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Britain and the EU
Arguments for and against the United Kingdom’s continued membership of the EU
are summarized and commented on.
1. Preamble
Even the most fanatical supporter of the European Union must admit that around the institutions
of the EU, “there yet hangs about them an aroma which is not wholly pleasing”, to borrow a
phrase of A.C. Benson. Examples of unethical, wrong, deceitful—many epithets could be
applied—behaviour are, as the saying goes, too numerous to mention; a well documented one
concerns the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA).1 Evidence for such shortcomings are so
numerous and widespread one has reluctantly to conclude that there is probably not a single EU
institution that operates with unimpeachable probity. Familiarity with revelations of corruption,
venality, conflicts of interest and so forth has blunted their impact in the public mind. Even in
1994, members of the House of Lords Select Committee on the European Communities were
surprised that the numerous examples of fraud gathered by that committee was not followed by
forthright public outrage.2 More than 20 years later it seems that all hopes of having institutions
operating with efficiency and honesty have been abandoned, and even attempts to limit
corruption are enfeebled.3
Hence, even supporters of the EU admit the need for reform. No one is advocating an
unreformed EU. The need for such reform is, indeed, so pressing that, according to the
supporters of continuing EU membership, Britain needs to remain in order to be able to enact
the necessary reforms.
After several months of gruelling negotiations, Mr Cameron, the UK Prime Minister, was
able to negotiate some very modest reforms. The great difficulties and delays he experienced
augur ill for carrying out more far-reaching reforms. Usually, institutions that have decayed to
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C. Robinson, N. Holland, D. Leloup and H. Muilerman, Conflicts of interest at the European Food
Safety Authority erode public confidence. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 67 (2013) 717–720.
Financial Control and Fraud in the Community (HL Paper 75). London: HMSO (1994).
The European Assembly, or Parliament, seems to head the list of corrupt institutions, ordered
according to the degree of corruption. Former MEP Peter Skinner was recently found guilty of one
count of making a false instrument, one count of fraud and one count of false accounting in criminal
proceedings at Southwark Crown Court. He had embezzled almost 500,000 GBP in the guise of
“expenses” between 2004 and 2009.4 Regrettably, it seems that one has to assume that all MEPs are
corrupt; only the degree of corruption varies. Given the effectively minuscule role of the European
Parliament in the operation of the EU, its main function appears to be to provide the opportunity for
its members to “live in effect for free”, as the prosecutor in the Skinner case remarked.5
Kent Messenger (31 March 2016).
Kent Messenger (18 March 2016).
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the extent one observes in the EU are unreformable;6 like the League of Nations, they must be
allowed to die and, with luck, assist in the birth of something new and better.
The reform of institutions begs the question of ultimate aims. One cogent British criticism of
the EU is that it aims towards a federal State. The Continent has had its share of megalomaniacs,
such as Napoleon and Hitler, who rejoiced in the idea of pan-European hegemony. In the latter
case it was envisaged to last a thousand years. The fact that these enterprises failed so miserably
does not, apparently, deflect the zeal of the federal advocates, from which one might infer that they
are indeed motivated by fanaticism rather than any kind of rational or critical thinking.
The British idea of a pan-European grouping was more akin to a superior—in the sense of
being more effective and encompassing more members—version of the European Free Trade
Association (EFTA). Voting against continuing membership of the EU does not preclude a
renewed attempt to create an EFTA. As a free trade association, the EU turned out to be highly
inefficient—it accumulated too much excess ideological baggage. One might say the same
about the now defunct Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA or Comecon). The
referendum could, indeed, be greatly enhanced if an additional question were posed—“Would
you like the UK to join/(re)create EFTA?”8
Even opponents of the EU are likely to concede that, at least, the EU has helped keep the
peace between erstwhile warring partners. This is perhaps an overly generous concession. It can
indeed be asserted as an objective fact that there has been no general outbreak of belligerency in
Europe comparable to the First and Second World Wars in the 20th century. We do not,
however, know what would have happened without the EU. Given the trend of shrinking armies
and corresponding military budgets, economic constraints alone may have sufficed to achieve
that result.9 It is, perhaps, noteworthy that the neutral countries Norway and Switzerland are not
EU members, and another neutral country, Belgium, albeit a member, was chosen as the site for
the administrative headquarters. Nevertheless, it cannot be said that Europe has been free from
hostilities. There are countless points of friction, the Basque country and Northern Ireland being
just two of the more prominent ones. These have not diminished during the hegemony of the
EU. On the contrary, the EU commitment to borderless travel and free movement of workers
has made it easier for people with hostile intent to operate.
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Actually, as far as one can tell the institutions of the EU were bad from the start (the European
Economic Community, later renamed the European Community and finally renamed the European
Union). The classic mistake of clothing them “from the outset with convenience and dignity” was
made. The buildings of the European Commission, Parliament and Courts of Justice were indeed
magnificent, seemingly lacking nothing.7 Parkinson continues “It is now known that a perfection of
planned layout is achieved only by institutions on the point of collapse”.
C.N. Parkinson, Parkinson’s Law, pp. 76 ff. Harmondsworth (Middlesex): Penguin Books (1965).
At the time Britain was a member (prior to accession to the EEC), the EFTA’s Secretariat appears to
have had a staff of about 70. Interestingly, although it now has fewer members, its Secretariat
numbers around 100! Such an increase is, of course, entirely to be expected (Parkinson, loc. cit., pp.
11 ff.7). In comparison, the EU general secretariat employs about 3500 people, and the staff of the
European Commission, which is a kind of glorified secretariat, employs 33,000 people. Another
6000 work in the general secretariat of the European Parliament (source: http://europa.eu/about-eu/
facts-figures/administration/index_en.htm).
Oddly, though, budgetary constraints have not sufficed to prevent military adventures in the Middle
East, Central Asia and elsewhere from being undertaken.
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Most of these points of friction could be lubricated into peaceful coexistence if the concept of
a transnational EU were truly consummated: the big states would wither away, federal countries
like Germany and Italy would revert to something like their pre-unification structures, and Spain
could adopt its “historic regions”. At a stroke, disputed territories like Transylvania, Wallonia and
Flanders would become “independent” (within the larger framework). The ideal would be for each
territory to have roughly equal size (hence, one would not wish to recreate every petty German
principality). Within a (properly functioning) supranational framework there would be no need to
fear “Balkanization”. No one territory would have a preponderant population or economy. Alas,
such a logical development of the EU concept does not look likely to be realized.
Moving beyond belligerency, it becomes very hard to perceive what real added value the
EU has brought to the continent.
2. Standards and harmonization
The EU is often praised for having removed tariff barriers. The generations of politicians who
were active in creating the EU doubtless had painful memories of the economic stagnation that
followed the protectionism that was trendy between the two world wars. It should, however, be
borne in mind that by removing something that was artificially erected in the first place—in
some instances by the same people who subsequently removed them—one does not thereby
acquire very much merit. It is rather like a small child who wilfully damages some household
item in order to garner praise for subsequently mending it. As for the removal of passport checks
at borders (Schengen), with the—naturally regrettable—increase of criminality and terrorism,
its disadvantages are now being discovered and it may even have to be abandoned.
Any commercial system benefits from voluntary adherence to common specifications and
standards.10 It is not necessary, as the European Commission thinks, to impose a vast range of
mandatory standards with the force of law.11 Any individual manufacturer not adhering to a
relevant standard would be so commercially disadvantaged as to soon go out of business.12 The
International Organization for Standardization (ISO) is a voluntary organization,13 and its
continuing success (tens of thousands of standards issued so far) is a measure of the validity of
the voluntary system. Moronically, the EU has carried its directive-based system beyond all
reason. This was particularly noticeable in England, which had a different system of
commonplace weights and measures from the metric system of the continent and the English
scientific community. Thus, for example, petrol could no longer be sold in gallons even though
most motorists simply fill up the fuel tank when it is getting empty; it is not necessary to
precisely quantify the amount in a pan-European unit. To be sure, a nationally standard gallon
should be used in order to allow the prices of petrol from rival suppliers to be readily compared.
The same applies to milk, which was formerly sold in pints—a handier volume than one litre.
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See, for example, the general introduction in the paper by P. Hatto, Standardization for
nanotechnology. Nanotechnol. Perceptions 3 (2007) 123–130.
Any bureaucracy needs to justify its existence, see Parkinson, loc. cit.7 (the whole book).
One can think of international standards as “lubricants” to overcome the “friction” inherent in
international trade.
ISO was founded after the Second World War. It continued the work of the International Federation
of the National Standardizing Associations, founded in 1926.
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Since milk is locally produced and consumed, it is irrelevant to be able to compare supplies in
the UK with those from other countries—besides, a currency conversion would need to be
carried out. One could continue by considering vegetables sold in markets, and so forth. The
flood of directives prescribing how this or that should be certified seems to have contributed to
the increasing tendency for buyers of equipment to ascribe more weight to the certifications
(CE, GMP etc.) possessed by the equipment rather than to its intrinsic performance, much to the
irritation of the manufacturers. This is hardly a way to foster technical innovation!
When it comes to more complex matters, such as public health, the advantages of joining
forces to determine, for example, the maximum safe amount of pesticides in drinking water would
appear to have certain advantages. In order to make a proper job of determining such limits,
onerous scientific work is required, such as extensive and lengthy animal studies and wideranging epidemiology. Since we are all Homo sapiens, so the argument goes, why repeat this work
in every country? Very large countries such as the USA seem to manage very well with a single
centre undertaking such determinations, serving a population comparable in size with that of the
EU. Numerous European agencies now parallel well-known bodies in the USA, such as the EPA
and FDA.14 All is not well with these relatively new European agencies, however. The problems
with EFSA have already been mentioned. The European Chemicals Agency (ECHA) is in
continuous conflict with the chemical industry. Unlike a national agency, one cannot simply go
along to its office, usually to be found in the capital city, and listen in to its deliberations, or make
a personal enquiry. ECHA, for example, is located in Helsinki. For the majority of EU citizens,
three days would have to be allocated for a visit lasting a few hours. In fact, I do not even know if
its sessions are open to the public—it would be in keeping with the general preference of the EU
for secrecy and opacity for them to be held in camera. Revealingly, its physical location is not
apparent on its website (and cannot be found e.g. by searching for “address”). Personal
accessibility may have provided a check to the seemingly inexorable drift of all these agencies
towards corruption. Even in 1981, an appraisal of environmental lead concentrations concluded
that “in view of the uncertainties, a child’s or pregnant woman’s living conditions should surely
be scrutinised at somewhat lower blood concentrations than the present limit of 1.69 μmol/L
(35 μg/100 mL) set by the EEC” (my emphasis).15 One of the newer agencies is the European
Aviation Safety Agency (EASA).17 From the beginning, its main concern appears to have been the
desire to hide deficiencies of large manufacturers and operators within the aviation industry, rather
than the EU citizenry. Earlier this year it was decided that the public will no longer have access to
the Mandatory Occurrence Reports (MOR) of flying-related safety incidents, nor the findings
from accident investigations. Why? These agencies, over which citizens have practically no
control, increasingly interfere in essentially arbitrary ways with the lives of citizens—the
prohibition of the sale of incandescent light bulbs, and of substances (e.g., ascorbic acid) deemed
14
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Environmental Protection Agency and Food and Drug Administration, respectively. Their existence,
of course, begs the question why the EU cannot simply adopt the US standards.
D. Gloag, Sources of lead pollution. Br. Med. J. 282 (1981) 41–44. This article was subsequently
criticized for dangerously underestimating the presence of lead,16 making the official position of the
EEC even more incongruous.
R. Russell Jones, Sources of lead pollution. Br. Med. J. 282 (1981) 477.
ECHA was only founded in 2007, but its website already claims that it “is becoming the world’s
leading regulatory authority on the safe use of chemicals”.
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to constitute the raw ingredients of medicines, are just two examples from a great many. All these
actions seem to be designed to promote the interests of some doubtless highly profitable industry,
rather than facilitate the smooth functioning of commercial markets, let alone promoting a safer
environment. The recent scandal involving the car manufacturer Volkswagen, which, it has
emerged, over many years systematically evaded emissions controls on diesel-powered cars
through an elaborately constructed deceit is the most recent manifestation of the regulatory chaos
into which years of dishonesty have brought us.18
There is always a danger, when organizations become too large, that they become
impossible to manage well. Even within the UK, the National Health Service (NHS) project
“Connecting for Health”, which was intended to equip the NHS with a common computing
infrastructure, failed irreparably.19 The NHS is, admittedly, a colossal organization in itself.
Health is, actually, one area in which the EU has had relatively little influence so far. The
Consumers, Health and Food Executive Agency (CHAFEA) is a modest, Luxembourg-based
organization with only about 50 members of staff. There are good scientific reasons for not
trying to integrate national health agencies: regional differences of diet and genetics make it
very unlikely that uniform standards are appropriate throughout the continent.
Regional differences of culture and language are even greater. Such differences have
enormous impacts on people’s behaviours. This is manifest in the existence of considerably
different motoring speed limits in different countries. Given the general trend towards mindless
harmonization, it is likely that there will be attempts to impose uniform speed limits throughout
Europe in due course. One of the unfortunate characteristics of EU harmonization is what we
might call “lowest common denominatorism”: harmonization always selects the least onerous
standard to prevail. A good example is the colour of car headlamps. France, alone, required
headlamps to be yellow, making them much less dazzling to oncoming motorists, hence making
an important contribution to road safety. This regulation was harmonized and although French
motorists may still use yellow headlamps they are no longer mandatory and, in practice, nowadays
only a very small proportion is to be found—presumably it is simpler for the manufacturers, most
of which are multinational, to install a single kind of lamp regardless of country.
In summary, EU achievements in standardization are paltry, and much of its efforts rank as
officious interference in the work of voluntary bodies such as ISO, or gratuitous interference in the
lives of private citizens.
3. Civilization
Since, however, the EU aims to go well beyond a mere free trade association, one should look more
widely at what it has achieved in terms of civilization. Language is, of course, a pillar of civilization
and perhaps the first thing that strikes an observer is the execrable quality of the language of official
EU documents. I write about those in English, my native tongue—I hope that those reading this
editorial will tell me whether one can say the same about those written in other languages.
The EU spends a lot of money on cultural activities, especially if one includes activities
such as restoring buildings, sport and science. At first sight it is difficult to see what all this
18
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The scandal began in the USA, which has stricter emissions limits than the EU. But even in Europe,
the deceit was used to promote the idea that VW diesel-powered vehicles are somehow “clean”.
G. Sampson, Whistleblowing for health. J. Biol. Phys. Chem. 12 (2012) 37–43.
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spending has achieved other than crowding out private funds. It has surely made it more
expensive, because bureaucrats’ salaries have to be paid, and more unpredictable, because
grants have to be applied for with a small success rate. Tourism, although often called an
“industry”, can equally well be called a cultural activity. The EU bureaucracy is heavily
involved in promoting tourism. Article 6 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union states that “The Union shall have competence to carry out actions to support, coordinate
or supplement the actions of the Member States. The areas of such action shall, at European
level, be … (d) tourism”. Article 195 encourages “the creation of a favourable environment for the
development of undertakings in this sector”. Notice how vague, to the point of meaninglessness,
the language is. What is a “favourable environment”? Development of tourism has spoiled
many “underdeveloped” areas, such as Liguria to name just one example. Of course, it may well
be argued that this would have happened anyway, even without the EU. When, in the 1980s, the
locals started to cash in, opening shops selling panini etc. in the—at that time still authentic—
villages of the Cinque Terre, there was little evidence of direct EU involvement. Tourism is an
activity that is intrinsically self-defeating—the endpoint of development is that it becomes
pointless to travel to the place, since it is like staying at home with the added inconvenience of the
journey. It is completely superfluous for the EU to encourage such development (because it
happens anyway through a kind of Gresham’s law process). If there was an iota of intelligence
within the EU bureaucracy, it would have acted to positively discourage such self-defeating
development, such as overriding local permission to construct a road to Corniglia, which spelt
the end of that place as somewhere truly worth visiting. Wordsworth is appropriate here,
perhaps more so than to the object about which it was originally written:
Schemes of retirement sown
In youth, and ‘mid the busy world kept pure
Must perish; how can they this blight endure?
As well as its Directorate-General Tourism Unit, the European Commission has several
offices concerned with retirement; the Directorate-General (DG) for Economic and Financial
Affairs is concerned with pension schemes, as is the DG for Employment, Social Affairs and
Inclusion, and the DG for Health and Consumer Protection with other related matters such as
the health of pensioners which, it would appear, is adversely affected by tourism. It seems
inevitable that in an organization as large and complex as the European Commission, different
parts are working in opposition to each other. Numerous other examples could be found. At the
very least, this mass of opposing actions means that progress towards any goal is lamentably
slow (as is demonstrably the case) and helps to explain why Horace’s epigrammatic Parturient
montes, nascetur ridiculus mus so aptly describes the work of the European Commission.
Science is not explicitly mentioned in the list of areas of action given in Article 6 (loc. cit.);
the closest we have is “(b) industry”. Articles 179–188 do, however, refer to “research and
technical development” (RTD); the RTD programmes have become an important source of
funding for many scientists in Europe. Never mind that these programmes are intended to
promote the competitiveness of European industry (Article 179); national governments have
reduced their allocations to scientists to the point that they are obliged to rely on EU RTD
funding for anything that requires more than very modest expenditure. Never mind that
appraisals of these programmes have repeatedly condemned their inefficacity; the House of
Nanotechnology Perceptions Vol. 12 (2016)
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Lords Select Committee on the European Communities found in 1994 that the RTD
programmes actually diminished European industrial competitiveness.2 These criticisms have
fallen on deaf ears and one finds that they are repeated in very similar terms each time a fresh
appraisal is carried out. It is, therefore, astonishing that 150 fellows of the Royal Society of
London, including Stephen Hawking and Alan Fersht, opined that “leaving the EU would be a
disaster for science”.20 The main fear of the authors is loss of funding; F.S. Oliver refers to “the
English professors, who fell prostrate in adoration before the prosperity of cotton-spinners”—
one merely needs to substitute “DG XII—Research & Innovation” for cotton-spinners. In 2010
more than 10,000 scientists signed a petition strongly criticizing the research and development
activities of the EU.21 Among the comments appended to the signatures, one finds many like
“The procedure for applying for EU grants is now a huge barrier, and is putting Europe in an
uncompetitive situation in comparison with the rest of the world”and “I no longer consider any
of these funding schemes viable for attracting top candidates in my field”. As far as I am aware,
nothing effective has been done to address these deficiencies. It is no wonder that, among
scientists of calibre, there is an almost universal perception that the EU programmes, and a
fortiori the projects funded by them, are, at best, mediocre.
Mainstream RTD projects are supposed to have significant commercial impact and
participation of one or more major companies is virtually essential if the project is to have a
chance of being funded. Yet, if some planned R&D did indeed have a viable commercial
outcome, surely it would be a worthwhile investment for the company without the involvement
of the EU. That submitted proposals are, in reality, Potemkin villages is further evidenced by the
fact that according to the research*eu results magazine nearly all completed projects end with
the plea “more research is required”. Indeed, the business model of many seemingly
entrepreneurial start-up companies see their best chances of survival to lie in securing a big EU
grant, and once they have boarded the gravy train they acquire the taste for continuing in that vein.
Four years ago I was a member of a project consortium. Three years ago we received the
pleasant news that our proposal had passed all the evaluation thresholds. Due to the
incompetence of the evaluation panels (although the letter from the European Commission does
not state that—but having served as an evaluator I well know that panel members are carefully
instructed to only allow roughly that number of proposals to pass for which there is funding)
115 projects likewise passed all thresholds, but funds were only sufficient to support 26 of them.
After waiting more than a year for further news, I redesigned the project to be wholly financed
by industry (i.e., the academic partners received funds to cover their share of the work directly
from the industrial partners); the redesigned project was arranged to achieve more over a
slightly shorter timescale and with a budget of about half of that of the original proposal, a large
part of which was taken up merely to comply with the onerous reporting and other obligations
to the Commission.
Having previously been a member of a funded project consortium, I can well attest to the
colossal waste of resources within these programmes. An old and valued friend of mine acts as
an independent consultant to a score of nanotechnology projects, reporting back to the project
20
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Letter to The Times (10 March 2016).
J.J. Ramsden, Widespread dissatisfaction with European Union research funding. J. Biol. Phys.
Chem. 10 (2010) 3–4.
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officer. After evaluation, he often recommends that a project should be terminated, but no such
action is ever taken, because it would look bad in the file and reflect adversely on the promotion
prospects of the officer, presumably because he would be judged as incompetent for having
allowed a failing project to be funded in the first place.
So much for science. Let us look at regional development. Through its Regional
Development Fund (ERDF), the EU has an activity which allows poor regions to acquire
facilities, such as playing fields, or renovate dilapidated ones, such as waterworks and railway
stations, which they would not otherwise be able to do. It is a pleasant gesture of solidarity
between the richer and poorer parts of the EU. Surely, however, one does not need the
enormous—and correspondingly expensive—bureaucracy that accompanies these measures to
achieve the same end. Many prospective private entrepreneurial initiatives are likely to have
been stymied—crowded out—by the ponderous ERDF and associated programmes—to say
nothing of the opportunities for embezzlement and other forms of corruption that they create. In
other words, they effectively promote criminality and dampen vigorous honesty. To be sure, this
would scarcely have been the intention of the creators of the programme. Nevertheless,
unintended consequences are a very typical feature of complex systems,22 and knowledge of
that has been around for quite a long time, so there is little excuse for the deep-seated naïveté so
apparent in these overwrought but at the same time pretentious and turgid programmes.
4. The Common Agricultural Policy
The most expensive—and most controversial—part of the EU is the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP). A very different view is presented in official documents: the 50th anniversary of
the CAP was marked by the publication of an elaborate panegyric,23 to which doubtless Orwell
would have accorded a grudging admiration for such an exemplary display of Newspeak (or
rather one of its dialects, NEUspeak). This flagship policy has, at times, consumed almost 90%
of the overall budget of the EU. At present the proportion hovers between 40 and 45%. The idea
of the policy, introduced in 1962, is to guarantee prices for farm produce. In other words, the
real market is set aside and replaced by an artificial world affording breathtaking opportunities
for fraud and corruption. The official view is that the policy has been blindingly successful.
Blindingly indeed: the predictable outcome of vast surpluses (“butter mountains”, “wine lakes”
and so forth) that already began in the 1970s is considered to be one of the successes of the
policies (“Farms are so productive …”)23; it took over 20 years for this gross mismanagement to
be corrected. The price of achieving this productivity has been appalling. The rural farming
landscape has been transformed to become an agro-industrial system; it appears to have
inspired the inhuman “systematization” programme that began in Romania in 1972 (in which
small villages were razed and the inhabitants concentrated into tower blocks in larger
settlements). The loss of ecosystem diversity within this agro-industrial system is horrifying.
Very many formerly abundant native European species of plants and animals of all kinds have
22
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P.M. Allen and M. Strathern, Complexity, stability and crises. In: Complexity and Security (eds
J.J. Ramsden & P.J. Kervalishvili), pp. 71–92. Amsterdam: IOS Press (2008).
The Common Agricultural Policy: A Story to Be Continued. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the
European Union (2012).
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become rare or have completely died out. From the beginning the focus was on “efficiency” and
“competitiveness”. Only in 2011 did ecological aspects begin to be considered:23 under a new
CAP reform, “ecological competitiveness” (whatever that means) was to be strengthened. In
reality, the loss of diversity is likely to continue, since the EU bureaucracy seems to be very
much in favour of the introduction of genetically modified organisms. If they are allowed to get
their way, we shall end up with the kind of agriculture practised nowadays in the USA, with
general herbicide spread on fields of crop plants modified to be resistant to it.
The focus of the CAP has only ever been on price and quantity. Since the introduction of
the policy, the quality of food within the EU has gradually declined. Already in the mid-1980s,
Frédy Girardet, whose restaurant Girardet in Crissier, Vaud was at the time considered to be the
best in the world,24 lamented that it was no longer possible to obtain ingredients, especially
vegetables, of the first quality in Europe. Tasteless fruit and vegetables, prion-containing beef
and bland cheeses—these are some of the legacies of the CAP, as far as the consumer is
concerned. The agronomist will also be concerned by the colossal loss of diversity in the varieties
of comestible foods grown commercially. If farmers are to benefit from an EU subsidy,25 they
are obliged to plant the prescribed varieties. A hundred years ago, over 2000 varieties of apples
were sold commercially in France; nowadays only a handful of inferior varieties are authorized
to be harvested commercially, and these “EU varieties” are the same regardless of country.
It is true that the UK has been particularly critical of the CAP, and instrumental in bringing
about certain reforms. Nevertheless, the British government never seems to have been able to
drive home such laudable initiatives. An illustrative example occurred in 1994. Italy and Spain
refused to obey milk quotas, and a court judgement fined the Italian government 2300 million
GBP (over 4000 million in today’s money), and Spain a lesser amount. The European
Commission subsequently decided to overrule that court judgement. This decision was
challenged in the European Court by the UK government, but the challenge was withdrawn after
the Italians and Spaniards threatened to block the European budget if the fines were enforced.
In summary, more than half the entire EU budget has been spent on a system that has ruined
the rural ecosystem and delivers expensive food of poor quality to the citizens of Europe. No
better example of lowest common denominatorism could be found—and this is hailed as the
only real success of the EU.
5. Deceit at the heart of Britain’s relations with the EU
A thesis that has been often promulgated asserts that at the time of Britain negotiating to join the
EU (then called the European Economic Community, EEC), it was clear enough, at least to the
then Prime Minister, Edward Heath, and his chief negotiator Geoffrey Rippon, that the ultimate
goal of the cosily named “Common Market”—at first sight no more than a free-trade zone—
was political union. That might in any case have been deduced from a study of the writings of
the principal architects of the Common Market, figures such as Jean Monnet and Robert
24
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Author of La cuisine spontanée. Paris: Laffont (1982).
As most of them do, but it is difficult to stand aside from the system unless one sells one’s produce
exclusively in local markets. Farmers have, therefore, been nudged into becoming more adept at
looking at screens to optimize their subsidies than actually growing crops or rearing animals. This
favours larger farms, which can afford to have staff exclusively dealing with the screens.
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Schuman. Apparently Pierre Werner, then Prime Minister of Luxembourg, had written a report
about moving towards full economic and monetary union as a necessary prelude to political
union, which was being circulated in 1970, at the start of the renewed negotiations for British
entry. Nevertheless, it was decided that these prospects were to be concealed. Upon Britain’s
entry into the Common Market at the beginning of 1973, Edward Heath declared that “There
are some in this country who fear that in going into Europe we shall in some way sacrifice
independence and sovereignty. These fears, I need hardly say, are completely unjustified.”
Events since that infamous television broadcast have amply justified the thesis of deceit.
On the Continent, the goal of ultimate political union has continued to gather momentum. Not
all leading British politicians have been complicit in the deceit; Margaret Thatcher is probably
the most prominent opponent, but even she could do relatively little to stem the tide. The longer
such deceit continues, the more intricate it becomes and the more difficult to disentangle. The
milk quota affair referred to in Section 4 illustrates the real impotence within the system; even a
very modest piece of resistance crumbled.
The Continent might well wonder why Britain is making a fuss over all this. After all, the
maxim of Louis XI, “Qui ne sait dissimuler ne sait pas régner” has long been a favourite, and at
various times in the past large parts of continental Europe have enjoyed a kind of economic and
political union, under Napoleon or Hitler, for example. It was, therefore, not so very surprising
that the colossal deceit associated with the introduction of the euro as a common currency26
seems to have been barely noticed within the Eurozone countries, at least at the time.
As Tolstoy is reputed to have said, “Every deceit is an evil.” It is not something that can
simply be set aside when it is not required (e.g., to conceal the real nature of the EU). It becomes
pervasive, an endemic mentality akin to a disease. This is now particularly apparent when one
looks at all the statements being made by those in favour of staying in the EU. To take just one
example, Carolyn McCall, CEO of easyJet, has come out strongly in favour of continuing
membership, apparently solely on the basis that it is necessary for the continuing commercial
success of her airline.27 But easyJet already has what are effectively subsidiaries in non-EU
countries such as Switzerland,28 which presumably operate very profitably. EU membership
and successful airline operation do not, therefore, appear to be linked. Indeed, it is in the nature
of true entrepreneurialism to be able to make a success out of any set of circumstances. The
circumstances of the EU, with its enormous overhead of officious regulations and salaried
officials, seem to be more trying than most, but for those with a certain mentality the EU
presents its own peculiar opportunities.
Many of the supporters of continuing EU membership base their support on economic
arguments. Most of the statements made in this regard are unqualified and unqualifiable, either
because they base their arguments on certain trends observed in Britain, the EU and the rest of
the world, but cannot compare those trends with what would have happened had Britain not
been a member of the EU (other than via speculative extrapolations); or because they base a
comparison of future trends, in particular if Britain were to leave, on the assumption that for the
EU it would be business as usual without Britain, and this assumption leads to even wilder
26
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Letter to The Sunday Times (14 February 2016).
Easyjet Switzerland SA, based at Geneva airport.
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speculative extrapolations.29 It is interesting to compare—even from a purely stylistic
viewpoint—the rather turgid document from the Bank of England30 with the upbeat essay that
won the 2014 Brexit prize.31 Both documents take a neutral view, but the impression is that the
dull one is against leaving, and the exciting one is for it. Mark Carney, Governor of the Bank of
England, notes that the report30 concludes that “EU membership has likely increased the
dynamism of the UK economy” (my emphasis); following the House of Commons Treasury
Select Committee hearing on 8 March 2016, the Governor was widely reported as having
asserted that leaving the EU posed the biggest domestic risk to to financial stability.
The misdemeanours of EFSA have already been mentioned1—selectively ignoring data in
a scientific evaluation. They represent a particularly egregious form of deceit, not least because
it is difficult for a lay member of the public to notice that something is amiss.
The EU, of course, has no monopoly on deceit. Louis XI has already been mentioned; there
are prominent examples from English political history long before the era of the EU. Returning to
Carolyn McCall, it is interesting to note that she received an honorary doctor of science degree
from Cranfield University in 2014; point 3 of the the Cranfield University Reform League’s 5point plan for the future of the University is “to abrogate mendacity as a management tool in the
administration of the University”.32 The point here is that deceit, mendacity and so forth are all
around us, but when they are ineradicably embedded within the highest governing authorities,
percolating downwards and all around us, a return to probity seems like a hopeless ambition.
6. The nature of the EU
The EU is undoubtedly a bureaucracy, which Parkinson defines as “rule by officials” (i.e., a type
of oligarchy).33 Nevertheless, he gives no examples, probably because there were none when
the book was published.34 Louis XI’s maxim may be acceptable when uttered by a monarch
who seemed to have the best interests of his country at heart and eschewed extravagance and
idle luxury, but makes no real sense if applied to a (representative) democracy, and is even less
appropriate for a bureaucracy. The bureaucrat’s right to rule implies that he or she must be
honest and competent. The role corresponds to de Jouvenel’s rex,35 responsible for order and
stability. Too often, the European Commission usurps the function of dux, responsible for
innovation—this is properly the responsibility of private citizens and their groupings. Whatever
his antecedents, as soon as an official takes up his position, he starts to lose touch with reality.
For him to assume more than a caretaker function is to vastly inflate his (or her) role. One
29
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Interestingly, I have not seen any arguments for remaining within the EU that do not at the same time
emphasize the need for the EU to be reformed, and assume that it will be. Given the dismal track
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notices this in the “calls for proposals” issued by DG XII for the research and technical
development programmes. These calls, written by bureaucrats, are usually hopelessly behind
the real cutting edge of the science and technology.
In order to combat that inevitability, the bureaucrats are often advised by “experts”,
grouped into panels such as the Scientific Committee on Emerging and Newly Identified Health
Risks (SCENIHR). I remember an occasion when I was asked by an EU official to comment on
a SCENIHR report on some aspect of nanotechnology. My comment was highly critical of the
report. To my surprise, the official wholeheartedly agreed with my assessment but, he
remarked, he could do nothing with it because it was not accepted practice in the Commission
for officials to criticize the panels that they had appointed.
So it goes on. Like Parkinson’s Mr Cypher,36 the official quickly acquires the ability to be
infallibly wrong—whenever, that is, he has the opportunity to make a decision.37 More often
than not, it would appear, the decision is effectively imposed on the official by means of
intensive lobbying, which is endemic within the European Commission. Tolerance of a
lobbying culture cannot be justified by negligible salaries paid to officials, as is customary in
some countries, especially in Africa; on the contrary, EU officials tend to be well paid, receiving
well above the average. The motivation for acquiring more through lobbying, expenses etc.
appears to be simple greed, and the EU well deserves its epithet of “the ultimate gravy train”.
7. Conclusions—how should one vote?
If one is entitled to do so, one certainly should vote. It is a rare opportunity to contribute to a
truly momentous decision. The Continent—both EU and non-EU—is awaiting the result with
bated breath. No one really knows what will happen if the UK leaves. It is the second largest
member state, and still officially recognized as one of only two world powers within the Union.
The enormous effort expended to prevent Greece from leaving—even the Eurozone, let alone
the Union—bespeaks a tremendous fragility, which in itself takes away confidence in the EU’s
future. The loss of prestige to the Brussels bureaucracy if the UK leaves will be immense; it may
never really recover; hence, Brexit presages the ultimate breakup of the EU as a whole.
Why should this be cause for regret? The EU has, perhaps, performed a useful function in
the post-war decades. There is no reason why it should continue indefinitely. One must be
pragmatic. Genuine reform is hopeless—even the most sanguine politician, official or observer
must, in his heart of hearts, know that. Sometimes it is best to make a fresh start. Hopefully the
lessons of the past will have been learned and—dare one hope it—all of Europe will be forever
grateful to the citizens of the UK for having acted with boldness and vision.
J.J. RAMSDEN
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“Getting it wrong” could not be better illustrated than by the design of the dreary twelve-star EU flag.
As A.W.F. Edwards has pointed out,38 “its design is hardly appropriate for a grouping of European
states. None of the countries involved has a star in its flag, a symbol which is distinctly non-European
… Indeed, the natural conclusion on comparing the flag with others is that it is probably an American
state flag (Indiana and Alaska both have gold stars on a blue ground) ... The Community should hold
a competition for a new design, which needs to be a bold reflection of the European heraldic tradition
rather than the draft of an EC directive for a 12-wire Europlug.”
Letter to The Times (21 February 1992).
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