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Foreword 

 

Nearly three years since the referendum, two years since the Government triggered the Article 50 

process and four months since Theresa May’s proposed Brexit deal was unveiled, the United 

Kingdom is none the wiser about what will be our future relationship with the European Union. 

 

It is clear there is no majority in either Parliament or the country for the Prime Minister’s deal. 

And it is also apparent that such support does not exist for crashing out of the EU without a 

deal.  

  

But, amid warnings of a “national emergency” from the leaders of the CBI and the TUC, the 

cold facts of our predicament remain that, in the absence of parliamentary approval for a further 

extension of Article 50, the UK is still set to leave the EU either with the current deal or without 

any deal at all on April 12.  

  

Today, just two days before the original deadline for leaving and little more than two weeks 

before this new one is upon us, Parliament is at last beginning to confront the choices at the 

heart of Brexit that have been largely avoided to date by the Government. 

 

One of the many criticisms of the Prime Minister’s Brexit plan is that it provides no clarity about 

the UK’s future relationship with the European Union, with the biggest questions, on everything 

from trade to security, left unanswered until after we are supposed to leave. The proposed deal, 

however, does at least have the virtue of having been agreed with the EU.   

 

The same cannot be said of any of the alternative forms of Brexit that have been mooted. Many 

of the advocates of such proposals are motivated by a genuine sense of the national interest and 

the need to prevent the deep damage that a no deal Brexit would do to our economy and society. 

Some of the proposals put forward would undoubtedly help to avert the worst economic effects 

of Brexit. But each proposal also involves significant trade-offs. It is surely right that they are 

given serious consideration but, equally, that they are also subject to the same minimal standards 

of scrutiny that led so many MPs to conclude they could not support the Government’s Brexit 

plan.   

 

Some of the ideas floated in recent weeks have already been firmly rejected by the EU. For 

others, it is highly questionable whether they would be regarded as viable as the basis for a future 

deal or be regarded as any more satisfactory to the public than the Government’s current plan. 

In a few cases, claims are being made for alternative forms of Brexit that risk repeating the worst 

aspect of the last referendum when promises were made that could never be delivered.  

 

The indicative votes process that begins today in the House of Commons marks the start of a 

process to scrutinise alternative proposals, assessing their viability and weighing them up against 

the promises that were made in 2016. However, it would be unrealistic to think that Parliament 

could do all this and then commit to a particular form of Brexit during the course of an 

afternoon, or even during the course of a few days or weeks. In the course of the next two 

weeks, however, Parliament must set a new direction for tackling these fundamental questions 
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about our future and then mandate the Government to request a further, but strictly time-limited 

extension, so that MPs have the time and space they need to arrive at proper answers.  

Such monumental decisions – which will have profound implications for our country for 

generations to come – cannot be made in haste without any input from either the EU or, indeed, 

the people of the UK.   

 
Whether people voted Leave or Remain in 2016, very few think that a good Brexit deal will be 

achieved. According to detailed polling, most believe the promises made in 2016 will be broken. 

Still more say they expect Brexit to deliver lower living standards, shrinking opportunities and 

declining public services. 

 

In these circumstances, when the reality of Brexit in all its forms appears so unattractive and 

different to the prospectus once offered, it is only fair to ask that any final proposal is put to a 

vote - not only of Parliament but also of the people - so that they can all compare it with the 

alternative of staying in the EU.  

 

It is for precisely this reason that there is growing support in Parliament for the principle that the 

public must have the final say over any Brexit outcome. As such, a People’s Vote is not one 

option in this Brexit crisis, it is a reasonable and democratic solution to the crisis.  

 

This paper assesses four alternative versions of Brexit – ‘Common Market 2.0’, Labour’s 

proposal, a Canada-style FTA and no deal – as well as the Government’s current proposal. MPs 

may also today debate various other options such as EEA membership without a customs union, 

or a customs union without EEA membership. But the questions of the five forms of Brexit 

chosen here overlap and do not need endless repetition.  

 

This paper is being published today in the hope it can inform debates in Parliament and the 

country today and in the days to come. In every case, we have sought to be factual and, if 

possible, to cite expert opinion.  

 

This is not a time for false claims, hyperbole or generating unnecessary alarm. The issue is too 

urgent and the stakes too high for that.  

 

The People’s Vote Campaign  
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How each proposal compares to the promises made in 2016 

   

  
Government's 

deal 
Labour's 
proposal 

Common 
Market 2.0 

Canada-style 
FTA 

No            
deal 

“Exact same benefits” 
as EU membership 

No No No No No 

Fully completed at end 
of Article 50 

No No No No Yes 

A £350m per week 
dividend for the NHS 

No No No No No 

Independent trade 
policy 

? No No Yes Yes 

An end to free 
movement  

Yes ? No ? Yes 

An end to EU rules and 
regulations 

No No No No ? 

Avoid a hard border in 
Ireland 

Yes Yes Yes No No 

Protect the integrity of 
the UK 

? Yes Yes ? No 
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The Government’s deal 
 

 
What is it? 
 
The Government’s deal is the withdrawal agreement and political declaration on the future 
relationship which was negotiated with the other 27 EU member states and concluded in 
November last year.1  
 
 
What are the difficulties? 
 

• The political declaration offers no clarity or certainty about the future UK-EU 

relationship: Whether in terms of our future trade policy, security, customs 

arrangements or the rules our businesses will follow, the political declaration provides 

absolutely no clarity about our future relationship with the EU. On the central question 

of Brexit – how closely the UK will align with the EU on customs and rules – the 

Political Declaration merely says that there are “a spectrum of different outcomes”.  

 

• This lack of clarity means it is quite probable that the UK would end up in the 

backstop: The backstop would keep the UK very closely aligned to EU customs rules 

(effectively in a customs union) with some regulatory differences between Northern 

Ireland and the rest of the UK. There are currently no technological solutions which will 

satisfy all sides’ red line of an infrastructure-free Irish land border. That means the UK 

could end up in the backstop for the foreseeable future and perhaps forever. While this 

would limit the damage to trade, it would also mean the handover of UK trade policy to 

the EU, render the Government unable to set any of its own tariffs, as well as potentially 

leading to regulatory divergence between the UK and EU. 

 

• The economic costs would be high: Although it is unclear what the future trading 

relationship would be, the political declaration makes clear the UK’s intention to leave 

both the single market and the customs union. When it comes to services, the UK will be 

treated as a third country by the EU. The National Institute for Economic & Social 

Research has estimated the Government’s deal would lead to a 4 per cent reduction in 

GDP by 2030 than would have been the case had the UK stayed in the EU, equivalent to 

roughly £1,000 per person.2 The Government’s own analysis states GDP would be hit by 

3.9% annually by 2033 and that all regions of the UK would be worse off than if the UK 

were to stay in the European Union.3 The withdrawal agreement requires the UK to pay 

a withdrawal bill which has been estimated at anywhere between £39bn - £50bn4. The 

UK may also end up having to pay for market access, as Norway and Switzerland do. 

 

                                                 
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/withdrawal-agreement-and-political-declaration  
2 https://www.niesr.ac.uk/media/gdp-be-4-lower-longer-term-it-would-have-been-had-uk-stayed-eu-new-niesr-report-reveals-
13565  
3 http://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/CBP-8451/CBP-8451.pdf  
4 https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/brexit-divorce-bill-ten-billion-higher-cost-money-treasure-estimate-meg-
hillier-a8417961.html  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/withdrawal-agreement-and-political-declaration
https://www.niesr.ac.uk/media/gdp-be-4-lower-longer-term-it-would-have-been-had-uk-stayed-eu-new-niesr-report-reveals-13565
https://www.niesr.ac.uk/media/gdp-be-4-lower-longer-term-it-would-have-been-had-uk-stayed-eu-new-niesr-report-reveals-13565
http://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/CBP-8451/CBP-8451.pdf
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/brexit-divorce-bill-ten-billion-higher-cost-money-treasure-estimate-meg-hillier-a8417961.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/brexit-divorce-bill-ten-billion-higher-cost-money-treasure-estimate-meg-hillier-a8417961.html
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• The UK would continue to follow EU rules but with no say in how they are made: 

The UK is committed during the transition period, which will last for a minimum of 21 

months and could be longer than that, to abiding by all EU rules without having any say 

over them. We will then enter into a relationship where, if we want to enjoy the kind of 

access to the EU markets which we enjoy today, we will have to mirror, shadow and 

follow EU rules but without having a say over them. 

 

 

Questions that need to be answered 
 

1. What would be the UK’s relationship to the EU’s single market and how much would 

the Government be happy to pay as an annual contribution? 

 

2. The political declaration spells out that the future relationship “cannot amount to the rights or 
obligations of membership”. How much poorer does the Government expect this to make us 
as a country? 
 

3. What will be the impact of this deal for the UK services sector, which amounts to 80% 

of our economy? 

 
4. In the event that the transition period does not allow enough time to negotiate the future 

relationship, which of the following would the Government prefer: a) an extension of the 
transition period until the end of 2022, leaving the UK continuing to accept all EU rules 
without having a say over them, b) entering the backstop, or c) no deal?  
 

5. If the UK ended up in the backstop, could the UK be sure it wouldn’t end up staying 
there indefinitely? 

 
6. Would the Government be prepared to deviate from EU environmental and 

phytosanitary standards in order to secure free trade agreements with third countries? 
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Labour’s Proposal 

 
What is it? 
  
Labour’s proposal is to maintain the existing withdrawal agreement but tweak the political 
declaration to indicate an intention to negotiate a deal with a “permanent and comprehensive 
UK-wide customs union” including a say in future trade deals, and “close alignment with the 
Single Market”.5 
 
 
What are the difficulties? 
 

• It would be merely aspirational: Even if a majority of MPs voted for Jeremy Corbyn’s 
Brexit plan, there is no guarantee it would be negotiated. A new political declaration would 
be the diplomatic version of an IOU, neither binding nor anything more than a statement of 
intent. With a Conservative government likely to be responsible for the negotiations, there is 
no guarantee this intent would be delivered upon. 
 

• There is a good chance the UK would fall into the backstop: Labour’s proposal 
recognises that the backstop would remain, despite Jeremy Corbyn’s strong opposition to it. 
Yet the proposal would entail a long and complex negotiation, including a number of 
demands that the EU is highly unlikely to accept (see below), so the chance of it being 
negotiated by 1 July 2020 (the deadline agreed by the UK and EU for a decision over 
implementation of the backstop) is extremely low.  
 

• There is a lack of clarity about what relationship the UK would have to the single 
market: Labour has talked about ending free movement and securing an exemption from 
EU state aid rules. Neither of these is consistent with remaining in the EEA. Instead Labour 
has called for “close alignment with the single market” but there is little clarity about what 
institutions would underpin this. There is little prospect of the EU agreeing that its own 
court would be subject to rulings of another body. Nor is it conceivable that the EU would 
create some form of ‘super council of ministers’ – effectively giving the UK a veto on the 
decisions taken by the 27 member states. No EEA country has such a veto. 
 

• The EU would not agree to the UK having a significant say over its trade policy: The 
Treaty of Lisbon, Article 207, says: “The common commercial policy shall be conducted in 
the context of the principles and objectives of the Union’s external action... The 
Commission shall conduct these negotiations in consultation with a special committee 
appointed by the Council to assist the Commission in this task and within the framework of 
such directives as the Council may issue to it.”6 Turkey, which is the customs union but not 
the EU, has no say over EU trade deals. 
 

• The economic impact of leaving the single market would be significant: A report by 
the National Institute for Economic and Social Research in November 2018 found the 
impact of staying in the customs union but not the EEA (as Labour proposes) would be a 
hit to GDP per capita of 2 per cent.7 There is also no mention of services in Labour’s 

                                                 
5 https://labour.org.uk/issues/labours-plan-brexit/  
6 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/228848/7310.pdf  
7 https://www.niesr.ac.uk/publications/economic-effects-government%E2%80%99s-proposed-brexit-deal 

https://labour.org.uk/issues/labours-plan-brexit/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/228848/7310.pdf
https://www.niesr.ac.uk/publications/economic-effects-government%E2%80%99s-proposed-brexit-deal
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proposal. Yet services make up around 80% of the UK economy, and around 80% of UK 
workers are in the service sector. 

 
 
Questions that need to be answered 
 

1. What does a “new and strong relationship” with the single market mean in terms of 

institutions and the jurisdiction of the ECJ? 

 

2. Could Labour’s plan really be negotiated before the UK has left the EU to avoid the 

need for the backstop? 

 

3. How much would the UK end up paying as an annual contribution to the EU? 

 

4. How much poorer would the UK be in the long run as a result of leaving the single 

market? 

 

5. Would the UK continue to apply the EU’s rules on free movement and state aid? 

 

6. If the EU didn’t agree to allow the UK “a say” over EU trade policy, would Labour agree 

to take the UK into a customs union anyway? 
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‘Common Market 2.0’ 

 
 
What is it? 
  
The ‘Common Market 2.0’ proposal would see the UK maintain the withdrawal agreement but 
tweak the political declaration to indicate an intention that the should maintain “membership of 
the single market” by re-joining the European Economic Area and negotiate “a new 
comprehensive customs arrangement” with the EU.8  
 
 
What are the flaws? 
 

• It could take years to negotiate and end up prolonging the Brexit uncertainty: Even if 
the UK, EU and EFTA agreed to aim for ‘Common Market 2.0’, there is no guarantee the 
negotiations would be successful, given the changing political context in the EU and UK. 
The UK would have to negotiate an EEA accession treaty with the 31 entities which are 
members of the EEA: the EU, its 27 member states and the three EEA EFTA members. 
This would take time. Common Market 2.0 is not an ‘off-the-shelf solution’ as is sometime 
claimed. Adding a customs arrangement – or customs union – would complicate matters 
further. Even if the political declaration could be renegotiated, the withdrawal agreement 
would remain intact – and with it, the backstop, into which the UK could easily fall.  
 

• It would leave the UK with no formal voice, vote or veto: The UK would have no 
formal oversight of new laws handed down by the ECJ, via the EFTA Court. Because of the 
size of the our economy and fears of ‘cherry-picking’, the EU would likely compel the UK 
to follow EEA rules more strictly than Norway or other members of EFTA.  

 
• It is unclear what the UK’s post-Brexit immigration policy would be: Those 

advocating ‘Common Market 2.0’ argue it would “provide new controls over free 
movement”. But EEA membership would mean complying in full with EU rules around 
free movement. Claims about how readily the UK could apply an ‘emergency brake’ are 
misleading. As Jean-Claude Piris has noted, the emergency brake hasn’t been used since tiny 
Liechtenstein (population 38,000) used it in 1997, “maybe because article 114 provides that, 
if it would, any other EEA member could take ‘proportionate rebalancing measures’”.9 
Furthermore, by giving up our seat in the EU, the UK would be sacrificing our ability to 
shape and reform the rules around how free movement operates. 

 

• The UK would continue to make significant payments in return for market access: 
According to calculations by Open Europe, once what Norway receives back from the EU is 
taken into account, in 2015 Norway’s per capita net contribution was 88% that of the UK – 
£100.03 compared to £113.79.10 Jean-Claude Piris believes: “The EU would certainly refuse 
any British request to participate less, proportionally, than the current financial participation 
of Norway.”11 

                                                 
8 http://betterbrexit.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Common-Market-2.0.pdf  
9https://esharp.eu/debates/the-uk-and-europe/why-the-uk-will-not-become-an-eea-member-after-brexit 
10https://openeurope.org.uk/intelligence/britain-and-the-eu/as-the-uk-searches-for-a-post-brexit-plan-is-the-eea-a-viable-
option/ 
11 https://esharp.eu/debates/the-uk-and-europe/why-the-uk-will-not-become-an-eea-member-after-brexit  

http://betterbrexit.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Common-Market-2.0.pdf
https://esharp.eu/debates/the-uk-and-europe/why-the-uk-will-not-become-an-eea-member-after-brexit
https://openeurope.org.uk/intelligence/britain-and-the-eu/as-the-uk-searches-for-a-post-brexit-plan-is-the-eea-a-viable-option/
https://openeurope.org.uk/intelligence/britain-and-the-eu/as-the-uk-searches-for-a-post-brexit-plan-is-the-eea-a-viable-option/
https://esharp.eu/debates/the-uk-and-europe/why-the-uk-will-not-become-an-eea-member-after-brexit
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• The UK would lose our influence over our trade policy, whilst not gaining an 

independent trade policy: We would have to reduce our tariffs in line with the EU’s new 
trade deals but would be unable to participate or vote in negotiations. We would have no 
guarantee of reciprocal access when the EU strikes new trade deals, and no leverage over 
that third country to secure the same terms. 

 

• It would likely lead to the UK replicating the Common Fisheries and Common 
Agricultural Policies, while we had less say over the rules: The EU would insist we 
agreed not to subsidise our farmers any more than EU members subsidise theirs. It would 
also insist on a fisheries agreement that builds on “existing reciprocal access and quota 
shares” to get a long-term deal. The only difference would be that we would lose our say 
over the rules. 

 
 
Questions that need to be answered 

 
1. How long would it take to negotiate and how could the UK be sure of not falling into 

the backstop? 

 

2. How much would the UK end up paying as an annual contribution to the EU? 

 

3. Would the UK continue to apply the EU’s rules on free movement and state aid? 

 

4. If the UK were to adopt ‘Common Market 2.0’, would there be any way of avoiding 

becoming what Jeremy Corbyn has described as an “across-the-board rule-taker” like 

Norway? 

 

5. Would the UK simply follow EU trade policy? 

 

6. What technology would be required for the UK to leave the customs union? 
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Canada-style FTA 
 

 

What is it? 

 

A Canada-style deal would be a free trade agreement between the UK and the EU. Because it 

would mean the UK extricating itself from the EU’s common external tariff, regulatory regime 

and shared systems of governance, a Canada-style deal would require physical infrastructure and 

associated checks at the Irish border. Alternatively, border checks would have to take place in 

the Irish Sea, with Northern Ireland effectively remaining part of the EU’s single market and 

customs union. 

 

 

What are the flaws? 

 

• It could not be negotiated with the EU without a border in the Irish Sea: Even if a 

majority of MPs voted for a Canada-style FTA, it could not be negotiated with the EU 

without separating Northern Ireland from the rest of the UK. An FTA would mean rules-of-

origin checks, customs checks and product standards checks between the UK and EU. This 

would mean a hard border on the island of Ireland, which would be a breach of the Good 

Friday Agreement. Those advocating Canada or ‘Super-Canada’ claim technology and new 

schemes will obviate the need for border checks. If this is possible, why do checks still 

happen at the EU’s land borders with Norway and Switzerland, despite Norway being inside 

the single market and both Norway and Switzerland being inside the Schengen area? The 

implication of this is that the UK would end up indefinitely in the backstop, which the EU 

will never agree to remove from the withdrawal agreement. 

 

• If it ever happened, the economic costs would be huge: As the manufacturers’ 

organisation, Make UK (formerly EEF)  has said, a Canada-style deal would require billions 

to be spent on new technology and infrastructure which “would put thousands of 

manufacturing jobs and hundreds of billions of pounds of exports at risk and, at worst, 

could destroy much of Britain’s manufacturing base.”12 The government’s own estimates 

show that a Canada-style free trade agreement would leave Britain’s economy 4.9% smaller 

after 15 years than it would be if the UK remained in the EU, while borrowing would soar 

by £96 billion.13 The CBI has warned that a Canada-style deal would result in the loss of 

“thousands of jobs” as firms exporting to the EU are hit by trade barriers including “filling 

out a 12-page form for each consignment of goods they send to customers.”14 

 

• It would do great harm to the UK services sector: According to the Government’s 

analysis the service sector, which accounts for 80 percent of the UK economy, would face 

                                                 
12 https://cms.eef.co.uk/about-eef/media-news-and-insights/media-releases/2018/sep/eef-canada-deal-proposals-naive-and-
unrealistic  
13 https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2018/nov/28/uk-significantly-worse-off-under-all-brexit-scenarios-official-forecast-
gdp  
14 http://www.cbi.org.uk/insight-and-analysis/a-business-plan-for-a-good-brexit/  

https://cms.eef.co.uk/about-eef/media-news-and-insights/media-releases/2018/sep/eef-canada-deal-proposals-naive-and-unrealistic
https://cms.eef.co.uk/about-eef/media-news-and-insights/media-releases/2018/sep/eef-canada-deal-proposals-naive-and-unrealistic
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2018/nov/28/uk-significantly-worse-off-under-all-brexit-scenarios-official-forecast-gdp
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2018/nov/28/uk-significantly-worse-off-under-all-brexit-scenarios-official-forecast-gdp
http://www.cbi.org.uk/insight-and-analysis/a-business-plan-for-a-good-brexit/
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additional trade costs of up to 14 percent from non-tariff barriers, while the financial 

services industry which accounts for 18 percent of corporation tax receipts would face costs 

of up to 22 percent.15 The EU’s chief negotiator, Michel Barnier, has insisted the City would 

cease to benefit from the EU’s “passporting” scheme after Brexit, forcing UK companies to 

set up EU subsidiaries if they want to continue trading on the continent after Brexit.16 

 
 
Questions that need to be answered 
 

1. Would advocates of a Canada-style FTA prefer a border in the Irish Sea or on the island 

of Ireland? 

 

2. When will the technological solutions that will supposedly obviate the need for border 

checks be ready?  

 

3. How would handing power to a new trade court system deliver on Vote Leave’s promise 

to “take back control” of our laws? 

 

4. What would be the impact to the UK economy of no longer being in the single market 

and losing passporting for financial services?  

 

5. Is there a single respected economist, official forecaster, or business voice that supports a 

Canada-style free trade agreement and thinks it would be beneficial for the UK 

economy? 

 

6. Would advocates of a Canada-style deal be prepared to deviate from EU environmental 

and phytosanitary standards in order to secure free trade agreements with third 

countries? 

 

 

 
 

  

                                                 
15https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/760484/28_November_
EU_Exit_-_Long-term_economic_analysis__1_.pdf  
16 http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-17-4765_en.htm  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/760484/28_November_EU_Exit_-_Long-term_economic_analysis__1_.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/760484/28_November_EU_Exit_-_Long-term_economic_analysis__1_.pdf
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-17-4765_en.htm
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No Deal 
 
 

What is it? 
  
No deal would mean leaving the European Union without a negotiated withdrawal agreement in 
place. The UK would fall back on World Trade Organisation (WTO) rules.  
 
 
What are the flaws? 
 

• There would be no transition period: The ‘implementation period’ negotiated by the 
Government will only happen if the UK and EU agree and ratify a withdrawal agreement 
and political declaration.17 As things stand, a no deal Brexit would see the UK leave the EU 
on 12 April 2019 with no transition period.  
 

• It would have severe, wide-ranging and long-lasting economic consequences: The 
Government’s own estimate is that no deal would leave Britain’s economy up to 9% smaller 
after 15 years than if the UK remained in the EU. It also estimates new customs checks 
would cost business £13bn annually, and for prices in the shops to increase.18 The 
independent National Institute for Economic and Social Research estimates an “orderly no 
deal” would mean a 5.5% hit to UK GDP, leaving the economy £140 billion worse off by 
2030 than it otherwise would have been. This is equivalent to an economic hit worth £1,330 
per head.19 The Chancellor has announced that no deal would result in an £80 billion hit to 
the public finances, meaning less money to spend on vital things like our health service. 
 

• There would be wide-ranging and unpredictable consequences across a huge range 
of issues and sectors: Across a range of issues - from security to aviation to citizens’ rights 
to medicines to fissile materials to pharmaceuticals - there would be huge uncertainty. As the 
UK In A Changing Europe think tank has said, “mitigations in the form of agreements with 
the EU would be particular to each sector, meaning the impact of no deal could vary 
considerably, with certain sectors more vulnerable than others. The difficulty is that we 
cannot know at this point just how many of these emergency agreements it would be 
possible to reach in a relatively short period of time and in a confrontational political 
atmosphere.”20 
 

• It would result in a hard border on the island of Ireland: By default, there would need to 
be customs checks and new infrastructure on the border between Northern Ireland and the 
Republic of Ireland. This would be a dangerous breach of the Good Friday Agreement.  
 

• It would make reaching trade or other agreements with the EU – and third countries 
– much harder: Some advocates of no deal have claimed it would give the UK greater 
leverage to secure a more advantageous post-Brexit trade deal with the EU. But it is highly 
likely that the breakdown in trust that would follow from no deal – and the UK’s refusal to 
pay the agreed divorce bill – would reduce, rather than increase, the chances of compromise. 

                                                 
17 https://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-britain-eu-barnier/no-brexit-deal-no-transition-without-irish-backstop-eus-barnier-
idUKKCN1NB229  
18https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/781768/Implications_fo
r_Business_and_Trade_of_a_No_Deal_Exit_on_29_March_2019.pdf  
19 https://www.niesr.ac.uk/sites/default/files/publications/NIESR%20Report%20Brexit%20-%202018-11-26.pdf  
20 https://ukandeu.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Cost-of-No-Deal-Revisted.pdf  

https://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-britain-eu-barnier/no-brexit-deal-no-transition-without-irish-backstop-eus-barnier-idUKKCN1NB229
https://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-britain-eu-barnier/no-brexit-deal-no-transition-without-irish-backstop-eus-barnier-idUKKCN1NB229
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/781768/Implications_for_Business_and_Trade_of_a_No_Deal_Exit_on_29_March_2019.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/781768/Implications_for_Business_and_Trade_of_a_No_Deal_Exit_on_29_March_2019.pdf
https://www.niesr.ac.uk/sites/default/files/publications/NIESR%20Report%20Brexit%20-%202018-11-26.pdf
https://ukandeu.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Cost-of-No-Deal-Revisted.pdf
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Furthermore, because the UK would be hit hardest by a no deal Brexit, we would find 
ourselves in a weaker negotiating position. The same is likely to be true of subsequent trade 
negotiations with third countries, many of whom would have good reason not to enter into 
negotiations with the UK in good faith. Most existing third country trade deals have not yet 
been renegotiated and agreed, and so would immediately fall away on exit day.  

 
 
Questions that need to be answered 
 

1. Is there a single aspect of the British economy that would be better off as a result of 
leaving the EU without a deal? 
 

2. If the UK simply didn’t check goods entering the UK after no deal, how could smuggling 
and counterfeiting be avoided? 
 

3. Is stability and peace in Northern Ireland worth jeopardising in order to deliver a no deal 
Brexit? 

 
4. Many companies have warned they would relocate jobs overseas if the UK left with no 

deal. How many jobs do advocates of no deal believe are at risk?  
 

5. How could a no deal Brexit deliver the “exact same benefits” and “frictionless trade” the 
British people were promised during the 2016 referendum campaign? 
 

6. The Vote Leave campaign promised to “negotiate the terms of a new deal before we 
start any legal process to leave”. How is no deal consistent with that commitment? 
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