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I have always found the word ‘Europe’ in the mouths
of those politicians who wanted from other powers
something they did not dare to demand in their own
name.

Otto von Bismarck

We are with Europe, but not of it, we are linked but not
compromised. We are interested and associated but not
absorbed.

Winston Churchill

The question I want to pose is: which picture of Europe
will voters be presented with? The candid version or
the cartoon version? The myths or the facts?... It’s an
important difference.

José Manuel Durao Barroso

Treaties are like roses and young girls — they last as long
as they last.
Charles de Gaulle

England! the time is come when thou should’st wean
Thy heart from its emasculating food;
The truth should now be better understood;
Old things have been unsettled...
William Wordsworth
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Introduction

As austerity continues to ravage many parts of the
European Union (EU), of one commodity there has
been no shortage. That commodity is opinion as to
whether a country benefits or loses out by belonging
to this enigmatic, supranational organisation. The EU is
indeed a perennial work-in-progress whose only point of
constancy appears to be its overarching ambition to forge
ever closer union between the peoples of Europe.

Unsurprisingly, the economic crisis within the eurozone
has seen a remarkable collapse of trust in the EU on the
part of these same peoples. According to Eurobarometer,
the polling agency which for decades has conducted public
opinion polls within the EU on behalf of the European
Commission: ‘Since the beginning of the crisis, trust in
the EU has fallen from +10 to —22 points in France, from
+20 to —29 points in Germany, from +30 to —22 points in
Italy, from +42 to —52 in Spain, from +50 to +6 points in
Poland, and from —13 to —49 points in the UK."

These figures also show that, when it comes to
euroscepticism, the United Kingdom has been both
pioneer and market-leader. Initially reluctant to join,
and always half-hearted in its membership, the UK has
long been something of an outlier in Europe. This partly
reflects its geographic location. Perched on the continent’s
westerly rim, it is the closest, both in distance and culture,
to its former colony and closest ally on the far side of the
Atlantic: the United States of America.

However disenchanted with the EU the euro-crisis has
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WITH FRIENDS LIKE THESE...

rendered continental Europe, in Britain its chief effect
has been for its media to begin to accord much greater
coverage to eurosceptic opinion. Until recently, public
expression of such scepticism had been banished to the
margins of political life, since all three major parties
had for some time become officially wedded to Britain’s
membership of the EU. As the euro-crisis has dragged on,
however, this eurosceptic strand of opinion has begun to
enter into the mainstream of British politics. There are
now signs that the fragile truce between leading lights
of the Conservative Party over the merits of Britain’s
membership of the EU is starting to break down.

As the debate in Britain intensifies, more and more
senior statesmen and other leading opinion-formers, both
there and elsewhere, have begun to proffer opinions on
the subject. One trigger of what lately has turned into a
veritable cacophony of voices on the matter was a much
heralded speech made by Prime Minister David Cameron
in January 2013 in which he announced that, should his
party gain office at the next general election, it would
seek to repatriate powers from Brussels before putting
the renegotiated terms of Britain’s EU membership to the
electorate in an in-out referendum in 2017.

Whatever might have been the Prime Minister’s
ultimate intention in making that announcement, it had
little apparent effect in stemming what has become a
major haemorrhaging of electoral support for his party in
favour of the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP)
which advocates Britain’s complete withdrawal from the
EU. UKIP gained approximately 23 per cent of the vote
in the local elections of May 2013, bringing its electoral
support to a level comparable with that of Labour’s 29 per
cent and the Conservatives’ 24 per cent.’ That election
result sent a dramatic warning to the Conservative Party,
since UKIP had largely, but not exclusively, taken votes
from former Conservative supporters. The shift in support
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INTRODUCTION

towards UKIP was replicated in both the local elections
and European Parliament elections of May 2014, in
which it gained over 160 seats in the former elections
and topped the poll in the latter one with 27.5 per cent
of the vote. Even if, in the 2015 general election, UKIP’s
share of the vote is nothing like as big as in the 2013 and
2014 elections and not one single candidate from that
party is returned to Westminster, on present showing it
might still win enough votes to deny the Conservatives
electoral victory.

Meanwhile, many senior Conservatives have begun
to break ranks with their party’s official line, which is
in favour of Britain’s continued membership of the EU.
Instead, some have begun to signal their preference
for Britain to withdraw, at least on its current terms of
membership. Such figures include Education Secretary
Michael Gove,* Defence Secretary Phillip Hammond,®
former Defence Secretary Liam Fox,° Environment
Secretary Owen Paterson’ and Mayor of London Boris
Johnson.?

The public profession of so ‘heretical’ an opinion by
so many senior members of the Conservative Party has
triggered a predictable riposte from their more europhile
counterparts. Among the most notable is the Minister
without Portfolio Kenneth Clarke, who has often claimed
that it would be folly for Britain to leave the EU, or even
to suggest that it might, because even that suggestion is
liable to discourage foreign inward investment .’

David Cameron’s speech has likewise evoked strong
expressions of support for Britain’s continued EU
membership from many senior foreign political leaders.
American President Barack Obama declared: ‘The United
States values a strong UK in a strong European Union,
which makes critical contributions to peace, prosperity,
and security in Europe and around the world.”'* German
Chancellor Angela Merkel stated: ‘It’s my firm conviction
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that we belong together, the UK and the other European
member states.”!! French President Frangois Hollande
said: ‘I hope Britain stays in the European Union."!?

Among the first senior member of the Conservative
party to break ranks with its official line on Europe and
to advocate UK withdrawal was Lord (Nigel) Lawson,
Chancellor of the Exchequer in Margaret Thatcher’s
Conservative administration between 1983 and 1989. In
a lengthy opinion piece published by the Times on 7 May
2013, he set out why, in any future referendum on the
issue, he would vote for Britain to leave:

The heart of the matter is that the very nature of the
European Union, and of this country’s relationship with
it, has fundamentally changed after the coming into
being of the European monetary union and the creation
of the eurozone of which — quite rightly — we are not
a part. That is why... I shall be voting ‘out’ in 2017...
Not only do our interests increasingly differ from those
of the eurozone members but... we are now becoming
increasingly marginalised as we are doomed to being
consistently outvoted by the eurozone bloc... But there
are other, and more important, gains than this... [T]he
EU has become a bureaucratic monstrosity. This imposes
substantial economic costs on all member states, perhaps
greatest in the case of the UK... London remains a far
more important financial centre than the rest of Europe
put together... with substantial growth prospects, where
the country is indisputably a world-class player...
However, after the recent banking meltdown, the EU is
currently engaged in a frenzy of regulatory activism...
[i]n part... motivated by a jealous desire to cut London
down to size, in part by well-intentioned ignorance.'

Two days after the publication of Lord Lawson’s
sentiments about the EU, they were resoundingly
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INTRODUCTION

echoed by Michael Portillo, a fellow minister in Margaret
Thatcher’s government as well as one in John Major’s
successor administration. Arguing in support of the
UK’s withdrawal from the EU, rather than for any
attempt to renegotiate terms, Portillo remarked of the
present Conservative leadership’s attitude towards
EU membership (which he claimed was shared by the
leadership of the other two main parties):

[Tlhe senior leadership... cannot contemplate with-
drawal... The default position of the [entire] political
classis... that Britain could not survive outside the union
and... that the public shares its defeatism... If... the Brit-
ish electorate [is cowed] ... into voting for continued EU
membership... [it] would deliver Britain into the Euro.
So the referendum, were it to occur, would... really be
about pulling out or in due course entering political un-
ion...That is why I would vote ‘no” and fervently hope
that the British have more guts than those who govern
us... The Euro is a disaster. It has created hardship, un-
employment and division on a dangerous scale... The
UK is unhappy in the EU. We do not share its vision...
It is disingenuous to suggest that this fundamental mis-
match can be resolved by a little renegotiation. '

The following day brought forth a rejoinder to Lord
Lawson from another former Cabinet colleague in
Margaret Thatcher’s administration, Lord (Michael)
Heseltine. It was his strong opposition to her steadily
mounting antipathy towards the EU that led him to
mount a challenge to her leadership which eventually
brought her premiership to an end. In a comment piece
in the Financial Times, Lord Heseltine remarked:

In the 1980s, Margaret Thatcher sent Arthur Cockfield
to Brussels... to negotiate for the UK’s interest. He did it
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well, opening up the continent to more of our goods and
services. What nobody noticed was that, to give effect to
the 1986 Single European Act, we would need to put 400
regulations through parliament... [W]e were right to take
part. Had we walked away, France and Germany would
have carved up the agenda... Indeed, the alternative to
EU membership... is not independence. It is being told
by the EU what conditions it will accept for us to trade
in the European marketplace... EU membership also
attracts investment into the UK... But only if our EU
membership is not in doubt... Britain would not only
lose out economically from leaving the union. We would
also suffer geopolitically... Every Tory prime minister
since Harold Macmillan... has realised that the choice is
between EU membership and irrelevance... The US has
been spelling this out since the end of the Second World
War: what use to them is a Britain that cannot lead on
its own continent? ... Influence in Europe, not isolation
from it, is what Britain needs if it is to thrive."”

As if on cue, the Obama administration then promptly
let it be known how diminished in influence Britain
would become, especially in Washington, should it decide
to leave the EU. According to a report by the Guardian’s
diplomatic editor that appeared there towards the end
of May: ‘The Obama administration has warned British
officials that if the UK leaves Europe it will exclude
itself from a US-EU trade and investment partnership
potentially worth hundreds of billions of pounds a year,
and that it was very unlikely that Washington would make
a separate deal with Britain... American officials made it
clear that it would take a monumental effort to get TTIP
[the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership]
through a suspicious Congress and that “there would be
very little appetite” in Washington to do it all again with
the UK if Britain walked out of Europe.’'¢
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For supporters of Britain’s continued EU membership
that warning from Washington was a fortuitous
coincidence. Or was its timing more than mere
coincidence? If so, it would not be for the first time that
the United States has sought in semi-covert fashion to
steer Britain towards closer integration with the rest of
Europe. In reality, the so-called warning was a veiled
threat intended to frighten Britain into remaining where,
out of concern for its own perceived national interest, the
USA has always wanted Britain to be ever since the end
of World War II.

At a joint press conference with the British Prime
Minister in Washington in mid-May, the American
President was at pains to portray his stated preference for
Britain to remain an EU member as being no more than
just that. He acknowledged the decision had to be that of
the British people’s alone. He said:

With respect to the relationship between the UK and
the EU, we have a special relationship with the United
Kingdom. And we believe that our capacity to partner
with a United Kingdom that is... engaged with the
world is hugely important to our own interests... And
I think the UK’s participation in the EU is an expression
of its influence and role in the world. Now, ultimately,
the people of the UK have to make the decision for
themselves. I will say this — that David [Cameron]’s basic
point that you probably want to see if you can fix what'’s
broken in a very important relationship before you
break it off makes some sense to me... Again, I want to
emphasise these are issues for the people of the United
Kingdom to make a decision about, not ours.'”

The subsequent warning issued by unnamed US
officials, however, about how much Britain stood to
lose by withdrawing from the EU came across more as
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a veiled threat than a prediction. America has its own
perceived strategic reasons for wanting Britain to remain
in the European Union. It believes, and not without
some good reason, that by doing so the EU is likely to
be more Atlanticist in outlook than it otherwise would
be. Yet however close Britain and America may be, their
respective national interests have not always coincided.
Nor has Britain’s interest always been best served by its
doing whatever America has wanted it to. The US would
undoubtedly have welcomed Britain’s military support in
Vietnam in the 1960s. It was probably best for Britain
that it chose to abstain from participating in that conflict.
More importantly, America does not always judge rightly
where its own national interest resides when it comes
to foreign policy. Al Qaeda might never have come into
existence, and hence there might never have been a 9/11
with all the attendant global violence which resulted
from it, had America not so enthusiastically cultivated
the Taliban in their struggle against the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan in the 1980s.'®

A propos of America’s wish for Britain to remain within
the EU, there is a danger that, should Britain continue
down the road towards ever closer integration with its
other members, in time its ‘special relation” with America
would become so attenuated that Britain might cease
to have the ability or possibly even the will to influence
European foreign policy in a direction friendly to
American interests. To see how this might come about, it
is worth recalling what West German Chancellor Konrad
Adenauer reportedly told the French Prime Minister Guy
Mollet at the height of the Suez crisis, after American
opposition to the joint incursion of France and Britain
into Suez had forced them to abandon their military
operation: ‘France and England will never be powers
comparable to the United States and the Soviet Union.
Nor Germany either. There remains only one way of
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playing a decisive role on the world; that is to unite to
make Europe. England is not ripe for it but the affair of
Suez will help to prepare her spirits for it... Europe will
be your revenge.’"

A stray remark made half a century ago by a German
Chancellor might be thought too remote in time and
inconsequential in substance to have any contemporary
relevance. Yet the attitudes that France and Germany
have subsequently displayed towards participating in
recent military conflicts involving the USA do not suggest
anything like so great a readiness on their part to support
the US militarily as Britain has tended to display. Among
European nations, only Britain stood by America during
the Second Gulf War of 2003. Likewise, in a UN Security
Council vote in 2011, Germany alone among Western
allies abstained from supporting military action against
Colonel Gaddafi’s regime in Libya.

In an interview with Gerhard Schroder published
in Der Spiegel in early April 2013, the former German
Chancellor concurred with his interviewer that his refusal
when Chancellor to support the American invasion of
Iraq in 2003 ‘was the point at which German foreign
policy came of age’.”® Schroder concluded the interview
by observing that: ‘Because of its economic power and
its political significance, Germany is currently destined to
assume leadership within the European Union.’

America’s gambit to keep its oldest and most
dependable ally within the European Union might merely
result in time in its being lost fo Europe, rather than its
serving as a Trojan horse for America. Despite disclaimers
by Chancellor Merkel, who has expressed doubts about
the likelihood of its creation in the foreseeable future,
her former foreign minister Guido Westerwelle has led a
campaign for the creation of a European army among the
EU’s largest member states with the notable exception of
Britain. In September 2012, a group of eleven EU foreign
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ministers spearheaded by Westerwelle published a
report on the ‘Future of Europe’ which called for further
integration and centralisation of EU foreign policy under
the so-called High Representative/Vice-President of the
Commission and with more decision-making by qualified
majority voting. The report declared: ‘To make the EU
into a real actor on the global scene we believe that
we should in the long term: introduce more majority
decisions in the common foreign and security policy
sphere, or at least prevent one single member state from
being able to obstruct initiatives; seek, where possible,
joint representation in international organisations; aim
for a European Defence Policy with joint efforts regarding
the defence industry; for some members of the group this
could eventually involve a European army.”?! If, under
such future circumstances as these, America hopes Britain
would be able to exert sufficient influence over European
foreign and defence policy to ensure that it remains in
accord with US strategic interests, then America is surely
hoping in vain. It is fairly clear that it is the intention of
these foreign ministers, through use of qualified majority
voting, to construct a Europe free of British influence over
foreign and defence policy irrespective of its membership
status.

President Obama, however, is by no means the only
foreign leader to have voiced strong support for Britain
remaining in the EU and to hint of reprisals should it
decide to leave. Addressing an assembly of British bankers
in London’s Guildhall a month after David Cameron’s
landmark speech, Herman Van Rompuy, President of
the EU’s Council of Ministers, said: ‘Leaving the club
altogether... is legally possible... But it’s not a matter of
just walking out. It would be legally and politically a most
complicated and unpractical affair... Leaving... doesn’t
come for free...The wish to redefine your country’s
relationship with the Union has not gone unnoticed... I
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cannot speak on behalf of the other presidents and prime
ministers, but I presume they neither particularly like it,
nor particularly fear it."*

Meanwhile, hardly a day has gone by since David
Cameron’s January 2013 speech without some fresh
directive or policy announcement issuing from Brussels
that has major implications for Britain. This steady
flow of EU law and policy has served to perpetuate the
controversy over the merits of Britain’s continued EU
membership.

The controversy over Britain’s continued membership
of the EU will undoubtedly be further exacerbated by
the decision of the European Council in June 2014 to
nominate Jean-Claude Juncker as President of the
European Commission following the May 2014 European
Parliament elections. Despite David Cameron’s vociferous
objections both to the nomination and to the public
rationale given for it, only Hungary’s prime minister
joined him in opposing Juncker’s nomination in the vote
Cameron forced the Council to take.

The scale of Cameron’s defeat reveals the width of
the gulf separating Britain from the rest of Europe over
the question of the future direction of the EU. Britain’s
prime minister is keen to reverse the level of integration
already achieved, while the rest of the EU seems keen on
accelerating the pace. It also suggests that David Cameron’s
intended renegotiation of Britain’s membership terms
stands little chance of success save within the context of
wider intergovernmental discussions on a new EU treaty
that will finally allow these two estranged parties to go
their separate ways.

Like Angela Merkel, who did so much to ensure
that Juncker’s candidacy for EC President prevailed
over Cameron’s opposition, the former Luxembourg
prime minister has in recent times hinted that he too
would be willing to support some such new treaty.
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Much overlooked in Britain at the time of the European
Parliament election was the fact that, in March 2014,
Juncker had been officially adopted by the EPP grouping
of European political parties as their preferred candidate
for EC President. It was precisely because this grouping
then gained the largest share of the vote in the May
elections that Juncker was able to claim that he had
received an electoral mandate from the peoples of Europe
as the European Parliament’s so-called Spitzenkandidat or
lead-candidate.

However dubious the logic of this argument might
be, there was something else of far greater importance
that was widely overlooked in Britain at the time of the
May elections. This was that, as the EPP’s candidate for
the Presidency, Juncker had, in April 2014, set out in
that group’s election manifesto the priorities he would
set himself if he were appointed Commission President.
Among these priorities was that of ‘giving an answer to
the British question”:

No reasonable politician can ignore the fact that, during
the next five years, we will have to find solutions for the
political concerns of the United Kingdom. We have to
do this if we want to keep the UK within the European
Union — which T would like to do as Commission
President. As Commission President, I will work for a
fair deal with Britain. A deal that accepts the specificities
of the UK in the EU, while allowing the eurozone to
integrate further. The UK will need to understand that,
in the eurozone, we need more Europe, not less. On the
other hand, the other EU countries will have to accept
that the UK will never participate in the euro, even if
we may regret this. We have to accept that the UK will
not become a member of the Schengen area. And I am
also ready to accept that the UK will stay outside new
EU institutions such as the European Public Prosecutor’s
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Office, meant to improve the fight against fraud in the
EU, but clearly rejected by the House of Commons
and the House of Lords. We have to respect such
clear positions of the British Parliament, based on the
British ‘opt out’ protocol. David Cameron has recently
written down a number of further key demands... As
Commission President, I will be ready to talk to him
about these demands in a fair and reasonable manner.
My red line in such talks would be the integrity of the
single market and its four freedoms; and the possibility
to have more Europe within the eurozone to strengthen
the single currency shared so far by 18 and soon by 19
member states. But I have the impression that this is as
important for Britain as it will be for the next President
of the Commission. A deal that accepts the specificities
of the UK in the EU.?

The more Europe for eurozone countries, of which
Juncker here declares himself to be in favour, could well
require a new EU treaty. This would give Britain the
opportunity to regain for itself the powers that Cameron
has declared that he wishes Britain to repatriate from
Brussels. Juncker will not have been oblivious to this
fact. So there could well be much about which the British
electorate will have cause to ponder, come the promised
in/out referendum on British membership of the EU in
2017.

Come an eventual in-out referendum, how the poor
benighted British public is expected to be able to take
account of all the supposedly relevant considerations
before deciding how to vote is well worth pondering
over. Doubtless, beforehand, a protracted debate will
have taken place within the British media, as happened
soon after Britain entered the EEC, when in a referendum
in 1975 its electorate was invited to register support or
opposition for its membership. As we shall presently see,
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however, what transpired on that past occasion hardly
provides cause for optimism that any future referendum
will be the product of a truly informed decision.

Consider, for example, the advice the British diplomat
who was chef de cabinet to one of Britain’s two EEC
Commissioners recalls having given them on how best
they should set about renegotiating Britain’s terms
of membership. The advice was contained in a report
circulated among all the EEC Commissioners: ‘The
British will call all sorts of things “renegotiations” which
we [the Commission] know aren’t renegotiation. Just
don’t contradict them, let them get on with it, because
anything they choose to score as renegotiation which
is achieved in the normal run of transacting European
business — that’s fine -- why get into an argument about
whether it’s got this label “renegotiation”?"*

The 1975 referendum was seriously compromised by
both a considerable degree of deliberate misinformation,
as well as covert funding from foreign vested interests.
Together, they have left a question-mark over the
legitimacy of its result all these decades later. What
transpired in the run-up to that earlier referendum
on Europe, therefore, should serve Britain as a timely
warning as to the profound limitations of all such exercises
in public opinion-forming and decision-making.

As calls in Britain grow ever more insistent for an in/
out referendum on its membership of the EU and as the
odds of it happening shorten, it is worth considering how
and why the EU came into being and Britain joined as
a prelude to considering whether Britain has gained or
lost through having done so. Should Britain be judged to
have lost out through its EU membership, the question
then arises of how best it might set about extricating itself
from the EU and what future relationship with it Britain
should seek to establish instead. The historical matters will
be considered in chapter one. Chapter two will examine
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the alleged economic benefits and true costs of Britain’s
EU membership. Chapter three will examine the political
costs and benefits of membership. The overall verdict will
be that Britain has indeed lost out both economically and
politically by being a member. Accordingly, the fourth
and final chapter will consider how best Britain might set
about leaving the EU and what alternative relationship it
should seek to forge with it.
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The European Union: its
Origins and Rationale

Received wisdom vs inconvenient truth

According to the received narrative, the EU project began
when France and Germany agreed, shortly after the end
of World War II, to place their coal and steel industries
under a new supranational authority.' The resources and
plants they wished above all to see placed under joint
authority were for the most part situated in their mutual
borderline region of Alsace-Lorraine and the Saar. During
the previous century, both regions had changed hands
between them several times, on each occasion after
bloody conflict. By placing their coal and iron deposits
under a joint supranational authority, France and
Germany sought to eliminate a possible cause of future
wars, as well as to facilitate their post-war economic
reconstruction.

Other European countries were invited to join
the project which led, in 1952, to the creation of the
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). This was
the nucleus and model for the further critical step towards
European integration taken five years later in Rome.
Then, France, Germany and Italy, plus the three Benelux
countries, signed a further pair of treaties. One of these
two 1957 Rome treaties established the European Atomic
Energy Community. The other established the European
Economic Community (EEC), better known at the time
in Britain as the Common Market. While welcoming and

.16 -



THE EUROPEAN UNION: ITS ORIGINS AND RATIONALE

supporting the bodies that these treaties created, Britain
declined invitations to join all three of them.

The idea that the countries of Europe should unite
economically and politically in the interests of peace
preceded the end of World War II. According to the
accepted version of the emergence of the EU, ? the idea
of a European union first arose Phoenix-like out of the
ashes marking the end of World War I. Enthusiasm for
the project was temporarily put on hold in the 1930s and
1940s by the rise of Nazism and Fascism and the resultant
world-wide conflagration to which they led. The idea,
however, was reputedly reborn within various groups of
Resistance fighters during the Second World War who,
upon cessation of hostilities in 1945 were finally able to
turn their vision into a reality.

The view that the European Union enjoys impeccably
liberal credentials has now become entrenched. However,
it offers only a very one-sided and partial account of the
historical record. Airbrushed from the record are four
highly inconvenient facts for those intent upon portraying
the EU as an essentially benign and liberal organisation.

First, anti-fascist resistance fighters were by no means
the only protagonists in World War II to resurrect the
idea of uniting Europe as an antidote to future war: the
idea had been just as enthusiastically embraced by the
Nazis. Second, European Union was not first conceived
during the inter-war years; its provenance is much older,
with roots going back at least as far as to the writings of
the mid-nineteenth century German economist Friedrich
List. His proposals for a European union were later to
be adopted not just by the Nazis, but, before that, by
the late nineteenth-century movement known as Pan-
Germanism, the source of the aggressive nationalism
marking German foreign policy during the first half
of the twentieth century. Third, much of the funding
behind the organisations created after the end of World
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War 1II to promote the cause of European union came
from the USA whose main concern in financing them
was not to prevent future war between its member
states. It was rather to prevent the continent from falling
under communist rule. Fourth, covert CIA funding and
other forms of covert action were pivotal in shifting
public opinion in Britain from original hostility towards
the idea of joining a European union into subsequent
support. The CIA involvement lasted right up to the
1975 referendum on British membership of the EEC and
undoubtedly helped determine its outcome of a majority
vote in favour of British membership.

These four inconvenient truths put an entirely
different complexion upon how genuinely benign an
organisation the European Union is, as well as upon what
reason Britain has, or ever has had, to be a part of it. Each
will now be taken up in turn.

Pan-Germanism as prime mover of European
integration

In his contribution to the compendious anthology
Documents on the History of European Integration: Volume 1
Continental Plans for European Union 1939—45, the German
military historian Michael Salewski observed that: ‘From
the outset of the war it was a staple of Nazi propaganda
that the Reich was waging the struggle “imposed” on it
for the sake of a “new Europe”.” A couple of quotations
from the anthology illustrate just how central a role the
ideal of European union played in Nazi rhetoric and
thinking at the time.

In May 1940, Arthur Seyss-Inquart, a leading Austrian
National Socialist, was appointed Reich Commissioner of
the occupied Netherlands. Shortly afterwards, the new
Reich Commissioner was to declare that: ‘The European
area is combining to form a new order... a new Europe
is being formed, strong by reason of its size and the
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coordination of its needs...”* A short while later, he added:

Above and beyond the concept of a nation state, the
idea of a new community will transform the living space
given us all by history into a new spiritual realm... The
new Europe of solidarity and cooperation... will find an
assured foundation and rapidly increasing prosperity
once national economic barriers are removed. It will no
longer offer to its adversaries a temptation to violate its
peace by wars and economic wars... Nations and human
beings only develop to the full when they participate in
a great common destiny.’

In 1942, Walter Funk, the Reich’s Economic Minister
and President of the Reichsbank, stated in a contribution
to an anthology published that year in Berlin under the
title of The European Economic Community:

The English moral philosophy of Hobbes and Hume ...
tinged with a shot of Jewish spirit from David Ricardo has
proved to be an extraordinarily safe and imperceptibly
effective means for justifying and safeguarding British
world superiority... But th[e] type of freedom [they
extolled] was of too poor moral foundation to have been
of any real substance... Europe’s peoples... all know
now... that the freedom ideal of the past era was false
and perishable... By creating a European economic bloc,
we want to protect ourselves from this system... The will
to achieve European cooperation...is the ultimate goal
that we demand of the European nations and that we
strive for... From the noblest blood spilt, a better social
order for life in Europe will and must grow.¢

That the Nazis were aiming to unite Europe under
German hegemony was known early on during the War.
As early as March 1940, the British journalist Dorothy
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Thompson reported in her regular column in the New
York Herald Tribune:

The Germans have a clear plan of what they intend to
do in case of victory... I have heard it from a sufficient
number of important Germans and persons closely in
touch with important Germans to credit its authenticity...
Germany’s plan is to make a customs union of Europe,
with complete financial and economic control centred in
Berlin. This will create at once the largest free trade area...
in the world... The Germans count upon political power
following economic power, and not vice versa. Territorial
changes do not concern them, because there will be no
‘France’ or ‘England’ except as language groups... As far
as the United States is concerned, the planners of World
Germanica... say that it will be... force[d] to play ball...
France will be kept to agriculture and the manufacture
of quality goods... London is to cease to be a financial
centre, but will be the chief commercial centre, under
Nazi domination.”

So much for the notion that, during the Second World
War, the idea of European Union was championed only
by those fighting against the Nazis and Fascists. While this
notion prevails within Europhile circles, it is untrue to
the historical record, as recently made clear by German
journalist Rainer Hank, senior economics and finance ed-
itor of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung. In an article first
published in German in November 2013, Hank writes:

While the German right wing was anti-European after
1918, there was a veritable ‘craze for Europe’ (Ulrich
Herbert) after the victory over France in 1940... Adolf
Hitler himself was not noted for his commitment to the
‘European ideal” but, according to Goebbels’ diaries, on 8
May 1943, Hitler uttered the following: ‘It must remain

.20 -



THE EUROPEAN UNION: ITS ORIGINS AND RATIONALE

our war aim to create a united Europe. But Europe can
only undergo clear organisation through Germany.’
The point here is that the ‘invention of Europe’ is not —
contrary to what official documents from the Council of
the European Union would have us believe —a monopoly
of the anti-fascist resistance.?

In his 1997 history of the EU, economic historian
Martin Dedman asserts that: ‘Movements to unite
Europe politically only emerged post-World War 1.7
However, such movements had already begun in the
late-nineteenth century with the advent of the German
political movement known as Pan-Germanism of which
Nazism was but a twentieth century flowering, as was
recognised by the Austrian economist Ludwig von Mises
in his 1944 book Omnipotent Government: The Rise of the
Total State and Total War who observes there:

The essential ideas of Nazism were developed by the
Pan-Germans and the socialists of the chair in the last
thirty years of the nineteenth century. The system was
completed long before the outbreak of the First World
War. Nothing was lacking and nothing but a new name
was added later. The plans and policies of the Nazis differ
from those of their predecessors in imperial Germany
only in the fact that they are adapted to a different
constellation of political conditions. The ultimate
aim, German world hegemony, and the means for its
attainment, have not changed.!

Pan-Germanism was the subject of a book published
in 1915 by Charles Andler, a French professor of German
language and literature at the University of Paris. In
this book, several late nineteenth-century pan-German
authors are quoted one of whom was Julius von Eckardt,
historian, diplomat and secretary of the German Senate



WITH FRIENDS LIKE THESE...

under Bismarck. From an 1892 book by Eckardt entitled,
Berlin-Vienna-Rome: Reflections on the new course and the new
situation in Europe, Andler quotes the following passage
which he prefaces by the heading ‘Germany wishes to found
a Customs Union as well as a Military Union of the Central
European States’, a statement which Andler claims ‘exactly
expresses’ Eckardt’s thought." The quotation runs:

The establishment... of an alliance at once political and
economic between the three Central European Powers
might become the starting-point of a new European system...
A great Customs Union, created on the initiative of
Germany, would prove to the world irrefutably that the
foundation of the German Empire had been a necessity
and a benefit for Europe... [I]t could no longer be cast
in our teeth that the great German undertaking of 1870
had resulted merely in universal armaments, universal
military service, and an elaboration of militarism, which
is sucking out the marrow of the bones of all nations."?

Pan-Germanism was no mere abstract intellectual
creed. It was rather a political movement, manifested by
the founding in 1894 of the Pan-German League. Until
1908, the League was led by Ernst Hasse, a professor
of statistics at the University of Leipzig, who, between
1893 and 1903, was also a representative in the Reichstag
of the National Liberal Party. Between 1905 and 1907,
Hasse published a three-volume work entitled German
Politics from which Andler quotes the following passage:

The future territory of German expansion, situated
between the territories of the Eastern and Western
powers, must absorb all the intermediate regions; it must
stretch from the North Sea and the Baltic through the
Netherlands, taking in Luxembourg and Switzerland,
down to the lands of the Danube and the Balkan
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peninsula. All foreign influence must be eliminated from
this great territory... We want territory, and not merely
colonies. We want territory, even if it be inhabited by
foreign peoples, so that we may shape their future in
accordance with our needs."

Andler concludes his account of Pan-Germanism by
reproducing the order of the day that Kaiser Wilhelm
II issued German troops in June 1915, and which was
found subsequently in the possession of captured German
soldiers. The Kaiser’s ominous words run: ‘The triumph
of Great Germany, destined one day to dominate all
Europe, is the sole object of the struggle in which we are
engaged.”™*

A major source of inspiration for Pan-Germanism was
the nineteenth-century German economist Friedrich
List. List favoured European union, not to prevent
war between European states, but rather to enable
mainland European countries to wage economic war
more effectively against their more industrially advanced
neighbour across the English Channel. In his 1844 tract
National System of Political Economy, List declared:

If... Germany could constitute itself with... Holland,
Belgium, and Switzerland, as a powerful commercial
and political whole... Germany could secure peace
to the continent of Europe for a long time, and at the
same time constitute herself the central point of a
durable Continental alliance... If we only consider the
enormous interests which the nations of the Continent
have in common, as opposed to the English maritime
supremacy, we shall be led to the conviction that nothing
is so necessary to these nations as union."

List forecast that, following the chastening experience
of seeing itself overtaken economically by a united
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continent, Britain would seek and gain admission to a
European union, in part so as to insulate herself against
what he further predicted would be the still greater
economic might of the Unites States of America:

Great Britain will be compelled to seek and to find in the
leadership of the united powers of Europe protection,
security, and compensation against the predominance
of America, and an equivalent for her lost supremacy.
It is therefore good for England that she should... gain
the friendship of European Continental power... [and]
accustom herself betimes to the idea of being only the
first among equals.'®

The historian Paul Winkler had little difficulty in
perceiving the roots of Nazism to lie in Pan-Germanism
and in the writings of Friedrich List. His 1943 book The
Thousand-Year Conspiracy: Secret Germany Behind the Mask
observes:

Mein Kampf... and its author, Hitler, are not the source
of all evil in present-day Germany... In the ideas of List,
we find... the complete outline of Germany’s recent and
present economic attitude... Hitler is merely applying
the century-old thesis of List in the economic sphere.!”

According to received accounts of its early history,
the two chief architects of the European Union were the
Frenchmen Jean Monnet and Robert Schuman. Both
were serving in the post-war administration of Charles
de Gaulle, Monnet as Planning Commissioner concerned
with their country’s post-war economic reconstruction
and Schuman as Foreign Minister. At that time, old
rivalries between France and Germany were beginning
to resurface over the industrially rich Saar border region.
To end once and for all any possibility of further armed



THE EUROPEAN UNION: ITS ORIGINS AND RATIONALE

conflict between them, the received account of the EU’s
history has it that Monnet contrived the idea that the two
countries should pool sovereignty over their respective
mineral wealth and heavy industry. Monnet put this idea
to Schuman who, receiving it favourably, then publicly
proposed it on 9 May 1950 in the famous declaration
bearing his name but which, in reality, had been drafted
almost entirely by Monnet with the assistance of a young
French law professor from whom Monnet had sought
technical advice. The core of the so-called Schuman
Declaration runs thus:

Itis no longer a question of vain words but of a bold act, a
constructive act. France has acted and the consequences
of its action can be immense... France has acted
primarily for peace and to give peace a real chance. For
this it is necessary that Europe should exist. Five years,
almost to the day, after the unconditional surrender of
Germany, France is accomplishing the first decisive act
for European construction and is associating Germany
with this... Europe will be born from this, a Europe
which is solidly united and constructed around a strong
framework... The gathering of the nations of Europe
demands the elimination of the age-old antagonism of
France and Germany...

With this objective in mind, the French government
proposes to direct its action on one limited but decisive
point: The French governmment proposes to place Franco-
German production of coal and steel under one common High
Authority in an organisation open to the participation of other
countries of Europe... By pooling basic industrial production
and setting-up a new High Authority whose decisions will be
binding on France, Germany and other member countries, these
proposals will bring to reality the first solid groundwork for
European Federation vital to the preservation of world peace."
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According to the received account, the proposals
contained in the Schuman Declaration won immediate
acceptance from West Germany’s Chancellor Konrad
Adenauer. The three Benelux countries and Italy quickly
joined in the project, leading, via the Treaty of Paris of
April 1951, to the creation of the European Coal and Steel
Community under the presidency of Jean Monnet. The
truth, however, is somewhat more complex and murkier.

In proposing the European Coal and Steel Community,
Monnet had been responding to a still more radical
proposal for removing possible cause of future conflict
between France and Germany. This more radical
proposal called for their full-scale union and it had been
made by West German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer in
an interview with the head of the European bureau of
the International News Service in March 1950. Upon
its publication, the reaction in France had largely been
one of horror: ‘Adenauer wants to build Europe around
Germany and for Germany,’ commented the French
newspaper L'Aube."

It was, therefore, as a less radical but more realistic
alternative to Adenauer’s proposal that Monnet had
come up with his own proposal, known to posterity as
the Schuman Declaration. This is something Monnet
himself acknowledged in his Memoirs.*°

March 1950 was, however, by no means the first time
that Adenauer had publicly floated the idea of Franco-
German union. As early as March 1946, three years
before he became Chancellor, Adenauer had declared at
a meeting of the Rhineland and Westphalia branch of the
newly formed Christian Democrat Party: ‘It is my deepest
belief that the United States of Europe can finally bring
peace to this continent which has been ravaged by war
so often.”!

It is small wonder, then, that, when in late May 1950
Monnet duly visited Adenauer in Bonn to discuss the
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Schuman Plan, at the end of their meeting the West
German Chancellor had risen to his feet and declared:
‘Monsieur Monnet, I regard the implementation of the
French proposal as my most important task. If I succeed,
I believe my life will not have been wasted.’*

Inadvocating Franco-German union, Adenauer’s prime
motive had been to prevent the Saarland from becoming
permanently lost to Germany as France had proposed
initially after the war. Adenauer managed to accomplish
his objective, however, not by persuading anyone that
their union was needed to prevent war between France
and Germany. It was rather by convincing America that
the union was needed to prevent future military conflict
between itself and the Soviet Union.

At the time of its creation in 1949, West Germany
was still a remarkably weak state, bordering as it did the
Soviet sphere of influence on its eastern flank and having
been completely disarmed. America was desperate to
see West Germany strengthened in order to help meet
the threat of potential invasion by the Soviet Union.
By cleverly playing on American Cold War anxieties,
Adenauer managed to convince America of the need for
European Union.

The covert US financing of European union

Action Committee for the United States of Europe

The Action Committee for the United States of Europe
was one of three organisations created in the early years
of the Cold War with the help of generous covert CIA
funding to promote the cause of European integration.
The three organisations received funding from the CIA
because, at the time, the American defence establishment
viewed European integration as the best means of
combating what it perceived to be a very real threat of
Soviet invasion of Europe or communist subversion. The
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funding was covert so as to prevent the three organisations
from being regarded as agents of American imperialism.
As Ambrose Evans-Pritchard reported in the Telegraph in
September 2000:

Declassified American government documents show
that the US intelligence community ran a campaign in
the fifties and sixties to build momentum for a united
Europe. It funded and directed the European federalist
movement... The leaders of the European Movement —
[Joseph] Retinger, the visionary Robert Schuman and the
former Belgian prime minister Paul-Henri Spaak — were
all treated as hired hands by their American sponsors.
The US role was handled as a covert operation... The
State Department also played a role. A memo from the
European section, dated June 11, 1965, advises the
vice-president of the European Economic Community,
Robert Marjolin, to pursue monetary union by stealth. It
recommends suppressing debate until the point at which
‘adoption of such proposals would become virtually
inescapable’.”

The Action Committee no longer exists. Not so the other
two organisations, namely, the European Movement and
the Bilderberg Group.

European Movement

The European Movement was created in New York in
October 1948. 1t was formed in the wake of the Hague
Congress of Europe the previous May that had led to
the establishment of the Council of Europe. Initially, the
European Movement was placed under the leadership of
Duncan Sandys, son-in-law of Winston Churchill, who
had called for European union, but without Britain’s
membership of it, in a landmark speech at the University
of Zurich in 1946. Initially, the CIA had been keen to
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fund Sandys in that role.

However, American enthusiasm for Sandys and for
British leadership of the European Movement began to
wane after it became apparent that Britain favoured the
more strictly intergovernmental Council of Europe, based
in Strasbourg, to the more radical supra-national form of
European integration proposed by the likes of Monnet,
Schuman and Adenauer. Since the European Movement
was principally funded by the CIA, it was quickly able
to arrange the transfer of its headquarters from London
to Brussels, and of its leadership to the distinctly more
Europhile former Belgian Prime Minister Paul-Henri
Spaak, who, in 1952, became the first President of
the ECSC Assembly in Strasbourg, forerunner of the
European Parliament.

Bilderberg Group

The Bilderberg Group is the other still-extant organisation
set up in the early 1950s with covert CIA funding to
promote the cause of European integration as well as the
transatlantic alliance. Unlike the two other Europeanist
organisations established with CIA funding, this group
does not wear its Europhilic proclivities so conspicuously
on its sleeve. However, there can be little doubt that,
among its aims, European integration was, and most
likely still remains, a central one.

Stephen Dorril and Richard J. Aldrich are the two
foremost British academic authorities on the activities
of western security and intelligence services during the
Cold War. Both contend that the Bilderberg Group was
created with the help of CIA funding for the purpose of
promoting European integration.

Concerning the circumstances surrounding its
creation, Dorril supplies the following information in his
2000 study of the activities of MI6 during the second half
of the twentieth century:
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During 1952, Retinger suggested... the idea of organising
unofficial meetings of leading personalities from NATO
countries with the purpose of ‘promoting European
unity and an Atlantic alliance’... A meeting was held in
September, in Paris, during which an advisory committee
was created.*

[T1he first formal Bilderberg conference was held in
May [1954] in the small Dutch town of Oosterbeekat,
at the Hotel de Bilderberg, from which the meeting took
its name. It was seen as an opportunity for shapers of
opinion among elite groups in Europe to speak with
one voice to their counterparts in the United States
who feared that differences over European integration
and eastern Europe would create misunderstandings.
Funding came courtesy of the Dutch government and
the CIA.»

In his magisterial 2001 survey of the activities of
British and American intelligence services during the
Cold War, Aldrich supplies the following further details
about the extent of CIA involvement with the Group
and its funding: ‘By the early 1950s promoting European
unity was the largest CIA operation in Western Europe...
Quite simply, the most enthusiastic federalist power in
post-war Europe was the United States.”*

Given what Dorril and Aldrich claim to have been
the extent of American involvement in promoting
European union after the War, it would appear that the
public warning T.H. Tetens gave US President Dwight
Eisenhower in the 1950s had fallen on deaf ears:

As a political analyst who has spent a lifetime in fighting
Germany'’s bid for world conquest in two world wars, 1
see the old plot emerging again in the words and deeds
of the new Germany... We have not learned our lessons
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from the past. Twice within a generation we went to
war in order to stop German aggression. Each time we
gained military victory, only to throw it away by making
Germany strong again as a ‘bulwark against the East'...
If the Germans have their way, it will happen again.”

A European Union with Germany as its strongest pillar
will turn out to be the greatest blunder. Germany’s
industry will not only dominate the markets in Europe...
[A] resurrected strong Germany will see her future
task in the creation of a third Power Bloc... clearly
demonstrated by Dr Adenauer’s speeches and articles
in which he told his fellow Germans about the great
advantages of the Schuman Plan.... A united Europe, he
said, will ‘become the Third Force in the world, powerful
enough to intervene successfully — in a decisive moment
- to safeguard the peace’.?®

In December 1951, the leading West German geo-
political newspaper Christ und Welt had expressed much
the same misgivings as those of Tetens. It had warned:
‘Continental Europe would break away from the Atlantic
Pact... A Western Europe standing on its own feet and
possessing its own powerful army... could afford to carry
out such an independent policy because it will have the
strength of a third power.”®

Germany’s present-day domination of Europe
Since its reunification in 1990, Germany has not only
come to assume de facto leadership of the European
Union, it has also begun to play, as well as to call for the
EU to play, a more active role on the international stage
outside of NATO. Neither of these trends accords well
with Britain’s national interest for reasons to be given in
chapter three.

As it was originally conceived, the European Union
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was to be a partnership between west European
countries all at approximately the same level of economic
development. With the collapse of communism at
the end of the 1980s, all that changed. West Germany
immediately sought and achieved its unification with East
Germany, at once thereby becoming the largest country
within the EU by far. As the price that France demanded
for allowing its unification, Germany relinquished its
cherished Deutschmark for the euro. Behind France’s
demand was the calculation that monetary union would
bind Germany so closely to its other eurozone partners as
to prevent it from posing a threat to them.

As part of its price for giving up the Deutschmark,
Germany demanded that European monetary union be
accomplished on German terms with a Frankfurt-based
European central bank and price stability as its central
goal. In his 1994 account of the events of this critical
period Germany and Europe: The Crisis of Unity, the then
European Editor of the Financial Times David Marsh
recounted how, in December 1991 at Maastricht, he was
informed by Dietrich von Kyaw, then head of the German
Foreign Office’s directorate for European Community
affairs, that: “To counter German unease that the future
European currency would be less than stable... the site
for the planned European central bank should be in
Frankfurt.”’ This German objective was achieved in 1993.

Without an accompanying common banking and
fiscal policy, it would only be a matter of time before the
common currency led to profound economic dislocations
within the eurozone. Its economically weaker members
have been priced out of the international markets by a
currency of which the value was beyond their control.
Meanwhile, Germany has taken advantage of their
economic weakness, since it has made the euro lower in
value on the foreign exchange markets than it otherwise
would have been, thereby making its exports cheaper
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on international markets. The result has been for the
economically weaker member states of the eurozone to
have become mired in debt to a booming Germany which,
by virtue of its power over them as their major creditor,
has increasingly been able to set monetary policy.

Should the present euro-crisis eventually lead
members of the eurozone to agree to full-scale fiscal and
banking union, as many within Europe are currently
advocating, this will again be on Germany’s terms. As,
therefore, the eurozone slowly consolidates into a United
States of Europe, EU members outside of the eurozone
such as Britain will face increasing pressure either
to join the common currency or else leave the EU. In
sum, should Britain remain within the European Union,
within a fairly short period it is likely to become subject
to increased foreign governance by a union that will
correspondingly have become dominated by Germany.

For many other EU member states, the prospect of
their becoming absorbed within a newly emergent United
States of Europe will not pose too much of a problem,
especially if their only experience of independent
statehood has been recent and short-lived. For Great
Britain, however, to become absorbed within and subject
to rule by a federal union would be felt as nothing short
of a political disaster and wholly unacceptable. With
extreme prescience and a customary bluntness that cost
him his position as Secretary of State for Trade in Industry
in the final period of Margaret Thatcher’s administration,
Nicholas Ridley explained exactly why in an interview
published in the Spectator. Of the European Community,
as it was called then, Ridley remarked:

This is all a German racket designed to take over the
whole of Europe... the German people... already run
most of the Community. I mean they pay half of the
countries... The point is that when it comes to ‘Shall we
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apply more squeeze to the economy or shall we let up
a bit?’ this is essentially about political accountability...
[T1he British people... can be dared; they can be moved.
But being bossed by a German - it would cause absolute
mayhem in this country... There could be a bloody
revolution.*!

In aretrospective article about that notorious interview
published in the same journal a decade later, Dominic
Lawson spelt out the essential reason why there could be
such a revolt. He observed: ‘The issue here is sovereignty,
not economics... [Ridley’s] point was that those imposing
harsh measures have to be elected by the people on the
receiving end.”*?

In short, what from Britain’s point of view is
fundamentally unacceptable aboutcontinued membership
of the European Union is that it will inexorably lead to
its increasingly becoming subject to rule by foreigners —
specifically, by Germans.

Decades before Lawson and Ridley claimed this,
Ludwig von Mises made a similar claim, putting his
finger on what he contended to be the ultimate design
flaw in any such form of union. In 1944, Mises wrote
about the idea of a post-war union of western European
democracies then being mooted:

The main obstacle to... a super-national customs union...
[is that it] requires unlimited supremacy of the super-
national authorities and an almost complete annihilation
of the national governments... The Prime Minister
of Great Britain... [would be reduced] to the status of
provincial governor... and Parliament to [a] provincial
assembl[y]. It is unlikely that the... British will easily
agree to such a solution of their problem. It is futile to
ask people whether they are in favour of a renunciation
of their own nation’s sovereignty. Most laymen do not
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understand the meaning of the term ‘sovereignty’. The
correct formulation for the question would be: Do you
advocate a system under which your nation could be
forced to submit to a measure which the majority of your
fellow citizens oppose? Are you ready to see essential
laws of your country (for example, immigration laws)
altered by a Union Parliament in which the members
returned by your country are a minority only? 3

By way of rebuttal, it might be stated that what Mises
predicted the British would never accept is precisely
what they did accept at the time of the 1975 referendum,
when a majority of the votes cast were in favour of
Britain remaining in the EEC into which Edward Heath’s
Conservative administration had taken it three years
earlier. However, at the time of that referendum, the
British public had been very badly misled as to the kind
of organisation they were being asked to commit to.

How Britain was duped into joining the EEC

At the time Britain joined the European Economic
Community, it had only been possible to render the step
palatable to the British public by carefully concealing from
it the true nature and purpose of the supranational entity
to which their country had been signed up. The act of
concealment was accomplished by the EEC’s having been
portrayed as a mere ‘common market’ through entry
to which Britain would lose no ‘essential sovereignty’
— although the entire political class must have known
otherwise.

Until 1961, both main political parties in Britain had
opposed joining the EEC precisely because Britain would
lose sovereignty. In 1961, however, Harold Macmillan’s
Conservative administration changed its previous policy
on the issue and decided to make a formal application for
Britain to join. For several months prior to his announcing
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that decision to the House of Commons, there had been
Cabinet discussions on the issue. At one of them, the then
Lord Chancellor Lord Kilmuir had presented a paper on
the impact that entry would have on the country’s legal
and parliamentary system. It concluded that: ‘Parliament
would be required to surrender some of its functions to
the organs of the Community. The Crown would be called
on to transfer part of its treaty-making power to those
organs. Our courts of law would sacrifice some degree
of independence by becoming subordinate in certain
respects to the European Court of Justice.”**

Lord Kilmuir’s concerns were never made known to
the British public at the time.

Instead, later that same summer, Britain was to make
its first formal application to join the EEC. Its negotiating
team was led by the Lord Privy Seal Edward Heath, a
consistent advocate of British participation in European
integration ever since his maiden speech to the House
of Commons in June 1950 in which he had vainly
exhorted Atlee’s Labour administration to participate in
the Schuman Plan.

In the decade between Heath’s maiden speech and
Macmillan’s announcement of his intention to apply for
British membership of the EEC, much had happened to
bring the Prime Minister and most of his Cabinet around
to Heath’s point of view. Above all, three factors account
for the U-turn by the Conservative Party at the start of
the 1960s.

First, there was the failure by Britain, in 1958 and again
in 1960, to join the six EEC West European countries in
forming a free trade area in manufactured goods. As a
result of this failure, Britain became increasingly fearful of
the economic consequences of being locked out of major
European markets at a time when its trading links with
former colonies and overseas dominions were becoming
ever more attenuated.



THE EUROPEAN UNION: ITS ORIGINS AND RATIONALE

Second, after the failure of the Suez venture in 1956,
it was made increasingly apparent to Britain that it could
no longer expect to enjoy its historic ‘special relationship’
with the USA unless it joined the EEC which would
otherwise inherit it. As US Under-Secretary of State
Douglas Dillon made clear to Macmillan on a visit to
London in 1959: ‘the US government would continue to
support the EEC for political reasons whereas the EFTA
was regarded as a purely economic grouping which
involved considerable discrimination against the EU".*°

Third, neither of Britain’s main political parties
appeared able, or at least willing, to take the action that
would have been needed to curb excessive trade union
wage demands which were profoundly damaging to the
international competitiveness of its manufactured goods.
Both parties hoped that, as a result of joining the EEC,
British workers would become subject to a form of wage
discipline. As the historian A.J.P. Taylor observed in 1962,
when Britain first applied to join the EEC, in words that
apply equally to its two subsequent attempts to join, first
unsuccessfully in 1967 and then successfully in 1972:

The Common Market is, for the Government, an end
in itself, which will automatically provide a solution for
all ills... [Domestic] economic policy has been a failure.
Instead of prosperity and expansion, there has been
stagnation... The Common Market is to provide the
answer. Once we are inside, Dr. Adenauer and President
de Gaulle will reveal, in a kindly way, the secret of
expansion... The move into the Common Market has
been, from first to last, a confession by British Ministers
that they did not know what to do... Entry into the
Common Market is not a policy. It is a substitute for
a policy. Its consequences, its implications are never
explained.’
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Initially, after Harold Macmillan announced his
intention to apply for British membership of the EEC,
public opinion in Britain was favourably disposed
towards the idea. It quickly cooled, however, so much
so that, by September 1962, the Cabinet decided: ‘public
opinion was getting dangerously sceptical and needed
correction’.*’

To sway public opinion back towards favouring British
entry, a government-backed campaign was mounted
under the superintendence of Sir Frank Lee, a senior civil
servant at the Treasury and ardent Europhile. Between
February 1963 and March 1964, despite President de
Gaulle’s veto of Britain’s previous application, public
support for Britain’s entry increased from 42 per cent to
57 per cent, according to Gallup Polls.

Britain’s second formal application was made in May
1967 during Harold Wilson’s Labour administration, only
to be rebuffed again by de Gaulle the following November.
In his 2000 book, Separate Ways: The Heart of Europe, Peter
Shore, a cabinet minister at the time, recounts how, shortly
after that second rebuff, John Armstrong Robinson, head
of the department for European Economic Integration
at the Foreign Office, deliberately chose to scupper
any prospect that Britain might yet be able to strike a
favourable trade deal with the EEC without joining.
According to Shore, he did this by deliberately leaking
details of a private conversation between the British
Ambassador and de Gaulle in November 1969 in which
the French President had intimated that such a deal
might be possible. The leak led to a row between Paris
and London that permanently put paid to the possibility.
Of the leak, Shore writes: ‘It was clearly deliberate...
No disciplinary action was taken. Clearly [whoever had
made it] ... enjoyed a close and protective relationship
with top FCO officials. He was... part of a “militant
vanguard”, an “elite regiment” of committed Europhiles,
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then taking key positions in the FCO. There are reasons
to fear a number of them, including those they recruited,
are there still.”*®

Shortly after this episode, de Gaulle was replaced
as President of France by the more Anglophile George
Pompidou, thereby reopening the prospects for Britain to
enter the EEC. By this time, Harold Wilson too had been
replaced as Britain’s Prime Minister by ardent Europhile
Ted Heath, after a Conservative victory in the 1970
general election.

In July 1971, the Conservative government published
a White Paper on British entry, preparing the way for
a third formal attempt at joining. Although the White
Paper mentioned that food prices in Britain would rise
upon its entry, it made no mention of economic and
monetary union, despite the original six members of the
EEC having by then become committed to it.

By the time that the White Paper was published,
public support for British entry into the EEC had fallen
dramatically. Between 1967 and 1971, Gallup polls
recorded a decline in support from 65 to 22 per cent.
Another Gallup poll in April 1970 found only 19 per
cent in favour, with more than 50 per cent opposed in
principle to reopening negotiations.

To bolster public support for a third application, the
Heath government turned to the Information Research
Department (IRD). This was a semi-secret department of
the Foreign Office set up immediately after the war to
produce Cold War anti-communist propaganda. Geoffrey
Tucker, a former Conservative Party Publicity Officer,
arranged for a series of regular weekly breakfast meetings
at the Connaught Hotel to which senior BBC and ITN
executives with oversight of news and current affairs
programmes were invited, plus the head of the IRD as
well as the top aide to Britain’s negotiating minister,
senior industrialists, leading government and opposition
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politicians, friendly journalists and representatives of the
European Movement. Peter Shore explains:

[A]t the time it was assumed that the European
Movement... had met the bill. In fact... the breakfasts
were paid for by the IRD itself and their contribution
hidden in the accounts of the European Movement. The
media breakfasts were a most important part of the total
effort to shift opinionin the UK. The involvement of senior
officials of the Foreign Office and senior executives of the
BBC in a covert propaganda campaign was a disgraceful
breach of the relevant codes of conduct affecting Crown
servants and of the BBC’s Charter obligations. The whole
operation was a closely guarded secret. It was brought to
an end, after the crucial October 1971 White Paper vote,
only through the personal intervention of the Head of
the civil service, Sir William Armstrong.*

The propaganda campaign had the desired effect.
With Gallup polls showing a revival of support for British
membership, the Government decided to introduce a
bill in favour of entry in October 1971. The Treaty of
Accession was signed in January 1972 at the same time as
the government introduced its European Communities
Bill, which passed into law on 1 October 1972.

The matter was not yet settled, however. A Gallop
poll in January 1973 found that only 38 per cent of the
British public were in favour of Britain’s having entered
the EEC, with 36 per cent against. In the general election
campaign of February 1974, the Labour party pledged
that, if returned to office, it would hold an in-out
referendum after renegotiating terms.

After its electoral victory, Prime Minister Harold
Wilson managed to extract some minor concessions
from the EEC before putting Britain’s membership to the
public in the form of a referendum in June 1975. The
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campaign in favour of Britain’s EU membership won by
a large margin, 67.2 per cent of votes cast being in favour
and 32.8 per cent against.

What is so striking about the 1975 referendum result is
how quickly, and by how much, initial public opposition
towards Britain’s continued membership of the EEC
became transformed into support. Between January and
April 1975, there was a 22 per cent swing in favour of
British membership. When Gallup conducted a poll in
January, only 45 per cent had been found in favour, with
55 per cent against. By the end of March, 66 per cent of
those polled were in favour with 34 per cent against.

It would be comforting to think the referendum result
had been the product of a fully informed decision by
a British people after a full public debate on the issue
conducted by the contending parties. It was anything
but. Not only were misleading statements made during
the campaign by those supporting Britain’s continued
membership, but that side received far greater funding
than did those campaigning for a ‘no’ vote. More gravely,
there is evidence of covert CIA involvement to sway
voters in favour of Britain’s continued membership.

The Labour government itself was the source of the
misleading statements in the campaign literature in
support of Britain’s continued membership. In the run-
up to the referendum, voters had received three pieces of
literature. One of the three documents had been produced
by those campaigning on behalf of Britain remaining
in the EEC. A second document had been produced by
those campaigning against. Accompanying these two
documents was a third document from the government
which contained the following statements:

There was a threat to employment in Britain from the
movement in the Common Market towards an Economic
and Monetary Union. This would have forced us to
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accept fixed exchange rates for the pound, restricting
industrial growth and so putting jobs at risk. That threat
has been removed.

No important new policy can be decided in Brussels
or anywhere else without the consent of a British
Minister answerable to a British government and British
Parliament... the Minister representing Britain can veto
any proposals for a new law or new tax if he considers it
to be against British interest.*

Of these two statements in the government-produced
leaflet, Peter Shore observed: ‘Both these statements,
read today, are self-evidently untrue... though they were
not flagrantly false in 1975... The... great difficulty that
the European Union poses is... [that given its] aim of
“ever-closer” union... the game is constantly changing...
[Wlhat was true thirty, twenty, or ten years ago is not
necessarily what it is today.”*!

The size of the mismatch in funding received by the
two opposing campaign groups was staggering: ‘Both
the pro- and anti-EU campaigns enjoyed access to
government grants of £125,000 for publicity. However,
Britain in Europe [the organisation which united most of
the pro-EU forces] managed to raise an additional £1.8
million from business and other sources, whereas the
National Referendum Campaign [which brought together
opponents of the EU] merely secured an extra £8,610.*

The extra support received by those campaigning for
Britain to remain in the EEC was not just financial. As
political scientists Andy Mullen and Brian Burkitt have
noted:

The civil service was not neutral during the referendum
campaign. In addition to helping to produce the
government’s pamphlet, Whitehall assisted a number
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of task forces and liaison committees to support the
‘Yes” campaign... The EU intervened in the referendum
campaign through its British commissioners, prompting
one commentator to remark that, in the deployment of
two international civil servants, the pro-EU campaigners
displayed an extraordinary lack of sensitivity to the
constitutional ethics of non-interference in the domestic
politics of a nation-state. It was also alleged that the
Central Intelligence Agency intervened.*

The latter allegation was also made by former
Conservative MP Richard Body, at the time of the
referendum joint chairman of the Get Britain Out Council.
As Body recounts in his 2001 book England for the English:

That Uncle Sam took active steps to ensure Britain was
‘in Europe’ is now an irrefutable fact. After I became joint
chairman of the Get Britain Out Council, two Americans
came to see me in 1975 with a large bundle of papers.
They were, so they claimed, CIA agents who deplored
their country’s methods of interfering in the affairs of
a good ally. What they had brought me were copies of
documents which showed that a dedicated federalist,
Cord Meyer Jr., was to become head of the CIA station
in London for the duration of the Referendum ‘to do
what it takes’ to secure a ‘Yes’ vote in favour of Britain
remaining in the EEC. The papers showed that the CIA
had already given the European Movement considerable
sums of money, but now multinational corporations
which had been assisted by the CIA were to be persuaded
to fund the ‘Yes’ campaign through indirect channels.*

In his 1981 autobiography Facing Reality: From World
Federalism to the Central Intelligence Agency Meyer confirms
that he was the CIA’s London Station Chief during this
period.*
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When it manoeuvred for Britain to join and stay in the
EEC, America might well have thought it was cunningly
planting a Trojan horse within Europe to ensure that it
would remain friendly towards the United States. The
reality instead could well be that America had unwittingly
sacrificed its closest European ally that could soon be
swallowed up a Germany-dominated European Union
with a foreign policy agenda different to America’s and
deeply inimical to its geo-political interests. That scenario
should be as unwelcome to America as undoubtedly it
would be to Britain.

The historical excursions in this chapter into the
origins and rationale of the EU, and into how and why
Britain came to join it, place an altogether different gloss
on these matters from that commonly placed on them by
those in favour of Britain’s EU membership. Whenever
membership of the EUis said to be contrary to Britain’s best
interests, those in favour of its EU membership invariably
respond by contending that any such suggestion is
motivated either by erroneous economic suppositions or
else by morally questionable, outmoded and chauvinistic
nationalist sentiment. In the two chapters that now
follow, I will consider in turn the arguments of those who
make these claims. I will seek to show that, for reasons
entirely unconnected with the somewhat murky origins
of the EU, it was never in Britain’s national interest to
have joined or in its present interest to remain part of it,
however much membership of it might conceivably be to
the advantage of its other member states.



2

The Economic Costs and
Benefits of Membership

Those who favour Britain’s membership of the EU typically
adduce on its behalf two principal sets of consideration:
economic and political. The economic considerations are
all essentially variations on a single theme, as are the
political ones.

In the case of the economic considerations, their
essential theme is that of the profound economic benefits
EU membership allegedly confers on its member states by
providing them with unimpeded access to the markets of
other members. In the case of the political considerations,
their essential theme is that, in an increasingly globalised
and interdependent world, sovereign nation states are
becoming atavistic, outmoded and divisive. Today’s
problems demand more supra-national forms of
governance for their solution.

To understand how central these considerations are
to the case for Britain’s membership of the EU, consider
the following account of ‘the meaning of Maastricht’ by
Ernest Wistrich, for twenty years Director of the European
Movement in Britain. He begins his 1994 book The United
States of Europe thus:

Over the last half century... dramatic changes... have
thrown up new problems that can no longer be tackled by
individual countries... Unfettered national sovereignty is
obsolete...
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When the Treaty of Rome established the European
Economic Community in 1958 one of its objectives was
to set up a common market without customs barriers,
primarily to improve the living standards of its citizens.
The creation of the Common Market had dramatic
results. Between 1958 and 1972 the economies of
the six member states of the Community grew much
faster than that of the USA... The progressive removal
of the customs barriers and the development of closer
economic relations between member states stimulated
growth and accelerated the growth of living standards
throughout the Community... But an integrated market
would not endure without the removal of... separate
national currencies and the lack of a clear common voice
with outside countries. That is why... the [1986 Single
European] Act called for progress to economic and
monetary union and the extension of the Community’s
responsibilities to foreign policy and security.

The economic benefits that Wistrich claims the EU
confers on its members form but the appetiser. Its real and
main benefits, so he claims, are political, not economic:

The goal of common security was... the main motivating
force behind the decision of the European countries...
to unite... Interdependence... has made war between its
members not only unthinkable but no longer practicable.
Europe’s living standards... largely depend on the
preservation of peace in the rest of the world... This is
why... the European Community needs a single foreign
policy that actively pursues its common interests... It
is in this context that the Community’s... commitment
to... [a] Common Foreign and Security Policy is so
important... Growing economic interdependence within
regions and between them would lay the foundations for
a world free from local or general wars. Common global
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problems such as the protection of the environment...
would be easier to pursue... From there, the next step
could be to provide the whole of our planet with a system
of enforceable international law under the authority of a
world government with strictly limited but real powers.?

Conspicuous in this last quotation are the globalist
aspirations of so many, like Wistrich, who champion
the European Union. However, it is by appealing to the
economic and security interests of its member states that
they primarily argue for its benefits. What needs now to
be identified and then subjected to critical scrutiny are
the specific considerations that these supporters of the
EU typically adduce on behalf of their contention that
EU membership does confer significant economic and
political benefits upon its member states. The present
chapter examines the alleged economic benefits; the
following chapter the alleged political benefits.

The alleged economic benefits of EU membership
Supporters of the European project make a series of claims
on behalf of their contention that the EU benefits the
economies of its member states. The single market, they
say, boosts commerce and supports millions of jobs by
eliminating tariff barriers and by harmonising regulations
so that the same commodity can be sold everywhere
within the EU effortlessly.> This, in turn, increases
competition, market size, and diversity, thus benefitting
the consumer in terms of price and choice. The increase
in exports and activity translates into substantial GDP
growth — figures as high as five per cent of GDP are cited
in the media.*

Furthermore, pro-Europeans contend that the size of
the single market (500 million people, and an affluent
500 million at that) makes the EU especially enticing as an
investment prospect, so that membership boosts inwards
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foreign direct investment (FDI). They cite Japanese car
manufacturers (UK) and Apple (Republic of Ireland)
as examples of large international companies investing
heavily within the EU."

This size and attractiveness, argues the Confederation
for British Industry (CBI), means that the EU has
augmented ‘clout” for negotiating free trade deals with
other large orimportant world players. Only with Europe’s
great size, so they claim, could China, India, Japan or the
USA be impressed into negotiating a trade deal. If Britain
tried this alone, she would either be ignored or forced
into signing a lopsided deal.

There are more specific claims, too. Financial services
centres, not least the City of London, may be more
profitable because of free movement rules on services
and capital which, thanks to ‘banking passports’, ensure
respect of mutual standards.® Finally, the role that the
EU has played in peaceful relations is said to provide a
stable, even cordial, atmosphere for business activity to
flourish.”

For all of these perceived benefits, EU supporters argue
that the price to Britain of its EU membership (below)
has been a small one:

UK government gross and net payments to the EU
from 2007 to 2013 in £million

2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013*

GROSS
PAYMENTS

NET
CONTRIBUTIONS

12,456 | 12,653 | 14,129 | 15,197 | 15,357 | 15,746 | 17,184

4,601 | 3,294 | 4336 | 7,382 | 8,082 | 8468 | 8,624

* 2013 figures are estimates. Net figure adjusted for EU spending in the UK and
the ‘British Abatement’ (AKA ‘rebate’)?

Optimistic evaluations of EU economics are usually
delivered without evidence, or with bare scraps. The
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CBI, for example, produced a report in 2013 to set out its
EU position. It was over 180 pages long and repeated ad
nauseum the claim that Britain’s membership was worth
£1,225 per capita. This figure, which was splashed across
headlines and summaries, emerged from their calculation
that EU membership was worth four to five per cent of
GDP, or £62-78 billion.’

How did the CBI calculate this bold economic
statement? Via complicated econometric modelling
showing how Britain might have developed outside the
single market? By comparison with countries similar
to Britain but without any arrangement similar to EU
membership? No, the CBIderived this central claim from a
‘review of literature” which compared five old studies, one
a decade out of date. However, one of these studies found
that the EU hampered Britain’s economy, and it seems to
have been ignored in favour of Boltho and Eichengreen’s
research which found a five per cent GDP benefit for a
generic member state (i.e. not Britain specifically) and
admitted to a very large margin of error.'® There was no
explanation for the CBI’s selection of ‘credible analyses’
or how they chose four to five per cent, when even most
of the positive studies they reviewed found only a 2.0-
2.5 per cent boost.

Eurosceptics have been rather more thorough
in challenging the single market’s benefits, and in
questioning the worth of that annual £8.6 billion price
tag in the form of Britain’s net contribution to the EU
budget.

Michael Burrage, writing for Civitas, tested pro-
European ideas of an ‘insider advantage’ by comparing
Britain’s export success with that of comparably developed
economies, both inside and outside Europe. Using
extensive UN (Conference on Trade and Development)
and OECD data, he found that, while there may have been
a slight benefit to joining the ‘common market’ in 1973
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in terms of sales to the continent, this quickly evaporated,
while the ‘single market” of the 1990s onwards had no
observable benefits. It may well be holding Britain back,
since non-EU countries seem to be expanding sales to
continental countries faster."

Likewise, Roger Bootle, founder of Capital Economics and
winner of the Wolfson Economics Prize, judged Brussels’
claims to success harshly in The Trouble with €urope.
Bootle argues that the EU’s robust growth in the 1960s
was more a recovery from World War II and an urban
transformation than a validation of the common market.
He further suggests that poor governance, overemphasis
on labour protection and over-harmonisation, plus an
absence of intergovernmental competition, now hold
back the EU as a whole.!? He sees no great danger in
Britain’s leaving: even the worst case scenario would
simply be trading with the EU under the same conditions
as successful countries like China, Japan and the USA.

Specifically examining regulation, the think-tank
Open Europe used UK government ‘Impact Assessments’
to determine that EU regulations cost Britain over £19
billion in 2009. Similarly, UKIP’s economist Tim Congdon
has investigated the impact of prominently damaging EU
laws and quantified their impact as being almost £50
billion per year.? Elsewhere, an IEA study estimated that
the price distortions and protectionism of the Common
Agricultural Policy meant that UK food prices are 17
per cent higher than they need to be,'* while a recent
Taxpayers’ Alliance investigation found the Common
Fisheries Policy cost Britain £2.8 billion annually, with
the added ‘bonus’ of decimating fish stocks, perhaps
irreparably."”

The claim that Britain needs EU ‘clout’” to secure
free trade deals is similarly misleading. Burrage’s study
touches on Switzerland which is not an EU member and
has an economy far smaller than Britain’s, although it is
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similarly advanced. He found that Switzerland, brokering
free trade deals alone, had: (i) more deals than the
EU, which (ii) had been signed faster, (iii) were more
comprehensive, and (iv) opened far more impressive
markets.'® Swiss deals included those with China, Hong
Kong, Canada and Japan, none of whom has a trade deal
with the EU at present. This means that Swiss companies
have tariff-free access to markets worth $19,541.7 billion,
compared to the EU’s $758.624 billion. Moreover, Swiss
deals often include the free sale of services which EU
deals omit.'” Roger Bootle discusses this issue too, noting
that Britain cannot join ‘NAFTA’ (a free trade area with
Mexico, Canada and America) due to current EU rules.

A further Burrage study looks into the claim that
the single market attracts extra FDI. Burrage again
shows that common market entry may have caused a
temporary spike in investment, but over the long term
EU membership seems to give member states little or no
advantage compared with similar non-EU states. Recently
Iceland, Switzerland and Norway (none of which are full
EU members) considerably outperformed the EU, even
controlling for Norway’s oil and Switzerland’s banking
sectors.'®

The City’s stance on the EU is mixed. The think tank
Global Britain hosts events for financial service industry
representatives who are very critical of Brussels. It
recently published a study arguing that the City will
prosper without the EU’s regulatory millstone."’

As examples of EU regulation which hurts London,
critics of the EU highlight many of its initiatives, such
as the bonus cap for bankers, the requirement for euro
trading houses to be based in the eurozone and the
Financial Transaction Tax. A 2012 report commissioned
by the CBI itself fears that proposed pension changes
would impose £350 billion costs on UK businesses and
hit long-term growth by 2.5 per cent of GDP.?°
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One of the most comprehensive attempts to quantify
the economic costs to Britain of its membership of the EU
was that undertaken for the IEA by Patrick Minford and
two research associates from the Cardiff Business School,
published in 2005 under the title Should Britain Leave
the EU? They estimated that the costs to Britain were
somewhere between 11.2 and 37.7 per cent of its annual
GDP. The main source of these costs, as well as reason for
the uncertainty as to their precise magnitude, was the
steady volume of regulation that has flown relentlessly
from Brussels.

When the Minford report was published, its authors
could hardly have been expected to have foreseen three
major subsequent developments within the EU that have
each been severely detrimental to Britain economically-
speaking. The first such development were the extremely
ambitious targets that the EU set its member states for
reducing their carbon emissions and for increasing
their use of renewable sources of energy by 2020. The
second development has been the welter of legislation
that has flowed from Brussels since the global financial
crisis of 2008 designed to regulate banking and the
financial services within the EU and which has hit, or else
threatens to hit, the City of London particularly hard. The
third development has been the massive influx to Britain
of migrants from former communist bloc countries after
their accession to the EU beginning in 2004. The adverse
effect on Britain of these three developments will now be
explained.

The costs to Britain of the EU’s climate-change
policies

By the time that the Minford report was published, there
were already enough straws in the wind to suggest that
the EU would, in the near future, be greatly adding to
the economic costs of Britain’s membership through
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ostensible environmental concerns. As Sheffield
University’s professor of politics Andrew Geddes has
noted: ‘Environmental policy... ascended the EU agenda
in the 1970s, reflective of increased concern about “post-
material” quality of life issues. Environmental policy was
formalized as an EU competence by the Maastricht Treaty,
while Amsterdam enshrined the principle of sustainable
development.’?!

In accord with that competence, the EU was, along
with the UK and other member states, a signatory in
June 1992 to the United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC), agreed immediately
following the so-called ‘Earth Summit” in Rio de Janeiro.
The treaty committed signatories to combatting global
warming, a commitment that gained teeth with the Kyoto
Protocol in 1997 that bound them to a set of reduction
targets for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that were
finalised in the so-called ‘Marrakech Accords” of 2001.

In signing the Kyoto Protocol, industrialised countries
committed themselves to reducing GHG emissions by
2012 to five per cent below their 1990 levels and by a
further 18 per cent by 2020. The Kyoto Protocol came
into force in February 2005, the same month as the
Minford report was published. Its authors, therefore,
could hardly have been expected to have realised with
just how sharp a set of teeth the Kyoto Protocol had
equipped environmentalism. Not until 2008, when the
EU unveiled its Climate Action and Renewable Energy
Package (CAREP), did Britain and other member states
learn how the EU had decided they would each have to
meet their GHG emission reduction targets.

CAREP consisted of four new directives which, at
the time, EC President José Manuel Barroso heralded as
being ‘the most far-reaching set of legislative proposals by
the European Commission for many years’. By the end
of 2008, the four directives had all been transposed into
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statutes by member states that came into effect in June
2009.

What the four CAREP directives required of EU
member states was that, by 2020, each should have
reduced overall GHG emissions by 20 per cent below their
1990 levels, largely through mandatory participation in a
centrally administered carbon Emissions Trading Scheme
(ETS). Each member state received a centrally allocated
tradable carbon allowance that it could then either use
or else sell to another member state. Additionally, by
2020, each member state was required by the EU to have
started to derive 20 per cent of its energy supplies from
renewable sources of 