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1 INTRODUCTION 

In the EU referendum I will vote for “Brexit”. 

Perhaps surprisingly, I am not a racist, a xenophobe, or a “swivel-eyed loon”. 

I am not a Little Englander or an isolationist; I don’t want to “pull up the drawbridge from Europe” 
and establish “Fortress Britain” in mid-Atlantic.  

I don’t want to return to the days of the British Empire, and I don’t want to “kick all foreigners out 
of the country”. 

I am reasonably intelligent and have benefitted from some education. I work for a living and have 
children about whose lives I care. I see the future of humanity in the building of contacts between 
peoples and breaking down national barriers. 

Yes, really. And I still intend to vote Leave. 

I am exasperated by the poor quality of, and lack of objectivity in, the debate ahead of the 
forthcoming vote – and particularly the flood of establishment propaganda asserting that to vote 
for Brexit is akin to madness.  

I am not mad. I have good reasons for voting to leave the EU. So, I am documenting them – for my 
own satisfaction and in the hope of adding to the quality of the debate. 
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2 THIS DOCUMENT 

In the following sections I’ve set out my rationale for Brexit. 

I begin by explaining how I see the world and assess information, and predictions of the future in 
particular. 

I then consider how EU membership affects democracy, and impacts my ability to influence my 
own future. 

I discuss migration, and why I believe managing it to be important. 

I consider the forecasts of economic damage if we leave the EU, and draw a different conclusion 
than the establishment consensus would suggest. 

I look at some of the claims that the EU is indispensable. 

I review the risks inherent in the EU objective of integrated national government ahead of the 
convergence of national cultures. 

Finally, I present my conclusions. 

I am clear in my own mind that membership of the EU in its current form is not in our national 
interest. You may disagree with me, but I hope at least to have demonstrated that my arguments 
are reasonable and worthy of honest evaluation.  
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3 ABOUT ME 

3.1 MY PHILOSOPHY  

I’ve summarized my thoughts on life below. I’m not arguing my philosophy is better than anyone 
else’s, I’m just telling you what it is. 

1. This is the only life I have, and I want to enjoy it in peace and freedom; I wish to decide my own 
actions, without fear of death, oppression or arbitrary control from others.  

2. I consider all people to be created equal. I expect to treat others as I would like them to treat 
me.  I don’t expect to pursue my own goals to the detriment of others. I am prepared 
altruistically to support and help other people, but not at the cost of eliminating my own life 
chances.  

3. To secure my life chances I’m ready to collaborate with others of a broadly similar world view in 
a civilized society to which I expect to contribute through valuable work consistent with my 
capabilities. 

4. In support of this collaboration I’m prepared to surrender some of my own individual freedom 
by adhering to agreed social norms, but I want to minimize the demands that society places on 
me, and to maximize the extent to which its rules reflect my own preferences.  

3.2 HOW I THINK 

I prefer to make decisions on the basis of analysis rather than gut-instinct, although few people can 
say that their gut never comes into decisions. 

In this case that obviously means assessing whether a “Brexit” or “Remain” future is most likely to 
deliver what I want.  

I say “most likely to deliver” because one thing I’m sure of is the future is unknowable, and it’s 
(almost certainly) not going to turn out the way we expect. When I was a kid I was convinced we’d 
all be flying around in atomic cars or using jetpacks by now…  
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My views on the unpredictability of the future are one example of the way I tend to think, based on 
my life experience to date. Clearly each of us is going to look at the arguments made by both sides 
in this debate based on their own vantage point. So, let me explain more of how I tend to think.  

3.2.1 ALL PREDICTIONS ARE JUST GUESSES, NOT FACTS 

I don’t believe anyone can guarantee what the future will be like. 

So, when I think about the future I think in terms of probability – about whether things are likely or 
unlikely to happen. 

Of course anyone can predict the future, but the reliability of predictions is poor once we get away 
from the blindingly obvious. So, for example, I’m happy to accept it’s (almost) certain that: 

• Everyone will die 

• The sun will come up tomorrow 

• Taxes will continue in my lifetime. 

But, it’s a different story when I see detailed predictions such as: 

• Growth in UK GDP over the next 15 years will be 37% 

• Inflation will reach 2% in July 2017 

• Spurs will win the Premier League in 2017 

I don’t doubt people with experience of economics and football can make forecasts like this (and 
by the way I invented two of these) honestly believing them to be reasonable. But, they’re basically 
guesses – albeit they may be informed by a combination of expertise, research and mathematical 
models.  

And the people making them are probably the same people who didn’t forecast the 2008 financial 
crisis, and gave Leicester less than a snowball-in-hell’s chance of winning the Premier League in 
2016.  

My experience, and common sense, shows that specific predictions like this will almost inevitably 
be wrong – the only question is just how wrong! So, as they stand I would rate these specific 
predictions as unlikely to be right in terms of detail, although I think Spurs winning the Premiership 
is the most likely of the three! 
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I don’t necessarily ignore forecasts like this, but I restructure them to distil out what I consider the 
essence of the prediction (if there is one) which is actually likely to be correct and so useful to my 
decision-making. For example: 

• Barring world war, or other major geopolitical meltdown, the UK economy is likely to be 
bigger by between 15 to 50% in 15 years’ time. 

• Inflation will eventually get back to 2% 

• Spurs will probably finish in the top 4 in 2017. 

If I can’t accept someone’s prediction as reasonably likely, or revise it to be so, then I’m not going 
to build my decision-making around it. After all, why would you base a decision on a future that 
you don’t believe is ever going to happen. 

3.2.2 I ’M COMFORTABLE WITH UNCERTAINTY 

Because I don’t believe anyone can predict the future reliably, I don’t expect to be able to make a 
decision for Brexit or Remain based on fully worked-out details of what the future will look like in 
either case. I simply don’t believe that’s possible. 

I expect to have to rely on personal principles, preferences, and my own assessment of future risks 
and opportunities, where the predictions of “experts” are just inputs into that assessment. 

As a side note, I find the continual demand for more facts about what the future will be like in the 
event of Brexit both amusing and annoying: the future cannot be described in facts because facts 
are “things that are known or proved to be true”. Facts come from the past. There are no facts 
about the future!  

Nor is it true that not doing something (e.g. the UK not voting to leave the UK) avoids future 
uncertainty. The future will always be uncertain - and to imply otherwise is disingenuous. There are 
plenty of risks associated with staying in the EU. 

I get a little wound up by those – on either side of the argument – that keep telling me “the facts” 
about what the future will be like in the event of a decision for Brexit or Remain. The truth is that 
they don’t know, and are only guessing.  

They are entitled to guess, and to tell me what their guesses are, and I’m happy to use these data 
points – after I’ve reviewed them - in my decision-making. But I object to their guesses being 
presented as immutable certainties, because they’re not.  
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3.2.3 MOST PREDICTIONS ARE BIASED TO SOME EXTENT 

The fact that no-one can actually foretell the future doesn’t stop the world being awash with 
predictions of how it will look. 

All of those predictions are made by people. They may come out of computer models but the 
models are programmed by people. 

And people are imperfect. We tend to like to be right. We like to have our ideas and opinions heard 
and endorsed. We can be susceptible to the influence of others.  

This is not to say that all our predictions are “cooked up” to support a specific case, but there is a 
risk that any predictions we make will be biased – even if involuntarily - in favour of whatever point 
of view our gut instinct is most comfortable with. Essentially, we all have a tendency to make 
predictions that support / justify our instinct or prejudice. That’s just human nature. 

Some people will have a very real personal interest in securing a particular outcome and will 
actively prepare predictions (sometimes presented as “facts”!) to persuade others to support 
them. Politicians are, in my experience / opinion, particularly adept at making predictions that are 
selective in their presentation of data in order to argue their case.  

To me, such propaganda is of limited usefulness in predicting how the future is likely to look – and 
I’m more inclined to discount it. So, when considering a prediction, I like to look at who is making it 
– and ask why. 

In general, the more that someone keeps insisting on the reliability of their guesses the less 
respect I think they have for my intellect, the more I think they argue from an agenda of personal 
gain rather than rational consideration, and the less inclined I am to trust them. They’re probably 
also not helped by the fact that I don’t like being told what to think. 

3.2.4 CONSENSUS PREDICTIONS AREN’T FACTS 

Just because lots of people make the same prediction doesn’t mean that prediction is reliable. 

Of course, if a consensus prediction is formed from multiple, independent analyses using 
alternative methods and data then it may have a higher probability of being right. But, the future is 
still unknowable, regardless of how many people “gang up on it”. And the human bias in 
predictions will still be there.  
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And a consensus can develop from groupthink, which degrades the value of any prediction. 

Being part of a consensus can feel reassuring – but it doesn’t guarantee that we’re right: 

• The few who forecasted the 1929 Wall Street crash were ridiculed by the consensus of the 
time. 

• The consensus of politicians in the nineteen-thirties agreed that Hitler must be appeased to 
secure peace; they ignored the warnings of Churchill and others until Hitler invaded the 
remainder of Czechoslovakia, having been ceded the Sudetenland at Munich. 

• The consensus of economists in 2007 didn’t predict the financial crisis. 

• The consensus of football pundits in 2015 didn’t predict Leicester topping the Premier 
League. 

I prefer to think for myself, and I’m cautious of the “benefits” of a consensus. 

3.2.5 WE SHOULDN’T BE AFRAID OF CHANGE 

I don’t believe that humanity has yet achieved a perfect arrangement of (any of) its affairs. So, I 
don’t accept the status quo is the best that we can achieve or hope for. 

Human civilization has come a long way in a few thousand years. There have been many short-
term reversals (world wars come to mind) but I consider that over the long term we are clearly 
better off (however you choose to define that) than we were. 

And I see no reason why our ability to find better ways of working together and doing things will 
stop anytime soon.  

Of course, some changes of approach may take us backwards: the development of our civilization 
is not an unbroken forward / upward march of progress. But that is an inevitable consequence of 
the uncertainty of the future, and the limitations of our ability to predict the consequences of our 
changes.  

What is certain is that if we don’t change we will not make improvements, and so I consider change 
to be essential. Of course we still have to take a view as to whether any change is likely to be 
beneficial, but I reject arguments against change that are based solely on risk / fear of possible 
negative effects. 
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A change from where we are now may ultimately prove to be a backward step, but the status quo 
is certainly not the best we can hope for and we shouldn’t be afraid to move on from it. 

3.2.6 SURPRISE! THE ESTABLISHMENT IS CONSERVATIVE 

 “The establishment” by its very nature is interested in maintaining the status quo. It naturally 
resists change. It’s an inevitable stabilizing bias in our human systems. 

Some people get agitated about this but I see it just as a truism, and a macroscopic feature of 
human nature; to a greater or lesser extent each one of us looks out for our own interests.  

The interests of the establishment consist in preserving what they have. I expect it to argue against 
change, and to be active in preparing predictions of any alternative future to persuade us to avoid 
it. So, I take those establishment predictions with a measure of salt. 

3.2.7 CHANGE ALWAYS COSTS – BUT IS OFTEN WORTH IT 

Making a change usually involves effort, cost, disruption and sometimes emotional pain – just ask 
anyone who has ever moved house, or got divorced!  

Yet we make changes like these because we know the short-term disruption is justified by the 
long-term benefits. 

I’m concerned about the short-term costs of change, but I’m far more interested in the long-term 
results. 

I believe short-term pain is not usually a good reason for inaction. 
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4 DEMOCRACY IN THE EUROPEAN UNION 

The concept of a “democratic deficit” within the EU is much discussed. 

I’m not concerned primarily with the details of the EU’s democratic structures (Commission, 
Council, Parliament) and how they are constituted and work. Yes, I have reservations about the 
unelected Commission originating legislation, but that is a detail rather than a primary issue. 

I do have an issue with the fact that membership of the EU has effectively disenfranchised me in 
terms of determining the future of the British nation.  

To explain I need to discuss Nations and their governance within States. 

4.1 NATIONS 

I like Stalin’s definition of a nation!  

He suggested that "A nation is a historically constituted, stable community of people, formed on 
the basis of a common language, territory, economic life, and psychological make-up manifested 
in a common culture." 

This seems a reasonable description of the nations with which we are all familiar. Clearly, although 
the nations of Europe (and indeed the world) may be alike in a number of respects no-one would 
argue that they don’t have very distinct cultures! 

I am a member of the British nation. 

It is evident that most nations have developed into their current form over very many years, 
perhaps, like the British, over many centuries. 

The historically generally slow pace of cultural change – revolutions aside – reflects the long-term 
stability of national communities, with limited international migration / population mixing 
between them. 

Yet recent decades have seen significant change. Where international interaction was previously 
the preserve of national elites, access to low-cost travel and the advent of the internet has led to 
considerably increased popular participation. 
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It is reasonable to expect that this growth of international interaction will drive faster change in 
national cultures and accelerate the convergence of individual national identities. 

Much as individual tribes in the British Isles developed into the present British nation, it’s not 
unreasonable to imagine that at some future time the multiple individual nations in the world will 
have effectively become a single world nation. 

This seems to me to be both likely and desirable, provided that the outcome is achieved through 
real cultural convergence at an achievable pace, consistent with the will of national populations. 

I will return to this point. 

4.2 STATES, AND THE GOVERNMENT OF NATIONS 

In international law a sovereign state is a “nonphysical juridical entity that is represented by one 
centralized government that has sovereignty over a geographic area”. Sovereign states have a 
permanent population, defined territory, one government, and the capacity to enter into relations 
with other sovereign states. 

For a significant majority of states, their permanent population is also a national population. Thus 
the nation (the stable community of people with a common culture) is self-governing because its 
population is the population of a sovereign state. Such is the case of the British nation and the 
United Kingdom. 

This arrangement fits very well with my own philosophy: if I am a member of a national population 
which is same as that of a State then I can be confident – provided the government of the State is 
representative of its people – that I will have influence in the development of the national culture, 
and that my government will act consistent with the culture and best interests of my nation. 

The ability of members of the population to influence their governance varies of course depending 
on the system of government. I am (culturally) used to, and appreciative of, the British democratic 
system; a variant, according to Churchill, of the worst form of government, apart from all the 
others… 

I vote in UK elections for my MP with the aim of influencing the laws made by Parliament, under 
which as a UK citizen I agree to abide as the price of enjoying the peace and freedom which our 
society provides. 
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I may vote for an MP who does not get elected, or the party of the MP I vote for may not form the 
government. Nevertheless, the members of the UK parliament are British citizens, elected by their 
fellow British citizens.  

Whether or not the parliamentary majority of the day adheres to views similar to mine I can be 
confident that the UK government is comprised of people who have the best interest of the British 
nation at heart, or that if this proves not to be the case then they stand to be removed from power 
at the next election. 

This arrangement gives me confidence that, with my fellow citizens, I have influence over the laws 
that govern me and that, even if my own view doesn’t prevail, the government of the British 
people, is carried on by the British people in the interests of the British people. 

4.3 HOW THE EU DISENFRANCHISES ME 

The EU is (de facto) a State.  Within defined areas of competence it is a centralized government 
over the populations of the 28 member nations.  

This means that, in these areas, laws previously made by national governments are now made by 
the EU. 

So, if we accept that the government of the EU is a form of democracy, then laws under which I 
have to live are now made by the representatives of all 510 million EU citizens and not just 
representatives of the 65 million people in the UK.  

Effectively I – and the rest of the British nation – have been placed in a permanent minority in 
terms of our influence over our own national affairs.  

To that extent, and within the areas of competence of the EU, membership ends the principle of 
self-determination for national populations. And the EU agenda is for EU competence to extend 
further consistent with “ever-closer union”. 

On the plus side(!) I now have a vote (1 in 510 million) in the governance of 27 other EU nations. 
This is not something that is of value to me. I do not wish to interfere in the rights of other nations 
to determine their own laws consistent with their culture. I wish them to have the same rights I 
previously enjoyed. 
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In practical terms, there will of course be many things on which people of all EU nations will agree, 
and advocates for the EU will tell me that the laws the EU passes are not restrictive or onerous. 

That is not, however, the point.  

My ability to determine my own future as a member of this British nation is of fundamental 
importance to me.  

My predecessors won the right to self-determination from an absolute monarchy and ruling elite 
over centuries: Magna Carta, Civil War, The Bill of Rights, The Reform Act, Universal Suffrage.  

They defended that freedom against tyranny at huge cost in a world war. 

I will not - voluntarily - hand over that ability at any price, on the assumption that those who will 
subsequently run my affairs will do so benignly, or in return for a putative financial benefit. 

If another nation proposed to invade the British Isles with the intention of taking over our 
governance, and if they could not otherwise be dissuaded, I would expect to take up arms against 
it.  

I would not be placated by enemy (because that is what they would be) protestations that they 
only wanted what was best for us, that they would of course respect our culture, and they’d 
commit to making everyone better off by £X,000 a year for life.  

Some things are not for sale.  

I wish to maintain my ability to influence the government of our nation, sharing that responsibility 
with rest of the British people, in the common interest of the British nation.  

In the words of Lincoln: Government of the people, by the people, for the people! 

I am enthusiastic for our nation to engage with all of our European partners, I believe all people to 
be created equal and I am content to envision an ultimate future when all nations are one.  

But, we need to achieve a cultural alignment of nations before we share our government. To do 
otherwise disenfranchises national populations, and will not be successful. 
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For an example of the problems of pre-emptive integration before alignment we only need to look 
at the Euro-zone and the consequences of attempting to integrate economic governance without 
prior alignment of national economies. 
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5 MIGRATION 

International migration has been, and is, a reality. It is neither axiomatically good nor bad. 

People have migrated throughout history. Almost all national cultures have benefitted from, and 
developed under, the influence of immigration. And many immigrants have both contributed 
greatly to their adopted countries and in return have benefitted from new opportunities within 
them. 

The continued flow of people between nations aids international cultural awareness and progress 
towards the convergence of national identities to the benefit of all people. No-one should expect 
national cultures to be static and uninfluenced by external factors. Change is inevitable – and 
desirable. 

More recently, modern developed economies such as the UK depend upon immigration to provide 
the human resources required for our economy to grow and for our public services to operate 
effectively. 

So, there is much that is positive, indeed essential, about immigration. Why then is it a concern to 
me in the context of the EU referendum? 

Because: 

1. not all immigration is directly beneficial 
2. even if every immigrant brings benefit to a country there will still be cultural limits on the 

rate of immigration that society will tolerate 
3. ensuring that immigration is beneficial and tolerable requires it to be controlled 
4. membership of the EU means that 465 million EU citizens have the uncontrolled right of 

entry to the UK. 

5.1 NOT ALL IMMIGRATION IS BENEFICIAL 

A nation such as the UK may have strategic resource needs, e.g. for staff to work in the NHS, that 
can only effectively be met – at least in the short-term – through immigration. So, immigration to 
meet such needs is likely to be of direct benefit to the UK. 

However, in general, and excepting forced migration at the direction of an oppressive regime, 
people migrate for their own reasons and not for the benefit of their destination country. 

They might wish to escape conflict or oppression, find better-paid work, or improve access to 
education for their children. Or they might have other quite unique reasons. 
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Ultimately, if you perceive that moving from your home location to another country will benefit 
you, and you judge the personal costs and risks to be acceptable, then you will move – provided 
there is nothing to stop you. 

Because migration is driven by individual motivation rather than national needs it is virtually 
certain that not all candidate immigrants will bring benefit to a country. 

For example, a candidate immigrant may have limited skills that are not in short-supply in the UK. 
They may also have a dependent partner and young children. 

If they come to the country and get a job on the minimum wage they may secure a standard of 
living for themselves that is considerably better than in their home country. But,  

• An indigenous candidate with skills to do the job may remain unemployed and need to 
continue to be paid state benefits in lieu of a wage 

• The taxes paid by the immigrant worker may not cover the cost of public services, including 
education and healthcare, that they and their family make use of 

• The excess availability of candidates for this type of job may result in wages for the job 
being artificially depressed to the detriment of UK workers in general. 

It is unlikely that admitting such an immigrant would be in the best interests of the UK. 

This is not to imply that all, or a majority of, immigrants are unskilled, displace UK national workers 
and do not bring benefit to the UK. But, the truth is that that not all immigration will be in the UK’s 
best interests.  

This matters, particularly because of the growing scale of migration flows into the country. 

• The average total annual increase in foreign-born members of the UK population (from all 
countries) from 1901 to 2001 was about 41,000 a year. 

• As recently as 1997, total net migration was just 47,000 
• Since then, net EU migration alone has averaged:  

o 107,000 a year over the past 10 years 
o 129,000 a year over the past 5 years 
o 160,000 a year for the past 3 years 

• In 2015 net EU migration rose to 184,000, and total net migration reached 333,000. 

Given the disparity of economies and living standards within the EU, and hence the attractive 
nature of the UK to people of many other nations, there is no reason to suppose these migration 
flows will decline in the near future, indeed they might increase particularly in the longer term if 
more countries join the EU. 
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5.2 IMMIGRATION NEEDS TO BE MANAGED  

Beyond the question of what proportion of immigrants bring direct benefit to the UK, we should 
also be concerned about the strains that mass migration puts on public services in the short-term 
and on British society. 

If migration is planned and controlled, and drives economic benefit, there is no reason why public 
services such as the NHS and education cannot be developed over time to meet the needs of a 
growing population. The need to invest more in public services is not necessarily a reason to curtail 
immigration. However, at present, we do not have the means to control it at a level at which 
access to public services can be maintained and the perception in many areas is that immigrant 
numbers are impacting availability of services. 

The response of British society to immigration is also important. 

Britain is an open and tolerant society, welcoming of others. However, the current scale of 
immigration – whether or not it can be demonstrated to be of economic benefit – is exercising 
many people concerned about the impact on their way of life. 

According to the ONS, in mid 2013 the population density in England was an average of 413 people 
per square kilometer. This is three and a half times the EU average of approximately 116, and 
higher than any individual EU state – apart from Malta. The figure for Germany is 230, for Italy 200, 
and for France it is only 100! 

Clearly population pressure in England, where 84% of the UK population live, is significant and is 
the context in which people experience the impacts of immigration. 

It is to be expected that people will be concerned if they experience issues accessing public services 
or securing employment because of perceived competitive pressure from immigrants, or where 
the ethnic make-up of an area changes significantly in a short time. 

We need to be mindful that many will consider a sufficiently high level of mass immigration as 
indistinguishable from a (peaceful) invasion, and it would be unrealistic not to expect an ultimate 
limit to the long-term rate of immigration that any society was prepared to tolerate, and beyond 
which popular unrest and explicit resistance will result.  

This is not a UK-specific phenomenon – it is increasingly being seen across Europe in consequence 
of the current migrant flows from the Middle East and Africa - and would be the case even if it 
could be proved that each immigrant brought economic benefit to the country. 
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Of course the “acceptable” level of immigration cannot be simply determined. Some in the UK 
may not be at all concerned about migration at current levels. However, there is clear evidence 
that many believe current levels are simply unsustainable.  

The point is that, much as a national culture cannot be changed by diktat, so these concerns 
cannot be extinguished simply by repeatedly telling people that immigration is a positive 
phenomenon and nothing to be worried about. We need to respond to feedback from the 
population and adjust the rate of change and its impacts through better management of the 
situation. 

Twenty years ago, any attempt to discuss concerns about immigration was attacked as “playing 
the race card”. Thankfully we have largely moved on from this.  

However, in the time since, concerns have continued to grow as the rate of immigration has 
increased, and the corresponding rise in popular support for parties such as UKIP is not surprising. 

In 2010 the Conservative party manifesto stated that net migration (then running at a grand total 
of 229,000 in 2009) was too high and committed to reduce this to the tens of thousands. This 
pledge was repeated in 2015, but the number is now (for 2015) 333,000.  

Now, when the Leave campaign points out – quite reasonably – that net migration cannot possibly 
be reduced to the stated target whilst we remain subject to free movement of people within the 
EU, the government claims this is just “a distraction”. 

The reality is that those politicians campaigning for Remain will eventually have to accept reality: 

o Most have already accepted that to be concerned about immigration is not to be racist. 
o Some have recognized that current levels of immigration cannot and will not be tolerated 

indefinitely. 
o But, as advocates for the EU, where 445 million EU nationals have the right to come and 

live in the UK, they persist in telling us immigration is positive and nothing to worry about – 
because they know they cannot control it. 

Just as current levels of immigration are not sustainable, neither is their position. 

Eventually, circumstances will force them to acknowledge this.  

It would be more honourable to be honest about this before the referendum rather than later. 
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5.3 WE CAN’T MANAGE IMMIGRATION WITHIN THE EU 

Too often the debate about immigration is based on the presumption that we have to be “for” or 
“against” it, that we have to be in favour of allowing immigration or in favour of stopping it.  

This is ridiculous, as is suggesting that implementing immigration controls means expelling foreign 
nationals already here. 

Stopping immigration completely would obviously not be in the national interest, but it doesn’t 
follow that continued uncontrolled immigration is. 

What we need is an immigration policy, and border control, that admits immigrants who will 
benefit the UK and turns away those who will not, and constrains overall immigration at levels the 
population is prepared to tolerate. 

These are perfectly standard arrangements implemented successfully in other democratic 
countries, but prevented by our membership of the EU. 
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6 THE ECONOMY 

The biggest argument against Brexit introduced by the Remain camp has been the claimed 
negative consequences on the economy.  

6.1 CONTEXT 

We have a significant economic engagement with the EU. 

Membership of the single European market has facilitated trade with Europe. It is often said that “1 
in 10 British jobs is linked to the EU” – which of course means that 9 in 10 aren’t… 

I think some historical facts (i.e. not future predictions) are helpful to give some context to the 
potential economic impacts of Brexit. 

Over the past 15 years the proportion of UK exports going to the EU has fallen from 55% (61% of 
goods and 41% of services) to 44% (47% of goods and 39% of services).  

The 44% figure is inflated by the “Rotterdam effect” where goods destined for non-EU countries 
are shipped via Rotterdam or other EU ports. 

This fall is not surprising when you consider that over the same period the UK economy has grown 
by 30%, whilst Germany and France have grown by only 18%, and Italy has shrunk by 1%. 

The UK is the fifth-largest economy in the world, and generates 17.5%, more than one sixth, of EU 
GDP. 

And, as of March 2016, the UK unemployment rate was 5.1%, when in the EU as a whole it was 
8.8%, and in the Euro-zone 10.2%. 

Youth unemployment is 13.2% in the UK, 19.1% in the EU and 21.2% in the Euro-zone. It is 24% in 
France, 36.7% in Italy, 45.5% in Spain and more than 50% in Greece. 

So, clearly UK growth is not a result of a booming EU! 
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6.2 THE FORECAST EFFECTS OF BREXIT 

The government / treasury, many international financial organizations, and a multitude of 
“experts” have lined up to forecast varying extents of economic damage / disaster in the event of 
Brexit – some in very precise terms. 

I have already discussed my thoughts on the predictability of the future, the inherent bias of the 
establishment, the unreliability of consensus, and my distrust of those who continue to insist that 
their very precise guesses about the future are accurate. 

So, it follows that I start with serious doubts about the likelihood that these forecasts will be 
anything like accurate. 

I then add to this my real-world experience which is that economic forecasting in particular is one 
of the most unreliable of guessing games, with a track record of spectacularly incorrect predictions 
that often prove to be wrong within months of being made. 

Interestingly there was once a clamour for us to join the Euro, but you don’t hear anyone seriously 
advocating that anymore… 

So, what do I make of all this? 

Well, “change costs”, so I certainly expect some disruption and uncertainty in the event of Brexit, 
but to some extent the world becomes more certain at the point of a vote – as attention moves to 
agreeing how to make it happen rather than wondering whether it will. 

In the longer term, common sense says that it will not be in the interests of the EU to raise artificial 
protectionist barriers against trade with the UK, but I’m quite prepared to accept there is a risk of 
some negative impact to European trade. 

However, I don’t regard staying in the EU as economically risk free, shackled as we are to an 
underperforming, over-regulated union with very significant internal pressures not least in the 
one-size-fits-all Eurozone, which is evidently not working. 

Nor frankly, is it credible that - when the UK economy is 4% of the global total and bigger than all 
others excepting the US, China, Japan and Germany – we cannot prosper except within the EU. 
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6.3 HOW SCARED SHOULD WE BE – ECONOMICALLY? 

For the sake of argument, let’s assume the Treasury forecast of the negative impact of Brexit over 
the coming 15 years is right. How bad will things be? 

The Treasury forecasts that UK GDP will be 6.2% smaller in 15 years’ time in the event of Brexit 
than if we remained in the EU, i.e. the economy will only be 93.8% of the size it could otherwise 
have been. They equate this to every UK household being £4,300 a year – in current money values - 
worse off in event of Brexit. Scary stuff! 

But let’s look at this another way round. What does the Treasury say will happen if we stay in? 

Well, their forecast for UK GDP growth over the same 15-year period is 37%. Yes, really. If we stay 
in the EU, then in 15 years’ time the UK economy will be 137% of the size that it is now. Good news. 

So, putting these two forecasts together, the Treasury reckon that if we opt for Brexit then in 15 
years’ time the economy will be 128.5% (that’s 93.8% of 137%!) of the size it is now.  

That’s right: if we opt for Brexit the Treasury reckons the UK economy will grow by 28.5% in 
the next 15 years. 

Just to remind you: that’s nearly as much as our 30% growth in the past 15 years, and more than 
one and half times as much as the French and German economies (in the Euro-zone) grew in the last 
15 years. 

And, using the Treasury’s own approach to calculating impact per household, that means each UK 
household will be better off by £14,000 (in current money values) a year. 

I’m fine with that. 

6.4 GAMBLING ON REMAIN IS NOT ATTRACTIVE 

According to the Treasury, in the event of Brexit the economy will grow as much in the next 15 
years as it has in the last 15 and we’re all going to be better off by £14,000 per household. 

It also reckons that if we agree to remain in the EU, and manage to avoid getting dragged down by 
the multiple risks facing the EU economies, then there is a chance we might get slightly richer still. 
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For me, some things are more important than money.  

I’m not interested in sacrificing my freedom in return for a gamble that might win me a few more 
pounds.  

The economic consequences of Brexit don’t scare me. I believe we can be better off outside the 
EU. 

6.5 A NOTE ON EU BUDGET CONTRIBUTIONS 

The Leave campaign have – in my view – misstated the costs of EU membership. 

My understanding of the figures is that – net of the UK’s rebate which can only be changed with 
our agreement – our total government contribution in 2015 was £13B, or about £250M a week. 

Of this we got back about £4.5B, or £90M a week in grants to, e.g., farmers, scientists and 
businesses. In the event of Brexit I would expect our government to preserve this funding. 

This makes our net contribution, and immediate cost saving in the event of Brexit, £8.5B, or £160M 
a week. 

This is a lot of money but it is only about 1.1% of total public spending, and hence – in my view – 
not a significant reason for Brexit given all the uncertainties on either side of the argument.  
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7 SOME CLAIMS FOR THE EU BEING ESSENTIAL  

It is often claimed that the EU is essential to the well-being of UK citizens, to the extent that we 
would be much the poorer if we were not members. 

I have already addressed the major issue of the economy, but here are some notes on other claims 
that are made from time to time. 

7.1 ONLY EU LAW PROTECTS WORKERS 

Some advocates for the EU claim it is only because of our membership that we have legislation in 
the UK that gives us things such as: 

• workers’ rights, including paid holiday and sick leave 

• food and drinking-water standards, and food labelling 

• environmental controls on farming and cleaner beaches 

For example, the Chief Executive of the Royal College of Midwives is quoted as an “expert” 
advocate for remaining in the EU on a “Britain Stronger in Europe” flyer delivered to UK homes. 
Cathy Warwick writes (RCM website 19th April 2016): 

“Being	in	the	EU	underpins	much	of	the	protection	that	pregnant	women	receive.	EU	rules,	for	
example,	guarantee	pregnant	women	get	paid	time	off	to	attend	antenatal	appointments	and	
are	protected	from	being	sacked	by	unscrupulous	bosses.	These	are	rights	worth	protecting,	and	
so	long	as	we	remain	in	the	EU	they	are	rights	that	cannot	be	taken	away.	

The	EU	also	guarantees	rights	for	working	people	too.	From	paid	leave	and	protection	for	those	
working	part-time	through	to	ensuring	decent	and	safe	working	conditions	and	equal	pay	for	
women.	For	midwives	and	others	working	in	the	NHS,	Europe-wide	rules	to	prevent	needle	stick	
injuries	–	being	pricked	by	a	used	syringe	–	have	an	obvious	benefit.	These	protections	are	
locked	in	place	so	long	as	we	stay	in	Europe.”	

It is simply wrong to imply that without the EU these rights could not exist and would not continue 
to exist.  

A sovereign state has – by definition – sovereignty within its own borders and it does not need to 
be a member of the EU in order to implement its own laws within those borders.  

The UK is a parliamentary democracy. If a majority of Britons want our laws to change, we can 
make that happen through our elected representatives.  
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If there is no majority for change then in a democracy, there should be no change.  

The UK parliament has existed for centuries, and it didn’t need the EU in order to take progressive 
steps such as: 

• Abolition of slavery 

• Stopping children working in factories 

• Introducing compulsory education 

• Universal suffrage 

Of course, it is inconceivable that a majority of the UK population would wish to see the 
protections that Cathy Warwick references “taken away”. 

But she is correct when she states that as long as we remain in the EU they cannot be changed – at 
least not unless the EU decides to amend them.  

This underlines the point that within the EU the British electorate is no longer sovereign in matters 
like this. We can have minority laws imposed upon us, and there is no guarantee that in the long-
term all will be as benignly uncontroversial as protection for pregnant women. 

It may be that some groupings of minority opinion within the UK believe there to be a majority for 
their opinions within the wider EU. They may advocate for EU membership with the aim of 
securing implementation of those preferences despite UK majority opinion.  

To do so is to attempt to subvert democracy in the UK. 

7.2 ONLY THE EU CAN FACILITATE INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS 

International cooperation between nations is clearly desirable in order to  

• Develop empathy and minimize the risk of conflict between peoples  

• Build long-term cultural alignment for the common good of humanity 

• Implement international arrangements – whether on trade, travel, defence and 
intelligence, security, phone roaming charges, climate change, food safety, etc. - for the 
benefit of citizens. 

I believe the close cooperation of EU nations has been positive for the continent. 
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However, positive international outcomes can be achieved by sovereign states working together 
to reach agreements. 

A supranational federal structure with the capacity to originate legislation overriding national 
lawmakers is not necessary. 

If it was, then we would never have been able to trade or collaborate with other nations prior to 
1973, and even now would be unable to engage with the rest of the world such as the USA, Canada, 
Australia, China, and India. If a supranational federal structure is essential to international 
relations, then logically it needs to include all nations! 

As a community of nations - and not a law-making State – the EU could deliver significant benefits 
for Europe without the negative impact on the democratic rights of citizens, and the risks inherent 
in trying to enforce a one-size-fits-all approach across disparate national cultures. 

7.3 WE WOULD LOSE EU GRANTS IF WE LEFT THE EU 

The grants given by the EU to UK farmers, scientists and businesses amount to only about a third 
of the money we send to the EU (and yes, that’s allowing for the UK “rebate”). 

So, the UK government could (should) commit that, in the event of Brexit, the government will 
simply carry on paying the grants that the EU is currently paying. 

There is absolutely no need for there to be any negative impact on the people / organizations who 
currently receive EU grants.  

7.4 WE WOULD LOSE ACCESS TO ESSENTIAL IMMIGRANT WORKERS IF WE LEAVE 

It is sometimes claimed that exiting the EU would prevent immigrant workers we require – such as 
those working in the NHS – from coming to the UK. 

This is nonsense. 

We don’t need to be in the EU to allow people to come to our country, and we would continue to 
encourage immigration where it is in the national interest. 
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Leaving the EU would allow us to control who comes to the country, it wouldn’t force us to bring an 
end to all immigration. 

7.5 BRITISH TRAVEL IN EUROPE WILL BE STOPPED IF WE LEAVE 

British people were able to travel and live in Europe before 1973, and are able to travel and live in 
non-EU countries now. 

If we leave the EU it is likely that EU countries will impose some formality, e.g. visas, on UK travel, 
but clearly they will not prevent UK tourists visiting – and spending money – in European countries.   

Nor would it be in other countries’ interests to prevent UK workers taking up jobs in their countries 
if vacancies exist and UK workers have skills that are in demand. 
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8 THE EU STRATEGY OF EVER-CLOSER UNION 

The EU grew out of an organization conceived to mitigate the risks of European war, with 
integration seen as the antidote to nationalism.  

The process of its development in the decades immediately following the second world war, and 
particularly the common market introduced under the European Economic Community, 
undoubtedly did much to stabilize the peace in Europe. 

However, we are now nearly sixty years from the Treaty of Rome which founded the EEC, and the 
world is a significantly different place. We should consider the EU’s approach to integration in 
today’s context. 

The internet and social media have revolutionized communication between peoples. Sixty years 
ago international communication was principally between national elites. Now it is commonplace 
throughout society. 

International transport is cheaper and more freely available than ever, and an ever greater 
proportion of us travel to other countries for work, for tourism or to live. 

Business has become increasingly global. 

Whether physically or virtually, we are living and working in much closer proximity to one another 
than ever before. 

Advocates for the EU argue it is more essential than ever that countries unite together to secure 
their futures, and that individual nations are at a disadvantage in the globalized world.  

However, we should stop to consider whether the EU policy of implementing supranational 
government is any longer necessary – if ever it was - and whether it exacerbates the very risk it was 
intended to remove. 

Consider nationalism, to which EU integration was / is seen as the antidote. 

8.1 THE RISKS OF NATIONALISM 

Nationalism is not dangerous in and of itself. 
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Certainly, it is inherent in the concept of a nation that the population will seek to defend itself from 
attacks on its people, its territory or way of life.  

This seems only reasonable, and self-defence is a widely-accepted principle whether applied to an 
individual or people. Absent an aggressor, there is no reason for conflict or for the nation to be 
considered dangerous to others. 

There is also nothing that dictates a nation’s culture must be aggressive towards people of other 
nations, or present a risk of international instability. I consider, for example, that the British nation 
is not internationally aggressive. 

So, is nationalism always a bad thing? 

Nationalism was certainly at play in the second world war: war is an armed conflict between, 
usually, nations or other societal groups, groups who may have different cultures but do have 
conflicting strategic objectives or short-term aims. 

But the causes of the second world war were not least the provisions of the Treaty of Versailles, 
the economic elements of which Churchill called “malignant and silly to an extent that made them 
obviously futile”, and Adolf Hitler, “a maniac of ferocious genius” who exploited the German 
people’s perception of their oppression (attacks on their territory and way of life) by the other 
Great Powers. 

Building engagement between nations, the development of common strategic aims and values, 
and the acknowledgement and resolution of perceived unfairness based on equal rights is clearly 
essential in mitigating the likelihood of conflict. And, the predecessors to the EU certainly 
contributed to this engagement in post-war Europe.  

And the longer-term alignment of national cultures and breaking down of national boundaries 
must be an advantage in reducing conflict risk. 

Wider engagement between nations throughout their populations has now accelerated because of 
the revolutions in transport and communication. The communication revolution in particular has 
meant that populations of the EU democracies have a much greater appreciation of other cultures 
outside their borders. 

Is it now conceivable that an EU member would go to war with another? Would Germany send 
troops into France? I think not. 
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But is the reduced likelihood of such wars maintained only by continued membership of the EU? 
Can war between Germany and France ultimately only be avoided through European integration 
and the elimination of national identities? 

I think it far more important to international peace that populations have a shared cross-cultural 
appreciation and respect. I hope I’m right because there are good reasons to think that nationalism 
will not go away in the short-term, and trying to extinguish it will make things worse. 

8.2 THE ENDURANCE OF NATIONALISM 

Nations have been, in most cases, long in the making.  

I think it evident that national cultures established over historical timeframes cannot be changed 
overnight.  

Changing a national culture entails modifying the prevailing psychological make-up of an entire 
population.  

This cannot be achieved simply by telling people to change! You have to rebuild a people’s 
understanding and appreciation of the world, in the same way that it was built in the first place – 
through experience. 

For example, I would be resistant to being told – whether by the UK government or anyone else – 
that Britain should adopt the US approach to the availability of guns to the public. I suspect that 
most British people would be similarly resistant, because in our culture we don’t consider it 
appropriate for the public to carry guns.  

It’s also evident that the USA is resistant to being told by others that they should restrict public 
access to guns when this is so much an aspect of their own national identity. 

Many people – I included – naturally resent being told what to think, do or believe. So attempting 
cultural change by diktat is likely to provoke resistance, further entrenching the current 
psychology rather than changing it. 

We need to recognize that cultural change is inherently slow and the product of influences acting 
and being integrated over an extended period of time – not an immediate response to a single 
action. 
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And a little thought tells us that you can’t reliably short-cut the culture change process by the 
device of getting a population to vote on it.  

Imagine our government decided on a policy of making guns available to UK citizens. Perhaps they 
are intent on making a step change towards aligning our culture with that of the USA, in 
preparation for a bid to become the 51st US state! 

The government might recognize they would need specific approval from the electorate before 
enacting the legislation if popular discontent was to be minimized.  

To achieve this, they could conduct an advertising campaign, and offer incentives or make 
commitments to encourage support for this policy in a referendum. (Or perhaps issue dire 
warnings about how we would all be at risk of being murdered in our homes if we didn’t have 
access to guns…) 

If a majority of the population then voted in favour in a referendum would the British culture have 
changed at this point?  

Clearly the answer is no. 

The nation’s psychological make-up could only be modified over time after the implementation of 
the new laws making guns permissible.  

If, over years of experience, people found access to weapons to be beneficial and not to have 
significant disadvantages then many years later carrying guns might become generally accepted in 
Britain.  

But for a long time, perhaps a generation or more, most of the population would find the 
arrangements unnatural. Those who voted against the measure would be particularly disquieted 
because the new laws were both so at odds with the British way of life and had been pushed 
through on a simple majority. The introduction of the change would inevitably have resulted in a 
polarization of opinion within the population which would persist for years. 

And if there were negative consequences of the new laws, e.g. mass shooting incidents and loss of 
life, it would soon become evident that the culture hadn’t really changed at all, and there would be 
demands for the gun laws to be repealed. 
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8.3 RISKS OF THE EU’S APPROACH TO INTEGRATION 

Europe consists of multiple national cultures. The EU is founded with the strategic intent of 
achieving a single European nation as a product of ever-closer union. 

EU policy is not to nurture and await this outcome as the eventual evolutionary product of 
international engagement and cultural realignment over the long-term. Instead it is pursuing a 
political project to introduce supranational government in the short-term, and before the 
convergence of national cultures.  

It is putting government ahead of nationhood, seeking to form a common nation as a result of 
common government, rather than establishing government to support a common national culture. 

This policy fails to acknowledge the extended timescales over which today’s nations have come 
into being, and over which they can be expected to progress towards cultural alignment – even 
with today’s considerable benefits of accelerating globalization. 

To use an analogy, this is something like trying to bring together 28 national supertankers into one 
ocean-going convoy on a common course, when each of them is currently at different locations on 
the Earth’s oceans and heading in different directions at different speeds. 

A sensible approach would be for each nation to collaborate with others to make incrementally 
small adjustments to their course and speed over time until each arrives in the same place going in 
the same direction at the same speed. 

The EU approach is instead to attempt to short-cut this process by tying all of the ships together 
with a web of massive steel cables and chains whilst their courses are still divergent. You can 
imagine the twanging of snapping hawsers, collisions, tankers capsizing, captains trying to cut or 
lengthen the chains that bind them, … 

Common sense says this forced application of a “one-size-fits-all” approach is doomed to failure, 
and the evidence supports this. 

We have already seen the stresses in the (one-size) Euro-zone because of the marked disparity 
between national economies, particularly between those in northern and southern European 
countries. This has exacerbated – not reduced – nationalistic sentiment in Greece with the 
perception of German oppression of the Greek nation.  
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And this enforced consistency isn’t driving strong economic performance in the Euro-zone either; 
it has poorer growth (1.5% vs. 2.0% over the past year) and higher unemployment (10.3% vs. 5.1% 
in March 2016) than the UK. 

In May 2016 nearly 50% of Austrians voted for a “far-right” presidential candidate, influenced in 
large part by the migration crisis of immigrants heading to northern Europe, a phenomenon 
enhanced by Germany’s unilateral open invitation to migrants. 

The BBC has reported on the rise of nationalist parties in many other countries of the EU. 

Whether or not Britain votes for Brexit it is clear from opinion polling that approaching 50% of the 
UK population are unhappy with EU influence in British affairs. Similar substantive minorities 
against EU membership are also reported in other EU countries. 

Clearly the EU strategy is not producing the desired results, and, as Churchill said: “However 
beautiful the strategy, you should occasionally look at the results” 

So, although nationalism per se is not dangerous, there is a real risk that the EU agenda is 
generating nationalistic discontent with the behavior of other nations, and with the EU as an 
organization. And that is a danger.  

The irony is that all this is conspicuously unnecessary. 

There are wonderful opportunities for accelerating development of international interaction 
between peoples without the need for subjecting them to a supranational state.  

If the EU stepped back from trying to impose a European government before we have a European 
nation, then it could truly be a positive force for integration. 

Ironically, persisting with old-school EU orthodoxy will only continue to build up problems for 
Europe, both economic and cultural, further discrediting the political class and threatening 
international stability. 



An ordinary person’s reasons for “Brexit” 

 

 4th June 2016 35 of 36 

 

9 CONCLUSION 

Closer engagement between nations and the development of a truly global community of people 
is in the interests of us all. It is a laudable aim, and one I support. 

Today’s advances in travel and communication mean that individuals, not governments, are now in 
the lead in terms of making this happen. The world is changing very rapidly and this will inevitably 
continue. 

This greater international engagement – replacing last century’s limited interaction of 
governments, diplomats and elites – is now the best guarantee of international stability, and the 
future convergence of national cultures. 

The EU strategy of creating a popular union as a product of a single European government is no 
longer necessary, and was never truly viable. 

It ignores the reality that national cultures cannot be established, changed or extinguished by 
diktat or vote; they are the product of collective experience over extended time. It is extending 
shared experience which will bring national cultures together. 

Persisting with the current attempt to subjugate national interests to a supranational government 
is not achieving, and will not achieve, international harmony.  

The evidence is that it is generating nationalistic resistance, discrediting the democratic stability 
we wish to protect, and will constrain rather than support progress to greater integration. 

For these reasons I cannot support the continuance of the European Union in its current form, and 
particularly its project of political integration. 

In terms of the UK’s relationship with the EU, and my own national interests specifically: 

• I object to being disenfranchised in my own nation by being required to share my 
democratic influence over my nation’s future with 445 million other Europeans who cannot 
be expected to have the British best interest at heart. 
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• I cannot support the continuance of a position where the UK government has no ability to 
manage the extent of EU migration whatever its impact on the British interest, and despite 
increasing popular dissatisfaction. 

Both of the above are – in the political jargon – “red lines” for me. 

In terms of the potential negative consequences of Brexit, I am confident in the Treasury’s 
assessment that the British economy will continue to grow and living standards will improve if we 
vote to leave. 

I see no reason why as the world’s fifth largest economy, with the considerable skills and capability 
we possess in these islands, we should not be able to thrive outside the European Union.  

I discount Treasury forecasts of a potential upside if we remain in the EU, given the poor 
performance of EU (and particularly Euro-zone) economies, the reducing scale of the trade with 
the continent, and the future risks resulting from EU policies.  

Taking all of the above into consideration, I will vote to Leave on 23rd June. 

 

 


