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!
'We'll be on our fucking knees in ten years time if we carry on like this with immigration.' Man,Thurrock.	

!
'If the economy would be fine, we'd all get out - why wouldn't we. No brainer then isn't it.Why would you
want someone telling you what to do.' Woman, Hendon.	


!
'How much money are we talking - millions, billions, tens of billions?' Woman, Hendon.	

!

'The problem is we don't have the infrastructure - I was at the hospital recently and I was told I had to wait
while they got an interpreter for the guy in front of me, ridiculous.' Man, Hendon, a rare pro-EU voice.	


!

'I work ridiculously hard and I see people come straight in from abroad, living in a better house than me on
benefits, get a car, have holidays, and I'm paying for it and I can't get a doctor's appointment - it isn't fair.'
Man, Hendon.	


!
'He's just promising a referendum because UKIP kicked his arse. It won't happen.' Man,Thurrock.	

!
'We've lost control because of Europe.' Man,Thurrock.	

!
'We've got lazy, we hide behind Europe.' Woman,Warwickshire North.	

!

'My heart says get out but my head says - watch out.We would like to get out but it's a big step, what if
something goes wrong.' Woman, Hendon.	


!
'If Cameron's so weak he can't get control of immigration back, then OUT.' Man,Warwickshire North.	

!

'We've got to get out of the EU to make a start on sorting ourselves out.We've forgotten our history we've always been a world leader, we can govern ourselves, we don't have to be tied to the EU and paying
for everything.' Man,Warwickshire North. 	


!

'There hasn't been a Thatcher since Thatcher and we need a Thatcher - someone with balls, someone who
can make decisions.' Man,Thurrock.	


!

'Why do they travel all across Europe then camp in France waiting to get here, cos of benefits.' Woman,
Thurrock.	


!

'None of Cameron's rich friends will want to leave and he won't do anything to upset them.' Woman,
Warwickshire North.	


!
'Everything's gone up except my wages.' Almost everybody, everywhere.	

!
'They all lie, they don't care about us.' Everybody, everywhere.	

!
*	

!
!
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Introduction

!

This research was conducted by North Wood on behalf of Business for Britain and this report
represents the views of the former, not the latter. 	


!

The goal was to explore what swing voters think about various aspects of the debate over
membership of the European Union. What do they think about Cameron's promise of a
renegotiation and referendum? Will either happen? If they do, what do people want from them? If
they do not happen, why not? What arguments from each side of the IN/OUT debate are most
persuasive and why?	


!

We conducted six groups between Tuesday 27 - Thursday 29 May 2014. There were two each (one
male, one female) in three marginal seats: Warwickshire North, Thurrock, and Hendon. They were
in social class C2 or D. Unusually, arguments about the EU were fresh in their minds because it was
just after the euro elections.	


!

We recruited a subset of 'swing voters': people who voted for Cameron in 2010 but who are now
thinking seriously about not voting for him (mainly thinking about voting Labour, some UKIP, some
not at all, but nobody who has definitely chosen). When reading the negative comments about the
Government and Cameron, it is important to remember that these people are not long-term
Labour voters or reflex anti-Tory voters - they voted for Cameron last time, often because they
thought he was 'a different sort of Tory'. However, they are only a subset of swing voters and it is
reasonable to assume that people who voted Liberal Democrat last time but who are now thinking
of voting for someone else would think significantly differently about politics.	


!

The groups were very consistent with one exception - the male group in Hendon had substantially
different views. They were the most optimistic about the economy, the least negative about
Cameron, the least worried about immigration (though still worried), and they were more pro-EU
and the most worried about leaving. The women in Hendon were more like the other groups than
they were like the men in Hendon. Unless it says otherwise, all general statements in this report
(e.g. 'these people' and 'they') should be read as applying to all of the groups except the men in
Hendon, who are analysed separately. 	


!

The overall conclusions from these groups are consistent with other groups we did with swing voters in
the same (and other) marginal constituencies since March so we can be much more confident
about these results than we could be from a single snapshot of research. 	


!

There are some strong quotes in this report - comments that are rarely heard at Westminster
dining tables. (The quotes are 99% verbatim, with odd 'ums' and 'ahs' etc tidied up.) The
immigration argument is emotive. I have my own views on this subject but this report does not give
them and is not seeking to analyse the pros and cons of immigration or membership of the EU. It
seeks to 1) report accurately what these people think and why, and how they respond to different
arguments, 2) suggest some consequences of this for the future public debate, regardless of
whether there is a renegotiation and/or a referendum. 	


!

I was Campaign Director for Business for Sterling and the 'no' campaign against the euro
(1999-2002) and spent a lot of time then analysing attitudes to the EU. At the end of this report
(page 16) I suggest some thoughts on the possible dynamics of a referendum campaign.	


!
Dominic Cummings, CEO North Wood, June 2014.
!
*
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!
General	

!

Summary

The people in these focus groups have had a miserable time since 2008. 'Everything has gone up
except my wages' is repeated in every group. Everybody accepts Miliband's argument that the
government is failing to deal with 'the cost of living'. They have a general contempt for all politicians
and the same phrases recur: 'they all lie', 'they don't understand our problems'. 	


!

They think that Cameron has had 'bad priorities' and 'cut the wrong things', like the NHS and
emergency services. 'He's good for the rich, not us. He's not in the real world.' They do not feel a
recovery: 'there's a recovery for the rich, not for us'. They are also negative about Miliband - 'wishy
washy', 'not a strong leader', 'his brother would have been better', 'can't see him as PM'.Women are
noticeably more pro-Miliband and anti-Cameron. The Tory brand remains 'the party of the rich' and
the 50p tax cut 'to help his rich mates' strongly reinforced this. The Labour brand has the
advantage of some people saying things like 'Miliband's weak but he's Labour so at least he'll care
about the NHS'. Perceptions of Miliband have deteriorated. When we researched the same places in
March, Miliband was largely a blank sheet. Since then, he has made an impression and it is bad. It is
interesting that all potential leaders are still measured against Thatcher. 	


!

The only significant specific thing for which Cameron gets credit is the raising of the income tax
threshold. The Westminster conventional wisdom is that the budget was a political success but
these people saw it as a big missed opportunity, 'money for the rich as usual not for us', and the
beer and bingo giveaways were 'an insult'. The general feeling is that 'Cameron's the best of a bad
bunch' in terms of 'who's best prime minister' but nevertheless they want a change so much that
most say they probably won't vote for him. This seems illogical but when probed people often said
things like: 'Who would be best PM? Cameron. Will you vote for him? Probably not. But then you'll
get Miliband who you say would be worse? Yeah but we need a change.' In reply to Cameron's
argument that 'we need another five years to finish our long-term economic plan', people say 'we
can't afford another five years like the last five, we need a change'. Given the unpopularity of both
leaders and the view that 'they're all the same', the next election may be decided by the question:
do you fear Miliband's economic policy more than you fear five more years of Cameron? 	


!

Those who think either 'Cameron can't win' or 'Miliband's unelectable' are wrong. Cameron is not
liked but he is thought to be 'a better prime minister' even by people who say they hate him.
Miliband is not respected but neither is he (yet) regarded as 'a joke' in the way Hague was by swing
voters pre-2001. If these people are persuaded that Miliband would substantially raise their taxes,
then most of them will (unhappily) vote Conservative. If they are persuaded that Miliband would
not raise their taxes, then most of them will (unhappily) vote Labour. If people conclude they are
roughly equally bad, many of them say they might vote for UKIP 'just to shake things up'. A lot
could change in a year if the leaders act very differently.	


!

They want Farage to 1) 'get some other policies', 2) 'build a good team', and 3) 'get rid of the
nutters'. It is assumed by these people that Clegg is 'finished' but a very small number (~1/10) say
'maybe he stopped Cameron going too far'.	


!
Europe	

!

Various polls, including the in-depth Ashcroft poll (January 2014), tell a consistent story. Depending
on how one precisely defines categories, about a fifth are strongly committed to the EU, about a
third are strongly hostile to it, about a third are up for grabs on the question of how they would
vote in a IN/OUT referendum, and about a tenth say they do not know what they would do (and
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probably know even less than most people about the subject). This is roughly the same as it was
during the euro debate 1999-2002. 	


!

The numbers on how people would vote in a referendum have narrowed since 1999-2002.
Different wording and polling methodologies give different results but it seems that support for the
EU fell after the financial crisis of 2008 from previous long-term levels. Between the 2010 election
and the end of 2013,YouGov had 'staying' in the 30s and 'leaving' in the 40s, with support equalising
in the first half of 2014 at roughly 40:40. Ashcroft's poll showed that by about 5:3 people think the
costs outweigh the benefits and by about 3:1 they think other states get more out of membership
than Britain does.	


!

The combination of immigration, benefits, and human rights dominates all discussion of politics in
general and the EU in particular. People think that neither of the last two governments has done
anything significant to stop immigration which they see as 'totally out of control'. People think that
the scale of immigration is putting public services under intolerable strain ('I was in hospital and
they couldn't look after me properly because they're under so much pressure') and we have stupid
benefit rules that allow people to claim immediately on arrival 'without contributing anything' then
'they send the money home' and 'sometimes claim here for kids back home'.	


!

The policy that they spontaneously raise and discuss most is 'the Australian points system for
immigration'. The biggest change in the EU debate since Brown announced in 2003 that we would
not join the euro is that people now spontaneously connect the issue of immigration and the EU.
These people want 'the Australian points system' and most realise that membership of the EU
makes it impossible to have it. In every group, people also spontaneously mention 'the guy with the
hook' [Hamza] who combines immigration, benefits, and 'human rights' in one striking story.	


!

These people have almost no positive feeling for the EU. The general view is that 'we get a lot less
out than we put in'. Most of them would like to leave. The only thing that holds some back is the
negative argument about the fear of leaving: 'we need the EU for trade and if we leave a new trade
deal with Europe will be worse, businesses will leave Britain, and this will be bad for jobs and living
standards'. The other core positive arguments of the EU's supports do not carry weight: we will be
more influential in the world, the EU helps states cooperate on cross-border issues, the Single
Market make business easier, and so on. The attraction of 'the Australian points system' is the best
reason for leaving. The next strongest argument is that 'leaving means we stop sending all the
money over to Brussels and we could spend that money on the NHS or tax cuts or whatever we
want'. The general view is that 'we stick to the rules and the others cheat them'. People say that if
they thought leaving would be an economic disaster, then they would vote to stay even though they
dislike the EU. However, if they are persuaded that we could get a reasonable trade deal, then the
strong attractions of controlling immigration and saving our financial contributions mean that they
would vote to leave. 	


!

These people believe that 1) 'Cameron wants to stay in', 2) therefore 'he won't risk giving us a say',
3) that his recent promises of a referendum are because the general election is coming and 'UKIP's
on the up', so 4) the referendum promise is 'just a typical lie'. (Ashcroft's poll showed that people
disbelieve Cameron's promise that he will get a better deal in the EU by about 4:1.) They do not
buy Cameron's message that 'a vote for UKIP will put Miliband in Downing Street so if you care
about Europe you must vote Conservative'. Motives differ. Most think that 'it doesn't matter
whether Cameron or Miliband is PM cos neither will give us a referendum' and 'neither of them
will do anything about immigration'. Some of those thinking seriously about voting UKIP say things
like 'win-win because even if UKIP don't get in at least I've got rid of Cameron.' The two things
they most want from a renegotiation are 1) control of immigration and 2) 'paying in less money'. If
a renegotiation leaves the EU in control of immigration, it would be seen as a big failure.
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Analysis

!
!
Background: the state of the nation and views on political leaders
!

They see talk of a recovery on TV and there are some signs around them of business picking up
but their own financial circumstances are not improving and they are not feeling a recovery. The
last five years have been brutal. 'Everything's gone up except my wages' is a repeated complaint.
There is a strong feeling that although cuts had to be made, 1) Cameron has cut the wrong things such as the NHS, schools, and police and fire stations - instead of what they think should have been
the priorities for cuts (e.g. foreign aid), because 2) 'he has the wrong priorities'. 	


!

'Country's in a shambles. Everything's going up except our wages - supermarkets go up every week,
bills, everything. Things might be on the up in London but not round here. Some of my clients are
saying it's improving but I'm no better, the prices are all up. I'd like a child but I can't afford it and
I'm paying taxes for those who can't afford it but have them anyway. We've cut everything, the army,
schools, child centres. My son's in the police and the cuts are hitting emergency services. We've got
to stop people just having kids when they're 16 and never having a job. We've already lost the
[local] police and ambulance station, now they're closing the fire station, and they're building
another 600 houses, we're not going to have services. Cuts are too deep too quick. They haven't
thought through the cuts. Maybe there's a recovery for those up there at the top. I paid taxes all
my life and people who do nothing live better than me and I'm paying for it. It's never ever been
this bad. Everyone has had enough, they're so hard up. Everything has been cut and is falling apart.
Why are they raising benefits 4% when wages aren't going up. There's no apprenticeships.You can't
get an apprenticeship unless you know someone. The money they give to apprentices now is
shocking. Building trade has improved.Yeah the new housing schemes are having an effect. Salaries
aren't going up in line with costs. Less redundancies. Rents going up, food, trains, everything's going
up. The cost of housing in London is out of young people's reach. I'm in limbo too. We've got no
faith in the government.' 	


!

Men, Hendon: 'Getting good. Disagree. I disagree. I think things are getting better. Getting better
but it's really slow. I agree, slowly getting better.'	


!

They hate politicians: 'They all lie. They all break their promises. They don't listen to us. They don't
care about us. They're corrupt. They keep voting more money for themselves or using some
independent panel - yeah independent! [laughter]'. (These are repeated ad nauseam in all groups all
over the country but I have not reprinted the same lines repeatedly.) 	


!

They are not positive about any of the three main parties or leaders: the discussions are about
who is 'least bad'. Cameron has 'let us down', 'had bad priorities', 'cut the wrong things', 'lied like
they all do' and so on. He does not get much credit for what they can see of the recovery: 'It
would have picked up whoever was in.' The only significant specific thing for which he gets credit is
the raising of the income tax threshold. The conventional wisdom in Westminster was that the
budget was a political success. However, these people saw it as a big missed opportunity, 'money
for the rich as usual not for us', and the beer and bingo giveaways were 'an insult'. The general
feeling is that 'Cameron's the best of a bad bunch' in terms of 'who is best at being prime minister'
but nevertheless they want a change so much that most of them say they won't vote for him. This
seems illogical but when probed people often said things like: 'Who would be best PM? Cameron.
Will you vote for him? Probably not. But then you'll get Miliband who would be worse? Yeah but
we need a change.' 	


!
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'Let us down. Lied. Broke his promises. He deserves some credit for the economy but everything
else has been forgotten and there's no good news. The economy was a worldwide problem,
Cameron's irrelevant, he hasn't done anything. Good for the rich, not for us. I'd like to see how he
would cope with living on what we've got. He's not in the real world. The Tory party is just like that
isn't it, for the rich. I'm glad we got rid of Brown but now I want rid of Cameron. Cameron's had
his time, it's time to move on with someone else. Failed his immigration targets, the debt is getting
worse. If Cameron had given us some hope we might have stuck with him. He hasn't improved the
debt, we're borrowing more than Labour did. He cut the wrong things. Lots of things he said he
wouldn't do but he did. He has cut the wrong benefits. They went after the wrong people.
Cameron's helped the economy but people don't like him. We had to stop spending so much
money. Brown just gave money away. Brown ruined this country, gave our gold away, just milked the
place. I voted for Cameron to get rid of Brown, next year I'll vote for Miliband to get rid of
Cameron. Cameron's helped the economy a bit but I don't like him, I don't trust him - but I think
he'll get back in and I'll probably vote for him just cos of Miliband.'	


!

Women in Hendon: 'He's done nothing for me. Reduced the deficit at our expense. Interest rates
low - I suppose that's something.Yeah but when they go up it'll be a shock. London house prices
have gone stupid. Is he going to put money back into health and schools that he cut? The money
always goes to the top earners. Helping big business - he hasn't focused on ordinary workers.
Tuition fees, that was dreadful. He cut too fast, too hard. He clamped down on the wrong benefits
and the Universal Credit thingy has been a disaster.'	


!

However, Miliband is 'weak', 'wishy washy', 'not a serious leader', and 'probably won't improve
anything'. In general, including in Hendon, women were significantly more pro-Miliband and antiCameron. Perceptions of Miliband are noticeably worse in these groups compared to other groups
done by North Wood in March, presumably because of his exposure during the euro elections. 	


!

'Miliband's a nice guy but weak. I can't see him as prime minister. His brother was more switched
on. Wishy washy. His mouth moves but nothing comes out. He'd get turned over dealing with other
countries. Devil and deep blue sea innit. Damp squib isn't he. Clone. He supports Europe and he
thinks immigration is good for us. Miliband hasn't gone back on everything yet but Cameron has
done. I can't take Miliband seriously. He does seem weak, like John Major. Thinking about voting for
him. Me too but he isn't a strong leader. He hasn't got the X-factor has he. There hasn't been a
Thatcher since Thatcher and we need a Thatcher - someone with balls, someone who can make
decisions. Labour will only get in cos we're so sick of the Tories.Yeah, it's a bad cycle, we just vote
negatively. I don't trust Labour on taxes - if you're earning more than ten grand, they want to hit
you. I don't want another coalition, if it's a hung parliament have another election. Agree, no more
of these coalitions, have another election. Way too weak on his own. Needs a good team. But he
stabbed his brother in the face, he can't be weak. He moves around too much. We need a boss like
Thatcher.1 He's right about the cost of living. But what would he do about it?'	


!

Women in Hendon were the most pro-Miliband. 'I like him. He wants to change things. Better
priorities. He can see our problems better. For Joe Public we were better off with Labour than we
are now. I think I might do better with Labour. More likely to give us something back. Doesn't look
the part. Doesn't look strong. His brother looked better. He's talked about fairer taxes so we get
more money in our pocket. Health is really important to him. We need a change, we've been hit
hard, he's worth a try. He'll help women more, Cameron's not bothered and is helping big
companies escape taxes.' 	

1 Among

these people, the politician who they most frequently mentioned with respect - though not affection - was
Thatcher. The refrain was: 'clear, tough, did what she said she'd do not like the lot now, did what needed to be done
even if we didn't like it, I didn't like her but she had balls…'
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!

Farage is seen as less of a 'normal politician' which obviously helps him. They almost unanimously
support Farage's call for an Australian points system for immigration but they want to see a) 'a
good team around him', b) 'what other policies has he got?', and c) Farage 'getting rid of the
nutters'.	


!

'They said UKIP is racist but it didn't work. Farage is pitching himself at the man in the street, he's
not in an ivory tower. He's saying what people think - limit immigration. I want to see what other
policies Farage comes up with. He's right on immigration but can we trust him to run the country?
I'd like to see who his backup boys are. I'll still vote Labour even though I'd love to get out [of the
EU] cos I'm worried about UKIP. I agree with UKIP on immigration but I'm a bit worried about
them. If Farage can come up with some other policies, maybe I'll vote for him. I might vote UKIP
just to give them all a shock and make them listen, I've had enough. If UKIP get a lot of votes maybe
the other parties will get their act together. Cameron's not bothered what we think. Things need
to change - we want London to change its mind on immigration. Farage knows what we're fed up
with but he needs some more policies. And he needs a stronger team.Yep - some other policies
and a good team. He's a normal geezer Farage, not a career politician. Farage had a proper job, he's
taking a serious view, and he's speaking up for us while the others ignore us. Farage wouldn't be
bullied.You don't see the rest of his team. Farage needs some other policies and a team. And boot
out the racist bellends, I don't want to see idiots denying the Holocaust and all that, it makes
people not vote for them.' 	


!

I asked some of those thinking about voting Farage, 'are you worried that if you vote Farage you'll
get Miliband and no referendum?' The general answer was something like, 'No, it's win win - if I
vote for Farage and get Milband, at least we've got rid of Cameron.' (Of course, this does not mean
this is how they will calculate in 2015.) People talk about voting for either Miliband or Farage
'because I want change' - they do not discuss the issue in terms of 'Miliband's on the left' and
'Farage's on the right'.	


!

Clegg is written off and people are puzzled that his Party does not remove him before the
election as he is seen as such a liability. A few (~5/50) gave him some credit for 'moderating'
Cameron though nobody could name a single specific good thing he has done. 'I'm glad Clegg is
there to watch him, without Clegg Cameron would have gone further. They just used Clegg as a
face. His lie on tuition fees finished him.'	


!
General attitudes to the EU
!
There is very little positive feeling about the EU. Almost all comments are hostile. 	

!

'Don't like it but we're stuck with it. I don't like being in but I'm scared to leave. There's some good
things good about the EU, for trade, but overall it's bad. We were a better country before we went
in. They've changed the goalposts since we voted [in 1975]. It's snowballed into a monster we can't
control - we joined for trade and now it's all this immigration and we can't do anything about it,
we've lost control. Unelected. Controlling. Bureaucracy. 55 million a day springs to mind. Costs us a
fortune, billions. We're always paying out. I voted for it years ago, massive mistake, we didn't get
what we voted for. It costs millions - even if we lost a bit by leaving, we'd still be ahead. We could
spend some of the money on schools and hospitals. We're paying for MPs to make decisions on
our behalf but power is abroad. Stupid rules are killing businesses. Who are they to say we need to
have straight cucumbers. And the fishing quotas, it's killing the industry.	


!

'We put a lot more in than we get out. We're carrying the others. We don't get a billion back for
every billion we put in. It would be good to see a proper balance sheet.Yeah, we only hear the bad
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things probably. But the EU can't balance their books, so much corruption. Since the euro, Greece,
Spain, Ireland, Italy, they're all going wrong - the EU is like buying a car you know is going to break
down.Yeah but leaving is different than never joining - they won't make it easy for us. It's too late
to pull it back [i.e. leave]. They want to be a United States of Europe and take on America and
China - it's silly. We fund India to send rockets to the moon, we'll have more control if we keep the
money here.' 	


!

There is little sense of the scale of money involved. This comment sums up the confusion: 'How
much money are we talking - millions, billions, tens of billions?' However, unlike 1999-2002, there
are now odd people who have heard figures reported. UKIP's figures are remembered by a
minority, though they do not know what exactly the numbers refer to. A lot of people say 'I'd need
to see an honest balance sheet before I decide.'	


!

Before any discussion of the EU, about four-fifths of those in Warwickshire North and Thurrock
said they would probably or definitely vote to leave the EU. The women in Hendon were torn: the
dominant attitude was 'we want to leave but we know we can't'. Most would vote to stay in
because of fear. The men in Hendon were much less negative about immigration and much more
positive about the EU than any of the other groups, mainly because of the perceived economic
gains but also because this group (alone) saw non-economic gains from the EU including a general
feeling of being part of the European project. All the men in Hendon except perhaps one would
vote to stay in. 	


!

However, after discussion of a renegotiation, the prospect of a renegotiation that fails to get back power
over immigration makes people more determined to leave than they were originally (except men in
Hendon). Quite a few people begin by saying IN but after 90 minutes of discussion mainly about
immigration (whatever question I ask) they flip to OUT at the end, if IN means the status quo on
immigration.	


!
Cameron: renegotiation, a referendum, leaving?
!

In line with the polls, few of these people believe Cameron's promise to renegotiate and hold a
referendum. This disbelief comes from a) a general distrust of all politicians' promises, b) a specific
feeling that politicians of all parties keep talking about and promising a referendum on Europe but
it never happens, c) a suspicion that powerful elites are determined to stay in so 'they won't let us
have our say in case we vote out', d) a feeling that Cameron is making new promises now because
of UKIP's success but that 'after the general election it will be dropped again as usual'. A comment
that connects some of these themes is: 'They [politicians] don't want a referendum cos they're
worried we'll all vote to get out cos of immigration and Cameron doesn't want to get out.'	


!

'Don't trust him. He wants to stay in. Cameron's talking about a referendum - if he does it might be
worth stopping with him. I don't think it'll happen. He said that before the last election. He's
promising a referendum but it's just talk. He's using tricky wording. Don't believe him. He'll change
his mind again. Miliband wants to stay in at all costs too. Cameron tells us what he thinks we want
to hear.Yeah he says different things all the time but secretly he's got his own agenda and he'll
wangle it his way. He's talking about a new deal but it's too little too late. He's just promising a
referendum because UKIP kicked his arse. He might ask for a new deal but he won't do a
referendum. He doesn't trust us to vote on it. They don't want a referendum cos they're worried
we'll all vote to get out and they don't want to get out - but is that for the good of the country or
because they're all lining their own pockets by being in? We won't get a referendum. We might get
one but they'll cheat the question or something - they won't let us leave. 	


!
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'Cameron promises all sorts but when it comes down to doing it - it's a different story. Cameron
won't get control of borders back. They'll not give it to us. If they gave it to us everyone would
want the same so they cant afford to give it to us. They won't listen to us. I don't think Cameron
will change anything much, it'll just keep going the same. He's going to have to do something drastic
or UKIP will stop him getting in again. Will he listen? He should do but I doubt it. He's u-turned
because of UKIP. He promised a referendum but he promised it before.Yeah he said he'd give us a
referendum but didn't happen. None of Cameron's rich friends will want to leave and he won't do
anything to upset them. He'll never deliver it. He wants to stay in. He's lying. The Irish voted No
and they were told to vote again. Cameron doesn't want to change much, he doesn't want a
referendum, and he doesn't have the clout to change anything - he's just talking about a referendum
cos of UKIP. '	


!

They think that Cameron's main bargaining power is the threat to leave. Most do not think he will
threaten it credibly because he does not want to leave. This is another reason to doubt
renegotiation will achieve much. 'Where's Cameron's bargaining power if he won't threaten to get
out?' 	


!

If a renegotiation does happen, what do people want from our relationship with the EU? They want free
trade. They do not want almost anything else that EU membership brings. Most importantly, they
do not want 'free movement of people'. By far the most important thing these people want back
from the EU is power over the combination of immigration, border control, and human rights. 	


!

What do you want from a renegotiation? 'We need to be in for trade but just in some ways, not be
controlled by Brussels. Control of immigration and borders. Drop the Human Rights Act. Send
foreign criminals home like that hook guy [Hamza]. If we got back control of immigration and
human rights, most people would be OK with Europe.Yep the issue would mostly go away for me.
We should kick some other countries out the EU - not leave.'	


!

Most had no idea what Miliband's position on a referendum is and the handful that did only had a
confused idea about some hint of a referendum. Nobody believed that any more than they believe
Cameron.	


!
Immigration, benefits, public services, human rights, and Europe
!

All discussion of politics in general, and of Europe in particular, is strongly dominated by
immigration. Whatever the question, within two minutes the discussion will return to it. The same
lines are repeated again and again. 	


!

1. Immigration is 'swamping' public services which cannot cope, leading to longer hospital waiting
lists, delays with doctor appointments, and larger school class sizes. 	


!

2. The benefit rules allow immigrants to arrive and start claiming 'without contributing anything',
which is seen by these people who are struggling - sometimes from pay packet to pay packet - as
deeply unfair. 	


!

3. Many immigrants are 'sending the benefits back home' and 'claiming child benefit for kids back
home', which compounds the unfairness and resentment. 	


!
These comments reflect these three points.	

!

'This open door policy is strangling us. It's ludicrous to have an open door policy, makes no sense
at all [BME woman]. The only thing I see is the immigration and that's why I want to leave, so we
9 of 19

can be like Australia - but I don't understand all the other things and all the money. Why does
everyone come from Africa across Europe to come here - because of our benefits. They come here
and claim child benefit for kids that aren't even here then they send the money home - it's mad.
We let all these really poor countries like Romania in - they've got nothing to put on the table, it
isn't going to work is it. After the war, a lot of coloured people came here and they joined in and
worked and they're part of us now - but the new lot coming over are different, a lot of them don't
contribute, they just take. Every year there are more and more foreign voices waiting at the school
gates when I collect my daughter. That means the schools have to worry about all the languages.
We let everyone in, they hang about, get the benefits. I'm not racist but we've got to change the
system. All these people from abroad are taking jobs from people here who could do them.	


!

'When you apply to Australia, they actually check you out properly and that's good - wouldn't
bother me. My cousin just moved to Australia - it took him a year to prove he would be selfsufficient and everything, but it was worth it, and we should do the same. UKIP is right on the
Australian points system. I don't mind immigrants coming if they meet the criteria - they're
contributing, not just arriving to take. Not just the numbers but the kind of people - Romanian
criminals. I don't think they [politicians] have a clue about the problems with immigration - they're
not in places like my building site or my street. They don't even have a clue about how many of
them are in here. My son worked at college to become a fireman but he couldn't get a job with
them, they're only recruiting foreigners. Unemployment's ridiculous, too much competition for jobs
cos there's so much immigration, thousands and thousands coming in and doing it cheaper, I don't
think we can go on - the system's going to crash. They should have to contribute before any
benefits. I'd only let them in if they can speak English. Stop people claiming benefits straight away. In
central London, it's all too much, lots of criminals have come in. Round here I see them sleeping
outside the shopping centre. Make them have sponsors.'	


!

Women in Thurrock: 'I've just spent a month in hospital and it was awful, waiting for painkillers,
because there's too many people here and not enough staff. Lots of the staff don't speak English.
On Friday evening at Thurrock council, they hand out everything to foreign nationals, my husband
used to work for them and he says they hand out stuff on the quiet. Go down our local town
centre and we're a minority. If I wanted to live surrounded by Poles, I'd move to Poland. They send
the child benefit back home, and we're paying for it. Some bits round here are becoming ghettos.
It's the way they're allowed to claim benefits that drives me mad. Why do they travel all across
Europe then camp in France waiting to get here, cos of benefits. Why can't we train our own
people to do these jobs instead of filling the NHS with foreigners? Round here people are being
paid up to 40,000 to leave their council house so they can give them to immigrants. I left London
to escape all the immigrants, now they're following me here [Thurrock], they're chasing me further
away towards the sea. I've been in hospital recently, it took me five days to get a scan and it was a
nightmare because the hospital was full of immigrants and they're so stretched. And these
translators in schools cost a fortune too. '	


!

Men in Thurrock: 'We've invited hundreds of thousands of spongers then shown them how to
work the system, instead we should cancel these people being able to claim and we should have
the Australian points system. Start slinging people out. We'll be on our fucking knees in ten years
time if we carry on like this with immigration. The Romanians don't go to France or Germany do
they? I work on the Dartford river crossing, and I see every three or four days, immigrants getting
off the back of trailers cos it's the first place they stop from Dover, I got pictures on my phone of a
coach load of Romanians - and I think how much more can this country take? It's also the quality
of the people - I don't mind some immigrants, but contribute and integrate - if you won't, then fuck
off. I haven't had a rise in 8 years cos of cheaper labour. The kids are held back by big classrooms
and loads of different languages. It's hit hospitals and doctors as well. They don't pay tax, they send
their money home, either wages or benefits. The gains from getting rid of all the human rights stuff
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is well worth it. My daughter was forced at school to kneel down and pray to Mecca in religious
studies - I think it's wrong. They want their own schools over here now as well.'	


!

[If Cameron fails to get immigration back?] 'Leave. Leave. Out. If immigration was controlled, people
would be OK with the EU. If we stay part of it, we can't do anything about immigration.'	


!

The only people to push back against the usual lines on immigration were the men in Hendon
(including one Jewish and one BME man), though they also agreed that issues to do with benefits
need fixing (not a single person in the entire exercise disagreed with this): 'During a recession
people always scapegoat immigrants. I think immigration is overblown, I think we need to stick with
Europe, most of our problems come from America.'	


!

4. 'Human rights' is seen as not only undermining control of immigration and asylum but also
undermining how we deal with criminals and terrorists. The Hamza case ('the guy with the hook')
is raised repeatedly and is particularly emotive as it wraps immigration, crime, extremism, the EU,
human rights, and benefits into one stark story.	


!

'Look at Hamza - we couldn't get rid of him and his family, they had a massive house, we paid for
that, and just cos the Jordanians might not treat him very well we can't get rid of him, and we
couldn't find him guilty - European law is a nightmare.Yeah, human rights - kick him out. Look at
Hamza, all his family are still on benefits in this country, and we can't send them home cos of the
Human Rights Act. We pay these 600 MPs and most of the laws are set by European courts. What's
the point of voting for them if they just get overruled in Europe? The Muslims can say what the hell
they like and the police turn a blind eye. Other countries have their own rules on religion and all
that, France bans the burkah, but we have to abide by their [EU] rules. We ban people wearing
crosses and don't ban the burkah.You can't tell who's under a burkah. I did the citizenship test [she
came from Germany twenty years ago] and it was a total joke - the company knew some of the
people weren't who they said they were, they told them how to answer the questions, I was
shocked. Hamza has just been convicted of god knows what terrorist stuff, and his wife is still living
here in a big house, unbelievable. Take it off her and sling her out. If we let you in and you're a
criminal, then kick them out. We don't need anyone else above us [i.e. a European court].'	


!

This combination - the scale of immigration, pressure on services ('I can't get a doctor's
appointment'), benefits paid to 'people who haven't contributed', perceived unfairness, 'European
human rights laws' - is seen as 'totally unsustainable'. Everyone says that 'we can't have another
decade like the last one'. Even those who are most pro-EU and most pro-immigration agree that
there are significant problems, even if they think they are exaggerated by the media and that they
do not tip the balance in favour of leaving the EU.	


!

The policy idea spontaneously raised most often is - 'let's have the Australian points system for all
immigration'. There is no doubt that UKIP's adoption of this policy is very popular - it is seen as
not just a good idea but absolutely necessary to reverse what are regarded as the huge problems
caused by immigration. Further, people understand that it is in inherently impossible to implement
this policy under the terms of our membership of the EU.	


!

People are not worried about the consequences of taking back control of immigration in terms of
possible reprisals by the EU. First, they do not think Europe will take retaliatory measures because
it would hurt their tourist industry. Second, applying for visas would be a tiny price to pay for
getting the Australian 'points system': 'if we all have to have visas again, good, I'll happily fill one in if
it means we can have the Australian points system.'	


!
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'I don't care if they impose visas. They won't stop us travelling or Greece and Italy will close down
overnight, tourism is all they've got. They depend on tourism, they wouldn't stop us coming over.
They don't stop Switzerland and Norway travelling do they. We're not going to need a visa to go to
France. More scare stories. I'm not worried about the downsides. We wouldn't get any benefits if
we went over there. We have to get visas to Australia - I don't mind if they do that.'	


!
The economic arguments
!

We tried to probe the economic arguments carefully. On one side, the argument that: the EU is
vital for the economy, the benefits of the single market, big employers oppose leaving, if we leave
we will not be able to trade with the EU so easily which will be a disaster for jobs and living
standards, and so on (all the standard lines used by the likes of British Influence). On the other side,
the argument that: other countries have free trade deals with the EU, we can do the same without
giving the EU power over everything else, that's the best of both worlds.	


!

However, it is important to stress that these people know almost nothing about the mechanisms of
international trade, the EU's Single Market, the EU's Customs Union, and the interaction of all
these complex systems with global regulation. This is not surprising. It is extremely complex and
many who think of themselves as specialists who understand the details of these subjects do not.
This is also not surprising. Acquiring such expertise is very hard and few are incentivised to acquire
it. (I remember how hard it was for Business for Sterling to get on top of the relatively much simpler
issue of the euro, and unless one is on top of these debates all day every day one is rapidly off the
pace.) This means that, for example, discussions about the relative merits of the EU's or EFTA/EEA
trading arrangements are not only distinctly foggy in Westminster - they are completely
unintelligible to these people, who have not heard of EFTA or the EEA. The arguments that are
discussed among the tiny number of genuinely knowledgeable people - the sort of arguments
analysed by those who entered the IEA competition - have no grip on these people, who have
none of the knowledge necessary to make sense of them. All discussion of these issues rapidly runs
into the sand and talk returns to immigration. NB. references to the Swiss and Norway options
below come from me suggesting specific arguments to people - they are not spontaneous. 	


!

By far the strongest argument for staying in the EU is negative - if we leave, it will be bad for the
economy, bad for business, jobs and living standards will be hit. No positive messages for the EU
come close to outweighing the strong ingrained dislike. Most of these people were unmoved by the
threats that 'businesses will leave, it will be a disaster' though it is the most potent argument. When
probed, most of these voters' have the attitude: if leaving the EU would have net zero, or only a minor
negative, effect, then let's get out. This is mainly because the 'prize' of an Australian points system for
immigration is so great that they are prepared to roll the dice unless something convinces them of
economic meltdown. 	


!

'We can trade without being in the EU. I dunno, we might get screwed if they tax trade. We need
the trade but I don't think it'll go if we leave the EU. We export a lot - they're not going to drop
that if we leave. They've got too much to lose, they won't stop trading with us. I don't think we
need the EU, it's supply and demand, we'll keep trading. We managed before we joined the EU, we
can make it work again outside. Why can't we have a free trade agreement with Europe and govern
ourselves - if the Swiss can manage it why can't we? Seems OK for Norway and Switzerland. They'll
still want to sell us stuff. Clegg keeps saying we'll lose jobs if we leave the EU but that's what they
all said if we didn't joint the euro. Same scaremongering as the euro, but we're doing better than
they are. They won't cut their noses off. I'm not worried by those threats.Yeah there's lots of scare
stories. If they make those threats, one of their competitors will step in, I'm not worried. Toyota
aren't going to race over to Bulgaria. They're not that strong to make those threats. They won't cut
their noses off. They won't stop selling their stuff to us. Where's the proof of those claims
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everything will go wrong? It's ridiculous to claim that. We'll still buy their cars if we leave. Big
companies are here for tax, not Europe. It's a big world to trade with not just the EU.	


!

'We're strong, we'll cope. It can't be any worse, it's worth a try to leave. Switzerland have a deal,
everything works better there, surely we can find someone to get us a deal like they've got. We can
cope, we just need the politicians to get a backbone. We did well before the EU we can again. We
should take our chances and run ourselves. We're still quite powerful even though we're small. The
EU's going downhill, the countries on the up are outside Europe so why couldn't we do it. If we
were on our own, we'd have no-one to blame.'	


!

Most are unimpressed by the argument that 'the big employers are very pro-EU and they will leave
Britain if we leave the EU', partly because there is suspicion of the motives of big business.	


!

'It's in their business interests but that's not the same as British interests. They're thinking about
their shareholders, not us. If you give the big businesses a good deal on their tax they'll be here
whatever they say. It's all scare tactics. It's for their tax evasion.Yeah - it's all to do with their tax
fiddles. I'm suspicious, I don't understand why they're pro-EU but I'm suspicious. Who knows what
goes on behind closed doors. I bet the small businesses want to leave. If you give the big businesses
a good deal on their tax they'll be here whatever they say. They're scaremongering. They're calling
our bluff - we should call their bluff back. Toyota's all over the place, they're bluffing. Don't believe
the threats. They already shut factories down. The Government will do things to keep businesses
here. We can live without Starbucks, they cheat their taxes anyway. Factories have closed in the last
ten years, like Ford who went to Turkey - imagine if they join and all the Turks come here. Small
businesses will want to leave cos of the bureaucracy. Big businesses don't have to pay for the costs.
The government just talks to big business, they don't care about us, they don't ask us if we wanted
a load of Romanians in the country. The big business directors don't live in this country, they're
only thinking about their company.Yep they're on a yacht in Spain, they don't care about us. If they
threaten us - we should say, fuck off and go now, we're going to save money by being out, and the
businesses will realise they can't blackmail us and they'll be begging to be back in. Businesses care
more about tax than Europe.'	


!

One of the strongest counter-arguments to 'economic disaster if we leave' is: 'We'll save all the
money we send them and we can use that to deal with any problems. If we're out of Europe we'll
have our money back and we can spend that on stuff. We'll save so much money we'll be fine.'
However, remember that almost none of these people has any sense of scale of the numbers
involved.	


!

The response to the argument 'one set of rules is good for business' is: we don't want one set of
rules (see below). Arguments such as 'the Single Market drives down costs of things like mobile
phone bills' did not cut much ice. 'We'd be better without one set of rules. Look at the fishermen
chucking back all the dead fish, ridiculous. Fishing has been killed by the EU, quotas, discard. It's
because we play by the rules but they don't. Bendy cucumbers. We're mugs for sticking to the
rules.' 	


!

The response to the argument that 'the EU protects worker rights which we'll lose if we leave' is:
no it doesn't, and we can pass what laws we want on that if we take back control. The argument
that 'we should take back control of workers rights then we can set them ourselves, either tougher
or less tough isn't the point, the point is we should vote in the people who set them' easily beats
the argument 'the EU protects worker rights and if we leave those protections will be lost'.	


!

'They can already fire you when they want. We've got zero hours now haven't we. The EU doesn't
help. We can have worker rights without being in the EU. If they want t get rid of you they will do,
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in or out of the EU. They close places all the time and move to the EU - it doesn't stop anybody
now. If we're out we can set our own rules. No British government is going to take away all our
employment rights.'	


!

Practically nobody seems to know that the EU sets rules on VAT. This could be important as people
are hostile to the EU controlling taxes. The idea that we could not cut VAT because of EU rules is
infuriating. 	


!

However, even those who were most hostile to the EU accepted that if they are persuaded that leaving
would be really bad for their living standards, they would probably vote to stay in. 'Even though I hate it, if
it's really going to hit my wallet I'll vote IN. Me too but I can't see it - if we have the Ozzie points
system and stop sending them money, we'll be ahead.'	


!
Influence, cooperation
!

The response to the argument, 'we can only influence the rules of the club by being a member' is:
we don't and won't have influence and the others break the rules, 'we're mugs'.	


!

'They never listen to us anyway. We just get told what to do. We've got no influence now. The
others follow their own rules. We're in the club but we're not at the top table. We can leave the
club and make our own rules. We used to have a veto to put a kibosh on things we didn't like but
we've lost it. We already get told what to do. The EU wanted us to stop calling our sausages
sausages and our chocolate chocolate. One set of rules isn't good for us.The EU has killed fishing,
Spain ignores the rules. We stick to the rules and pay for it, the others don't.' 	


!

Some suggested that threatening to leave could influence everybody in a useful direction. 'Maybe if
we leave it could have a good effect and they'll go back to just trading, scrap the rest of it. We're
not on our own, a lot of people know the EU has to change. If we leave, we might start a domino
effect.' 	


!

The response to the argument that 'we've got to be part of the EU to have influence in the world,
we're too small to deal with America and China on our own' is: it's better to have control
ourselves. 'Being part of it gives the EU more clout, we don't get more clout. We're as good as
anybody, we'll be fine on our own and we can do deals with other countries outside the EU.' 	


!

The argument that leaving the EU jeopardises things like cooperation on international crime (mafia,
paedophile networks etc) is not credible.	


!

'We've always had contact with Interpol - that won't end. It would help to have control of our
borders in the first place to stop international criminals. We can cooperate outside the EU, that's a
stupid argument. We're not going to get booted out of Interpol cos we leave the EU. Our problem
now is European human rights, we should be out of that. Our courts should have the final say. It's
just more scare tactics, I don't buy it. How much use was the EU on the Maddy case, it's needed
Scotland Yard to do anything?' (Discussion of this rapidly triggers a return to the problems with
immigration and the advantages of the Australian points system. It therefore seems very unlikely
this argument can be successful for the pro-EU campaign.)	


!
Group 5
!

Men, Hendon

This group stood out as being more pro-Cameron, more optimistic about the economy, less
obsessed with immigration (but still very worried) and more pro-EU. I have therefore treated them
separately.	
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!

The men in Hendon agreed that there are significant issues to do with benefits and immigration,
'the EU needs reform', we should 'pay less in, get control of the cost' but they all (apart from
perhaps one) agreed 'we have to stay in'. Some said that the obvious problems in Europe would mean
that Cameron has a chance to change things: 'If enough people want it they'll have to change it. I
think they'll cut a deal.Yeah but we need someone with some balls to negotiate. They won't want
to lose us, if we leave who'll pay all that money in.' However, most thought the most likely outcome
is that he will not negotiate anything much: 'Don't believe him. Only if he gets rid of Clegg. Even if
he tries he won't succeed. The referendum won't happen any time soon. They won't let us get out
of Europe. We can't leave.' 	


!

This group also accepted the pro-EU economic case largely without question. They suspect we 'pay
in more than we get out' (though not as much as other groups) but they reject the idea of a Swisstype deal. 'The Swiss are different.Yes their economy is completely different. Almost nothing is
worth leaving over. Getting VAT down wouldn't be enough to justify getting out. If we get out, our
own government might put VAT up anyway. We haven't got the backbone to leave. I've gained from
money the EU has put in but it's invisible to most. Hard to know what the figures are to see if
we're ahead. We have to consider more than money - even if it costs us a bit, it's worth it. There's a
lot of intangibles apart from cost. Farage says a lot, who knows if it's true, and Clegg puts the pro
side but he's just do dull so people don't listen. We should try to cut the stupid rules. Its growth
has been a problem. Are we going to be more effective on our own dealing with China and what
not, or better as part of the EU - maybe we can gain from being part of EU. China has huge
problems, so does America - everyone's got problems, not just Europe. [Should the EU control
competition law?] The French have a different system to watch their interests, we could do the
same and still be in the EU. EU rules protect us from America. Every club has costs. We can't pick
and choose the rules.'	


!

This group also worries about immigration: 'We should have the Australian points system,
everyone's coming to London and we can't cope [this guy is BME]. It's been so fast the system just
can't cope [this guy is strongly pro-EU]. I'm pro-immigration but I'm shocked by the scale and
speed. There'll be real trouble if something isn't done about the scale. There's things we can and
should do even though we're in the EU, like with benefits.'	


!

When asked, 'what if the EU does not let us deal with immigration?', their answer is 'it'll have to
change somehow'. 'We'll have to do something, no choice. If nothing changes, people will vote to
leave. It's visible on the landscape, that's why Farage is doing well. There's too many arriving [BME
guy]. I can't get a doctor appointment because the system is swamped, they get cars and flats. We
should tighten that up, not wait for the EU. We've got to tackle the myths and solve the problems not throw out the whole European project.' 	


!

This leads to some interesting complexities.They want immigration reform but they think leaving
the EU would be bad for trade and we just cannot do it. They rationalise the situation in this way:
immigration reform must happen because otherwise the country will explode, so it will happen
even if it means we just do something ourselves and ignore some EU rules ('others do it why can't
we?'), and we can't leave the EU, so somehow we will stay in the EU and reform immigration from
the EU. Even when told this is not legally possible, they stick to this view. However, they also lack
faith in Cameron or anybody else actually doing the changes they think are necessary and
inevitable. They hold the following views simultaneously: 1) Cameron and Miliband are not serious
about changing the EU, 2) change will have to happen because of immigration, 3) we cannot leave
the EU. When pushed to face some of the contradictions, they agree they have contradictory views
but cannot see another path.	


!
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Some conclusions

!
This research suggests various thoughts about the dynamics of the debate in coming years.	

!

1. For decades, the public largely ignored the often esoteric debates on the EU as they seemed
disconnected from everyday concerns about jobs and living standards. I was Campaign Director of
the campaign to stop Britain joining the euro 1999-2002 (Business for Sterling / the 'no' campaign)
and spent a great deal of time researching public attitudes to the euro. There was concern about
immigration but it was rarely linked to the debate on EU membership. Now, the EU is seen as
important because immigration is such an important issue and it, plus associated human rights
issues (like Hamza), are intimately connected to the powers of the EU. Regaining control of
immigration and human rights 'so we can have an Australian points system' is the strongest argument for
changing our relationship with the EU among crucial parts of the electorate. This is the biggest change in
people's attitudes towards the EU between my research 1999-2002 and now. This is very bad for
the EU's supporters. 	


!

2. Given that immigration will likely continue at a much higher rate than people want and all three
parties have to admit that none of it from the EU can be controlled except at the margins, it is
reasonable to predict that a) hostility to immigration will continue to grow, b) hostility to the three
main parties will continue to grow, and c) hostility to the EU will continue to grow.	


!

3. Cameron and the Conservative Party will have a big problem if they stay in Government in 2015.
If they do have a renegotiation of some sort but either do not try, or try and fail, to take back
control of immigration policy from the EU, and Britain keeps anything like the status quo, then these
swing voters will regard the renegotiation as a big failure. In these groups, people become more
hostile to the EU if it is suggested that Cameron embarks on getting 'a new deal' then fails to change
the status quo on immigration. It seems unlikely that any remotely plausible political force could
persuade them to be positive about this status quo given that the public already rejects the
combined view about immigration of the three main parties, the CBI, the unions, and most of those
who run large media organisations. It is unlikely that the pro-EU forces could change people's
minds about immigration even if they spent tens of millions on brilliant adverts.	


!

4. Is it possible that Cameron might change his current position and demand a significant change in
'free movement of people'? The consensus is that the other countries would not allow Britain to
have an opt out from free movement of people even if Cameron says 'we'll leave unless we get it'.
Might there be something short of a full opt out, such as a deal like 'no claiming benefits in the first
X months after arriving'? This seems unlikely to work. Any deal that leaves the Treaty in force in
Britain, the Commission in charge of policy, and, crucially, the European Court of Justice and the
European Court of Human Rights deciding on the interpretation of disagreements, would be seen
by these people as 'another con'. Of course, if Cameron were to renegotiate successfully the end
of EU control over immigration, such that he could argue 'we can have the Australian points system
and remain in the EU', then this would neutralise the strongest argument for leaving and make it
much easier for him to win an in/out referendum. That is an extremely big 'if' and my 'Fermi
estimate' is that such an outcome is a less than 5% probability. (It would be interesting to know
what expert Brussels-watchers think of this estimate.)	


!

5. A renegotiation would therefore first raise expectations and then increase disappointment. Trying
and failing to reform the EU would make people more likely to vote to leave than they would in the
absence of such an attempt because the process will dramatise the legal powers of the EU and
undermine the credibility of the prime minister. A referendum debate would be dominated by the
idea that a vote to stay in the EU is a vote to continue the immigration status quo. Around the
world, the status quo campaign usually has a structural advantage in a referendum. In an EU
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referendum in which the free movement of people remains entirely or mostly unchanged, this typical
structural advantage could be lost as the OUT campaign could flip the choice by saying 'this is your chance
to end the dangerous status quo on immigration'. 	


!

6. Apart from immigration and human rights, the thing people most want from a renegotiation is a
reduction in 'all the silly rules' and to pay less money into the EU. Apart from immigration and
human rights, the strongest argument for leaving is 'we will save a fortune and we can spend that
on the NHS or tax cuts or whatever we want to make Britain stronger'. 	


!

7. There is a general argument that applies to almost any specific area: we will be better off if we
take back control because then we can control what happens by voting, but 'now we vote and
nothing changes because Europe controls so much'. In a referendum, it would be important for the
OUT campaign to avoid taking specific positions on many issues as this would only split the
campaign. Instead, the OUT campaign should simply say 'whether you think X or Y about Z, the
most important thing is we take back control of Z so that you can control what happens by voting
people out'. This applies to the supposed benefits of the EU controlling international trade and the
EU's Single Market. The best argument is: 'if Britain controls trade and regulation instead of the EU,
then you can vote out the people who make the rules and the deals'. Cameron, who has already
said that he wants to leave the position on trade and the Single Market unchanged, will face this
argument from many of his own party members. 	


!

8. The strongest arguments among these people for staying in the EU are negative economic
arguments - the fear of jobs lost, prices up, businesses leaving, and living standards down. People
have little idea about the details of the economic balance sheet: the benefits of trade versus the
costs of the budget and all the 'silly rules'. They think that 'we put in more than we get out' but 'we
might get clobbered financially if we leave'. When asked to consider the dangers of leaving, their
main answers are 1) 'we will save the money we send over there' and 2) we will gain control of
immigration and human rights. A significant change in how people regard the economic arguments
since the euro battle is that the combination of the 2008 financial crisis and the subsequent euro
crisis means that people do not have the feeling that 'Europe is more successful than us
economically', which was so important for the pro-EEC/EU forces since the 1970s when the
European project was seen as a means to modernise a failing Britain. 	


!

9. The motives of big businesses are very suspect. People think of them as speaking for their own
corporate interests, not the nation's interests: 'they're off on their yachts thinking about
themselves, us mugs on PAYE pay the costs'. Threats to leave were generally discounted as lies or
self-serving propaganda but there is also fear that some of the dire threats may happen 'because
Europe will shaft us'. Further, given the extremely low opinions of the City and bankers, it is far
from obvious that having Goldman Sachs on the side of IN is an advantage. In 1999, a sustained
campaign by Business for Sterling persuaded the CBI to drop the euro campaign which was a big
blow to Blair. A similar campaign could have a similar effect. The persuasion and mobilisation of
small businesses by each side will obviously be crucial in a referendum campaign. 	


!

10. When probed, most of these voters' have the attitude: if leaving the EU would have net zero (or a
minor negative) effect, then let's get out now. This is mainly because the prize of an Australian points
system for immigration is so great that they are prepared to roll the dice unless something
convinces them of economic meltdown. If those who want to leave the EU neutralise the economic
arguments, then these people will vote to leave as there is nothing else supporting membership. If they do
not neutralise this argument, then they could easily lose. This issue is, as it was with the euro 1999-2002,
the Schwerpunkt (focal point) of the campaign. An OUT campaign would not have to focus its
campaign on immigration - it is a massive factor that needs no reinforcement. An OUT campaign
would need to neutralise the fear of leaving and focus on what could be done with the money
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saved by leaving, both as a positive message and as an answer to the fear of lost trade. There are
various ways in which this could be done but these lie outside the scope of this report.	


!

11. Scepticism about politicians means that Cameron's predictions of a successful renegotiation are
largely rejected - it is not seen as a plausible scenario. People do not believe Cameron's promise of
a referendum. The general view is: he is determined to stay in, therefore 'he can't risk giving us our
say', therefore there will be no referendum, 'it's just spin because UKIP did well and the election is
coming'. The fact that Cameron does not threaten to leave confirms people's view that he is not
serious about changing the game. The more hostile to the EU people are, the less likely they are to
believe Cameron's promise. The idea that Cameron's referendum promise will have a big impact on
the election seems unlikely since it is not believed.	


!

12. Nobody thinks Miliband would be better on the subject. The handful that had even a vague idea
of Miliband's position on a referendum were confused about what exactly his promise was but it
did not matter because it was not believed by anybody anyway. Some who think 'it's time for a
change' may vote UKIP in places like Thurrock unless Miliband does something drastic to change
perceptions of him which are hardening in bad ways. 	


!

13. What might the two leaders do? There is no reason to think that more words and promises - 'I
really really mean it' - would convince people. Cynicism is too strong. Eurosceptic Tories who think
that more emphasis on the referendum pledge would affect the election are mistaken, since the
pledge is not plausible and ideas like bringing forward a proposed referendum by a year would not
work since people do not think it will happen anyway. They would need to do something different.
For example, Cameron could change policy and say that Britain must end the power of the EU
over immigration. If it became clear that he was serious, then this would be popular. (This would be
a huge step as it would be seen as tantamount to declaring an intention to leave and I do not think
it is at all likely.) At the moment, it is unclear what Cameron thinks is the minimum he must get
back from the EU in order to win a referendum. Many seem to think that he could get away with
(and is planning) a few political declarations, perhaps some tweaks on benefit rules, and no treaty
change. The evidence of these groups is that this would fail. Small steps, the odd speech, or more
eurosceptic spin would achieve nothing as people would assume it is 'just another lie'. Further, the
2017 timetable seems to be an obstacle to the renegotiation of the treaties that would be
necessary to get back the one thing people most want. It seems clear that Miliband will not do
anything big on immigration and has decided to avoid his government being swamped by a
referendum campaign. Because neither party wants to do what the public wants ('doesn't matter
who wins they won't do anything'), the issue is largely neutralised and people will vote on the issue
of the economy and 'money in my pocket'.	


!

14. One source of confusion in the Westminster debate concerns the psychology of 'swing voters'.
The widespread assumption is that there are two poles - a 'left' pole (pro-immigration, pro-EU,
anti-market etc) and a 'right pole' (anti-immigration, anti-EU, pro-market etc) - and that swing
voters are a sort of average, bang in the middle. This is false. Swing voters in C and D social classes
are both more hostile to immigration and more hostile to markets than the centre of gravity in
Westminster. Few Conservative MPs would articulate the views of typical swing voters on
immigration. Similarly, swing voters have views about issues such as 'taxing the rich' and confiscating
property ('just take the houses off the lying bankers') that nobody in the Shadow Cabinet would
say. (Many Thatcherite small businessmen have views about big business that Miliband would not
dare say.) In a further twist, although swing voters are more hostile to markets than most MPs,
they are also hostile to higher taxes for people like them and they do not trust politicians to run
things. I do not make this conclusion on the basis of just these six focus groups or all the other
focus groups I have conducted in the past four months but on the basis of all the research I have
done since 1999. In my opinion, most political commentary makes an important error because of
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this inaccurate model of swing voter psychology and uses the phrase 'the centre ground' in
confusing ways. However, it is clear that lots of experts disagree with me. 	


!

15. Those who want to change our relationship with the EU must ask themselves some hard
questions. The first is: what is the real goal? What do I mean? In the euro battle 1998-2002, many
eurosceptics defined the goal as 'winning a referendum on the euro', from which followed a plan
involving preparing for a referendum. Others (including me) thought the goal should be defined as
'not joining the euro', from which followed a plan involving trying to prevent a referendum. This
plan had big implications for resources as it involved raising and spending a lot of money
1999-2001 to try to make it as hard as possible for Blair to hold a referendum after the 2001
election, partly by breaking up a potential YES campaign before it formed ('to win without fighting',
as Sun Tzu put it). I would argue that we were right to define the goal the way we did. 	


!

This is not the place to analyse the question of how goals should now be defined but the question
is clearly fundamental and needs careful thought. 	


!

16. The dynamics of opinion are much more stable than Westminster realises. Approximately 100%
of EU news is ignored by the public and the tiny fraction that is not ignored is then mostly
forgotten. Much of the discussion of the issue has barely changed since I did this sort of exercise in
1999. People know almost nothing about the detailed economic arguments, and nothing about the
arguments over possible different relationships between Britain and the EU, such as the Swiss or
Norway options. It would be a big mistake to think that the odd row at a European meeting will
change these dynamics or that elite arguments about EFTA will 'trickle down' to the public. The
two things that have noticeably changed opinion since 1999 are mass immigration and the 2008
financial crisis. Only big things will change the fundamental dynamics of the EU debate. 	


!

17. Leaving the EU would be a huge and complex affair that would require resources far beyond
the reach of any political party or normal campaign, and, in this author's opinion, would be an
exercise far beyond Whitehall as it currently works. Those who want either substantial reform of
the EU or to leave will have to innovate. One obvious idea is to develop a roadmap and the
framework for a new UK-EU Treaty 'Wiki-style'. Such decentralised movements have achieved
astonishing things in science and could in politics. 	


!

Dominic Cummings, June 2014.
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