil-
lion, whereas if the UK negotiated a Free Trade Agreement (FTA) on a 
similar basis to the deal offered to Canada, there would be no fiscal cost 
involved, and therefore the final budgetary saving for the UK would 
remain at around £10 billion.

Notes

	 1.	 This is not the only area where savings could occur, as the UK govern-
ment would no longer have to contribute towards the cost of represen-
tation in the EU, and, although there would still be the need for trade 
and diplomatic missions following withdrawal, this is unlikely to incur 
a similar magnitude of expenditure.

	 2.	 The EU’s own calculations of the net budgetary balance with the UK 
can be found via http://ec.europa.eu/budget/financialreport/2014/lib/
financial_report_2014_en.pdf. This estimate records around half of the 
net contribution that the UK makes to the EU budget as calculated by 
the ONS or the HM Treasury. The ONS explains some of the reasons 
for differences in calculation via http://visual.ons.gov.uk/uk-perspec-
tives-2016-the-uk-contribution-to-the-eu-budget/. The Treasury and 
Office for Budgetary Responsibility (OBR) estimates are to be found 
via https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attach-
ment_data/file/483344/EU_finances_2015_final_web_09122015.pdf.

	 3.	 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/
ecofin/139831.pdf.

	 4.	 Op cit.
	 5.	 http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/brexit-350-million-a-

week-extra-for-the-nhs-only-an-aspiration-says-vote-leave-campaigner-
chris-a7105246.html.

	 6.	 http://www.voteleavetakecontrol.org/briefing_cost.

http://ec.europa.eu/budget/financialreport/2014/lib/financial_report_2014_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/financialreport/2014/lib/financial_report_2014_en.pdf
http://visual.ons.gov.uk/uk-perspectives-2016-the-uk-contribution-to-the-eu-budget/
http://visual.ons.gov.uk/uk-perspectives-2016-the-uk-contribution-to-the-eu-budget/
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/483344/EU_finances_2015_final_web_09122015.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/483344/EU_finances_2015_final_web_09122015.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ecofin/139831.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ecofin/139831.pdf
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/brexit-350-million-a-week-extra-for-the-nhs-only-an-aspiration-says-vote-leave-campaigner-chris-a7105246.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/brexit-350-million-a-week-extra-for-the-nhs-only-an-aspiration-says-vote-leave-campaigner-chris-a7105246.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/brexit-350-million-a-week-extra-for-the-nhs-only-an-aspiration-says-vote-leave-campaigner-chris-a7105246.html
http://www.voteleavetakecontrol.org/briefing_cost
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	 7.	 http://www.theguardian.com/politics/reality-check/2016/may/23/does-
the-eu-really-cost-the-uk-350m-a-week.

	 8.	 http://www.voteleavetakecontrol.org/briefing_cost.
	 9.	 https://www.statisticsauthority.gov.uk/news/uk-statistics-authority-

statement-on-the-use-of-official-statistics-on-contributions-to-the-euro-
pean-union/.

	10.	 http://www.voteleavetakecontrol.org/britain_has_paid_more_than_
half_a_trillion_pounds_to_the_eu; http://www.voteleavetakecontrol.
org/briefing_cost.

	11.	 http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%20
5602%202014%20INIT.

	12.	 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2005/jun/21/eu.politics.
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