Extract from transcript of BBC Radio 4, Today, 19th June 2004, European Constitution – John Humphrys and Neil Kinnock. 8.10am (full transcript available).

JH:
But what makes you think that once they know more, they will like it more?  The reverse may happen.

NK:
I think that the strong probability is that familiarity comprehension does assist with removing fears, getting rid of the legends and building support for engagement in the European Union.  I would also say this: if people’s views are based on facts, on objective assessments of what the realities are, what Europe is, how much it spends, how little it spends, who spends it, to whom are they accountable, what is the product of it?  When people know things like that, and still come to a conclusion they don’t like engagement, well at least their objection is informed, and they’ve got a perfect right obviously then to vote ‘no’, and sustain that objection.  My problem and my real concern – and it is a fundamental concern, is that so many attitudes are based upon distorted and very inaccurate information.  I don’t blame people for coming to the views that they have on that basis, really it isn’t their fault, it isn’t their responsibility; the alternative, the fact alternative, must be put much more effectively.

JH:
Yes, inaccurate information, like the idea that’s peddled by the government here that three million jobs in Britain depend on our membership of the European Union, I mean that simply isn’t true, is it?

NK:
Of course it’s true, I’ll tell you why it is true.  Something just under 10% of our total Gross Domestic Product is in the form of exports to the rest of the European Union, whereas, as far as the rest of the Union is concerned, just two percent of their GDP is in the form of exports to the United Kingdom.  And now, when you have that massive chunk of your GDP dependent upon open access, barrier-free access to an open market of well over three hundred million people, it is very clear that a huge number of jobs, maybe it could be even more than the figure that’s generally used depend directly and indirectly on our engagement in this massive market.

JH:
Well, our engagement in the massive market, that’s a bit of weasel phrase isn’t it?  The fact is those jobs might conceivably go if all our trade with the European Union stopped completely, that is unimaginable isn’t it, it wouldn’t happen, why would they want to stop selling us things?

NK:
On the subject of weasel phrase . . . well, of course they’d keep on selling us things . . .

JH:
(speaking over) And they’d want to buy things from us as well.

NK:
Because we’ve got a market of 60 million, they would have a market of over three hundred million.

JH
:That’s right, and they would buy from us, and we would buy from them.

NK:
That’s not weasel words, that’s basic reality of the balance of advantage between two parts of what is now a single market, and would then be a market divided into one relatively small part and one vast part.  The vast part selling a very small proportion of its GDP to the UK, and the UK depending upon effectively selling – in a situation where barriers could be anticipated – at least as much as it sells now to the rest of . . .
P.T.O.

JH:
(interrupting) hang on a minute . . .

NK:
You’re chasing off down a cul-de-sac.

JH:
No, no it’s a very, very important issue this because it’s one of the government’s biggest . . .

NK:
(speaking over) It’s fundamental, and I’ll tell you how fundament it is, lots of people last week voted for instance for the United Kingdom Independence Party, and they voted on the basis that this was a party which stood, implacably, for withdrawal.  What they actually stand for, and they say so themselves, is withdrawal followed by a free-trade agreement negotiated with the rest of the European Union.  Now when the reality is, as I’ve just given it to you, and nobody quarrels with those figures . . .

JH:
(interjects) Well, no, with the effect of what you’ve just said, absolutely they do.  

NK:
Sorry?

JH:
People quarrel with the effect of what you’ve just said, absolutely they do, with the analysis of what you’ve just said.

NK:
OK, well let’s make a compromise, this is the morning after the summit, compromise is in the air, let’s make a real compromise and say the impact of withdrawal would be only half of what is estimated.  We lose a million and a half jobs . . 

JH:
(interjects) No, that isn’t a compromise at all, I wouldn’t settle for that . . . it’s not whether I’d settle for it, it’s whether the sceptics would settle for it, because what the sceptics say is, ‘look, even if there was no free trade agreement, the external tariff now is only 1.5%, and the idea that this sort of thing would have this sort of massive effect on job creation, we sell stuff to all sorts of other countries, we’re not in their union blocks.

NK:
Let me give you an instance of what is already happening: we’re not in the eurozone.  The United Kingdom for years, decades had by far the largest share of inward investment from outside Europe of any country in the single market.  That figure has now shrunk from a useable, reliable 24 to 27% to about 6-8% while countries inside the euro, notably France, have seen their share increase . . .

JH:
(interjects)
And we have higher employment in this country than any other country in Europe.

NK:
Can I just finish for a second?  The consequence of withdrawal – not that I think that’s a likely prospect, but it’s as well to inform the public – the consequence of withdrawal wouldn’t simply be having to step over a 1.5% external tariff, it would have to be dealing with the reality that Britain would become an even less attractive place for net inward investment from the rest of the World, and that means jobs.  So you can’t just work on the basis of a different trading situation, you have to work on the basis also of a different investment situation, they are fundamental realities.
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