
“THE ENGLISH PEOPLE THINK THAT THEY ARE
FREE ...”

In his piece defending the European Union, Mark Littlewood
claims to have “read and, as far as possible, comprehended a
range of “pro-freedom” anti-EU literature”,1 but does not cite a
single reference to such literature.2  Libertarian opposition to the
EU derives essentially from the irreconcilable differences be-
tween Britain and the Continent.  The historian E. H. Carr
warned against assuming that common ground exists between the
“Anglo-Saxon” world and Continental Europe:

Books written in Great Britain or the United States about
western or central Europe are often marred by the uncon-
scious assumption that the policies and institutions of, say,
France or Italy or Germany can be understood in the light
of British or American analogies.3

Carr writes of the English settlement of 1688-89:

... the result was a compromise which left undisputed mast-
ery to neither side.  This was particularly true of the relig-
ious compromise between Anglicanism and dissent.  The
whole settlement, religious and political, strongly reflected
the views of the dissenters who had preached tolerance and
the doctrine of the “inward light”.  The philosophy of the
English revolution as developed by Locke was based on the
rights of the individual both against the church and against
the state.  Locke and his followers envisaged the state as a
sort of wall or fence within which a society of individuals,
guided by their own lights, conducted the essential pro-
cesses of social life.  The right to dissent — or in other
words, the protection of minorities — is the essence of Eng-
lish democracy; and the rule of law means the enforcement
of the rights of the individual against the state.  Hence the
feeling, rarely formulated quite explicitly but always latent
in American if not in English politics, that democratic gov-
ernment means weak government, and that the less govern-
ment there is, the more democracy there will be.4

Carr contrasts this with the doctrines of Jean-Jacques Rousseau
and the French revolution:

Rousseau, in accepting the social contract, treated it, like
Hobbes, as a final surrender by the individual of his rights
against society. Rousseau, far from making the state a ring-

fence to protect the working of a society of individuals,
identified society with the state and posited an all-powerful
“general will” from which it was treason to dissent.  The
spiritual father of the French revolution, he was also the
father of modern totalitarian democracy. ... Hence the
French revolution, unlike the English, did not issue in a bal-
ance or compromise; it was a victory not for political toler-
ation, or for the rights of the individual against the state, but
for a particular view of the authority of the state.5

The French historian R. Soltau explained:

All that the revolution did was to transfer the existing sys-
tem from one nominal ruler to another, to substitute “popu-
lar” for “royal” sovereignty, to give to the “people” the
powers hitherto enjoyed by the crown — but without any
questioning of those powers in themselves.6

Rousseau argued that only by universal compulsory participation
in the “general will” could man achieve “freedom”, and explicitly
attacked the British system of parliamentary representation:

The English people think that they are free, but in this be-
lief they are profoundly wrong.  They are free only when
they are electing members of Parliament.  Once the election
has been completed, they revert to a condition of slavery:
they are nothing.  Making such use of it in the few short
moments of their freedom, they deserve to lose it.7

He advocated coercion against dissenters from the “general will”:

Whoever shall refuse to obey the general will must be con-
strained by the whole body of his fellow citizens to do so:
which is no more than to say that it may be necessary to
compel a man to be free — freedom being that condition
which, by giving each citizen to his country, guarantees him
from all personal dependence and is the foundation upon
which the whole political machine rests, and supplies the
power which works it.  Only the recognition by the individ-
ual of the rights of the community can give legal force to
undertakings entered into between citizens.8

“THE FREE MARKET AS A HOSTILE, EXTERIOR
FORCE”

The British journalist John Laughland summarises the differences
between Britain and the Continent:

Ever since the seventeenth century, successive British politi-
cal philosophers have understood that the role of the state is
to uphold the rule of law, and thereby to ensure the free
functioning of the market. ... This law-based understanding
of statehood contrasts with another model, more prevalent
in Continental traditions, according to which the state’s duty
is not so much to uphold the validity of free decisions taken
by its citizens (and foreigners), and to enforce the respect of
contracts, but rather to direct the economy, much as a feudal
lord directs the ‘housekeeping’ of his estates.  According to
this view, the state is a self-contained economic ‘space’;
and if the economy expands beyond the borders of the state,
then state (or super-state) control needs to expand with it in
order to master it.  (This explains why it is a grave error of
judgement to understand the EC as a free trade zone: while
trade advantages may flow from membership of it, the EEC
and its ‘single market’ were never intended to be a free
trade zone between independent states, but rather an em-
bryonic economic — and hence political — union.)  Just as
such a view is incompatible with the ensurance of market
relations within the borders of the state, so it also presents
the free market as a hostile, exterior force.9

The institutions of the European Union are of entirely Continental
origin.  Jean Monnet, the founding father of the EU, was head of
the Commisariat Géneral au Plan, the technocratic body estab-
lished in 1945 under the Monnet Plan to rebuild the French econ-
omy on the basis of state central planning, which was itself quite
openly copied from the Soviet model.  The CGP had unlimited
powers to direct the French economy, operated in secret, and its
decisions were not accountable to any electorate, elected body, or
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court of law.  It forms the model for the European Commission of
today.  The purpose of the EU is to extend the power of the
supranational institutions so that the EU becomes a unitary state,
with a single army, legal system, currency, central bank, taxation
system, and so on.  Romano Prodi, president of the Commission,
has described the proposed system as “a new Roman Empire”.

“HOW GREAT ARE THE TEMPTATIONS!”

In 1944, Professor F. A. Hayek warned of the danger to freedom
posed by such European integration:

The problems raised by a conscious direction of economic
affairs on a national scale inevitably assume even greater
dimensions when the same is attempted internationally.  The
conflict between planning and freedom cannot but become
more serious as the similarity of standards and values
among those submitted to a unitary plan diminishes. ... [A]s
there is less community of views, the necessity to rely on
force and coercion increases.

The people of any one country may easily be persuaded to
make a sacrifice in order to assist what they regard as
“their” iron industry or “their” agriculture, or in order that
in their country nobody should sink below a certain level. ...
But one has only to visualise the problems raised by econ-
omic planning of even an area such as Western Europe to
see that the moral bases for such an undertaking are com-
pletely lacking.  Who imagines that there exists any com-
mon ideals of distributive justice such as will make the
Norwegian fisherman consent to forgo the prospect of econ-
omic improvement in order to help his Portuguese fellow,
or the Dutch worker to pay more for his bicycle to help the
Coventry mechanic, or the French peasant to pay more
taxes to assist the industrialisation of Italy? ... English
people, perhaps even more than others, begin to realise
what such schemes mean only when it is presented to them
that they might be a minority in the planning authority, and
that the main lines of the future economic development of
Great Britain might be determined by a non-British ma-
jority.  How many people in this country would be prepared
to submit to the decision of an international authority, how-
ever democratically constituted, which had the power to de-
cree that the development of the Spanish iron industry must
have precedence over similar development in South Wales,
that the optical industry had better be concentrated in Ger-
many to the exclusion of Great Britain, or that only fully
refined petrol should be imported to Great Britain and all
the industries connected with refining reserved for the pro-
ducer countries? ... Planning on an international scale, even
more than is true on a national scale, cannot be anything
but a naked rule of force, an imposition by a small group on
all the rest of that sort of standard and employment which
the planners think suitable for the rest.  If anything is cer-
tain it is that the Grossraumwirtschaft of the kind at which
the Germans have been aiming can be successfully realised
only by a master race, a Herrenvolk, ruthlessly imposing its
aims and ideas on the rest.  It is a mistake to regard the
brutality and the disregard of all the wishes and ideals of
the smaller people shown by the Germans simply as a sign
of their special wickedness; it is the nature of the task they
have assumed which makes these things inevitable.  To
undertake the direction of the economic life of people with
widely divergent ideals and values is to assume responsi-
bilities which commit one to the use of force.  This is true
even is we assume the dominant power to be as idealistic
and unselfish as we can possibly conceive.  But how small
is the likelihood that it will be unselfish, and how great are
the temptations!10

LITTLEWOOD’S FIVE POINTS

Littlewood claims that

Most of the charges laid at the door of the EU come from
collectivist forces and relate to one of three concerns —
that the EU is undemocratic, that the very fabric of our na-

tionhood (usually meaning Englishness) is being torn
asunder by foreign forces and that the British people have
never properly consented to accession to the European
Union or to subsequent changes in the EU’s structure. ...
[N]one of them should cause concern to libertarians.11

He does not explain why he thinks these issues should not “cause
concern to libertarians”.

He accepts that “social/christian democrat forces are in the as-
cendant” within the EU.  He admits that the EU is not a shining
beacon of civic and political virtue and is characterised by cor-
ruption, waste, fraud and petty regulations.  He admits that “the
Common Agricultural Policy is stupid, inefficient, unnecessary
and anti-free market.”12  He lists five points which, he claims,
summarise the libertarian objections to the EU.  Let us examine
them in turn.

1. The European Union is intrinsically socialist

The European Commission, which has French as its official lan-
guage, is indeed dominated by the French Socialist Party.  In
1981, after the socialist, Frangois Mitterrand, was elected presi-
dent of France, numerous French officials at the Commission
signed a letter of congratulations which appeared in the socialist
newspaper Libération.  Bernard Connolly, formerly head of mon-
etary policy at the Commission, comments:

The letter was a flagrant breach of Commission staff regula-
tions.  Naturally, no action was taken against the signa-
tories.  Instead, their careers prospered mightily, upward
movement accelerating, of course, when Jacques Delors be-
came Commission President at the beginning of 1985.  One
wonders if the Commission authorities would have re-
mained silent if — pigs might fly — any non-Socialist
French Commission officials had written to, say, Le Figaro
to voice their disapproval of Mitterrand’s victory.13

Although it takes different forms in different nations, socialism is
inherent in every Continental EU member state.  In France, 55%
of the economy is nationalised, and the entire economy is cen-
trally directed by the state.  In Denmark and Sweden, only about
5% of the economy is nationalised, but some 70% of national
income is taken in taxation (they have the world’s highest tax
rates).  Continental governments and people alike share a belief
in state control and hostility towards free markets.  Andrew Gim-
son, the Daily Telegraph’s Berlin correspondent, recently wrote:

Chancellor Gerhard Shröder is reckoned by the bulk of his
own activists to have suffered a string of crushing defeats in
recent weeks because of his mistaken desire to follow the
path blazed by Tony Blair — a path said to lead back to a
capitalist hell in which the welfare state has been abolished
and millions of people are reduced to poverty, while a small
class of grotesquely rich entrepreneurs preside over dark
satanic mills or Internet companies.14

The Continental political left, which derives from the teachings
of Marx and Lenin, and the political right, which derives largely
from the teachings of the Roman Catholic Church, are united in
hostility to Anglo-Saxon-style free-market capitalism.  According
to the Italian historian Giuliano Procacci:

Particularly important in the Italian Communist Party’s
most recent activity has been the trend towards ‘dialogue
with the Catholics’, on the basis of common hostility to-
wards bourgeois and capitalist individualism, and a com-
mon sensitivity to the problems of peace.  Things pro-
gressed to the point that when Pope John XXIII died, some
communist organizations hung the red flag at half-mast.15

There is no doubt about the economic superiority of the British
model.  According to the Office of National Statistics, tax and
social security contributions as a percentage of GDP in the EU
(including the UK) rose from 40.4% in 1986 to 44.4% in 1996.
The figure in Germany rose from 40.7% to 42.4% in the same
decade, while in the UK it fell from 37.5% to 35.7%.16  While
the number of unemployed in the EU has risen from 9 million in
1979 to some 18 million today, the British unemployment rate
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has fallen to its lowest level since 1963, and is less than half the
EU average.  Even these figures ignore over-manning and state
subsidies on the Continent: the German taxpayers subsidise their
nationalised mining industry at the level of £50,000 per miner per
year, and the cost of producing a ton of German coal is double
that of Britain’s privately-owned pits.17  In the five years 1993-
97, the UK economy grew at 3% annually, twice the rate of the
French economy.18  Britain receives more inward investment than
the rest of the EU put together.  The value of Britains properly-
funded, market-based private pension funds is greater than the
entire private pension provision of the other EU members put
together.  Because Continentals are almost entirely dependent on
the state for their pensions, Continental states have vast unfunded
pensions liabilities.  According to OECD figures, an average fam-
ily man in the UK with two children and a working wife takes
home $31,815 after tax, compared to $31,199 in Germany and
$24,650 in France.19  The Wall Street Journal recently wrote that

Governments in Europe are massive and growing, at a time
when world competition will not tolerate this strategy.
Taxes are stuck at very high levels, forcing the flight of jobs
from the Continent.  Labor laws discourage employment,
threatening to create a permanently unemployed and un-
skilled European underclass.20

The New York Times recently commented:

By every standard the British economy is outperforming
those on the Continent and would have to stunt its growth
to achieve compatibility.21

Also, the British Labour movement has always been more liberta-
rian and less committed to doctrinaire Marxism than Continental
socialist parties.  As Clement Attlee explained:

The ideas which called the pioneers to the service of the
[British] Socialist Movement were very varied.  They were
not the followers of a single gospel of one prophet.  They
did not accept one revelation as inspired.  It is this which
distinguishes the British Socialist Movement from many of
those on the Continent.

Predominantly, the parties on the Continent have been built
on the writings of Karl Marx.  Around his teachings the
Movement has grown. ... [T]hey were formed as definite
Socialist movements, inspired by the word revealed to
Marx.

In Britain the history of the Movement has been entirely
different.22

2. The EU represents more government and is therefore
necessarily bad

The EU represents a fundamentally different, and worse, form of
government than that of the UK.  The European Commission
asked Dr Maryon McDonald, of Cambridge University, to pro-
duce an anthropological study of the workings of the Com-
mission.  The EC’s former personnel director told her that

[A]ll one needed to remember was that it was run by the
German army, the French administration and the Italian
Mafia.23

Another Commission official told her that

the documentation passing through DG 20 [the financial
control department] could put up to 30 per cent of the offi-
cials involved in prison.24

Littlewood claims that

The activity of the European Court of Justice has frequently
been to strike down the actions of national governments or
of restrictive organisations.  The EU institutions can be seen
more credibly as creating a balance of power, not wholly
dissimilar to the US model, rather than an unnecessary and
superfluous layer of bureaucracy.25

The “European Court of Justice” is not a law court in the British
sense.  It is a political body with the purpose of increasing the
centralised power of the EU, and is thus the opposite of the con-

cept of the “separation of powers” intended by the US Constitu-
tion.  Its 15 “judges” are political appointees from the member
states: in 1996 only four of them had sufficient legal qualifica-
tions to enable them to practice as judges in Britain.26

Littlewood claims that

the quantity of legislation and regulation produced by the
European Union institutions are trivial compared to what is
produced at nation state level.27

In the case of the UK, this is again untrue: 70% of the regulations
being imposed on this country result from EU laws and direct-
ives.

He claims that

The European Commission employs less people [sic] than
Birmingham City Council.  The proportion of EU GDP
spent by the European authorities is about 1.25%, compared
to upwards of 40% on the part of national governments.28

He fails to mention that existing national bureaucracies have the
task of implementing directives from Brussels, and are therefore
working for the EU while being paid by member states from na-
tional taxation.  The proportion of taxpayers’ money spent di-
rectly by Brussels (British taxpayers have paid £56 billion
directly to the EU since 1973) is a only a fraction of the total cost
of EU membership, which includes: inflated food prices from the
CAP, costing every family in Britain an additional £1000 a year;
the costs to business and consumers of the EU’s regulations, run-
ning into billions a year; and the estimated £70 billion cost to the
British economy of Majors failed attempt to keep Britain within
ERM in 1990-92.  As the EU accumulates ever greater powers,
including the power to raise direct taxation, the proportion of
GDP it consumes will rise dramatically.

3. Competition between nation states is better than a
universal supranational structure

Littlewood claims that

Supranational institutions — particularly supranational
courts — normalise relationships between nation states in
the same way that national courts normalise relations be-
tween companies.

This is brazen nonsense, as the purpose of the EU is quite openly
to transfer power from the member states to itself, and not to act
as a disinterested and objective arbiter of disputes between mem-
ber states.

He states that “A very tricky question for the anti-supranationa-
lists to answer” is what would happen if the French authorities
were to seize British products at Calais:  “Who do I appeal to?
From where do I seek recompense?”29  His question has recently
been answered.  When the EU lifted its ban on the sale of British
beef, the French government refused to lift its national ban (in
breach of EU “law”, of course, but that seems not to apply in
France).  In response to a British consumer boycott of French
food, French farmers blockaded Calais to prevent the movement
of British lorries, and broke into British lorries and stores in full
view of television cameras and the French police, with no action
whatsoever by the latter to protect British property.

Indeed, the French government has still not paid the compensa-
tion it agreed to pay hundreds of British hauliers as a result of the
blockades of 1996, which were also tolerated by the French
police.  Sewell Distribution, of Leeds, has not received a penny
of the £28,000 the French government agreed to pay it in com-
pensation for its losses from the 1996 blockades.  Garry O’Gara,
deputy managing director, said:

We live in hope but we don’t keep it on our books any
more.  We would still love the French government to hon-
our its agreement.  But the French don’t want to pay any-
thing; they never have.30

The provisions for the resolution of trade disputes which are writ-
ten into bilateral treaties, such as those between the US and Ca-
nada, or between Australia and New Zealand, are clearly more
effective at upholding property rights than is the EU.
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4. Freedom is more easily defended in an Anglo-Saxon
culture

Littlewood states that

This is intriguing assertion, but not one that stands up well
to rigorous analysis.31

We have examined Rousseau’s definition of freedom above.  F.
G. W. Hegel, Germany’s most influential political philosopher,
also praised “freedom”, arguing that it is only through an all-per-
vasive state that freedom can be achieved.  Sir Karl Popper wrote
that

Hegelianism is the renaissance of tribalism.  The historical
significance of Hegel may be seen in the fact that he repre-
sents the ‘missing link’, as it were, between Plato and the
modern form of totalitarianism.32

5. The European Union is a “New World Order Fascist”
conspiracy

Littlewood claims to

find it amazing that whilst libertarians are past masters at
pointing out the remarkable flaws and blunders carried out
by governmental authorities, they often ascribe to these
authorities the competence to organise vast conspiracies.33

Although bureaucracies are bad at providing goods and services
(such as housing and education), they are in fact highly effective
at increasing their own powers.  The EU has indeed been created
by conspiratorial methods.  Monnet and his associates secretly
built up a network of Europhiles by identifying influential indi-
viduals and seeking to recruit them to their cause.  This technique
was not always successful. According to Brian Brivati, bio-
grapher of Hugh Gaitskell:

Roy Jenkins brought Monnet to meet Hugh Gaitskell at a
meeting of the XYZ Club hosted by Jack Diamond in April
1962.  Gaitskell interrogated Monnet about the effect of ta-
riffs on particular Commonwealth countries and was unim-
pressed by Monnet’s answers.  Finally Monnet protested,
‘You must have faith’, to which Gaitskell replied, ‘I don’t
believe in faith.  I believe in reason, and you have not
shown me any.’34

CONCLUSION

Littlewood claims that

It may not be feasible for libertarians to agree on what posi-
tion to take with regard to the present European debate.35

In fact the libertarian view on international relations was given
by Richard Cobden in 1843:

[A]s little intercourse as possible between Governments, as
much connection as possible between the nations of the
world.36

The only position compatible with libertarian principles is the
UK’s complete withdrawal from the EU and the restoration of
British independence.  As Tony Benn wrote in 1980:

The most formal and complete surrender of British sover-
eignty and parliamentary democracy that has ever occurred
in our history took place in January 1972, when Mr Heath
signed the Treaty of Rome and subordinated our key law-
making and tax-gathering powers to the Common Market.
... European laws — whether made in secret under preroga-
tive powers in the Council of Ministers, or by the non-
elected Commission, or by the Court — take precedence
over all laws passed by our Parliament, where the two con-
flict.  European laws are also enforceable by the British
courts even to the point of declaring the actions of an
elected British government illegal in British law.  They can-
not be repealed by British Acts of Parliament and the only
remedy lies in complete withdrawal by domestic legislation
and the abrogation of the Treaty of Accession to free us
from the Treaty of Rome.

Britain is now, in law and in practice, a colony of this em-
bryonic West European federal state. ...

[W]e shall need to restore democracy by taking back our
rights of self-government.  We shall need to rebuild our
self-confidence as a nation, to build it upon a clearer and
better concept of human values, and to take charge of our
own economic and political destiny.  To attempt all this is,
in effect, to embark upon a national liberation struggle. ...

There is no power on earth that can stop a determined
people when they resolve to change the conditions under
which they live.  If all the other colonies in the British Em-
pire were able to win their freedom from the tyranny of the
British establishment, how much more easier will it be for
us to liberate ourselves?  All the pressures from Washing-
ton, Brussels or Zurich could not prevent us from shaping
our own future once they realised that we were in earnest.

Whatever trivial differences of opinion we may have with Mr
Benn, every true libertarian will support his call for a liberation
struggle to end our colonial status, and to allow the people to
enter into their rightful inheritance.37
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