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Reporter:  Gerry Northam 

Editor:  David Ross 

 

CLIP OF DAVID CAMERON SPEECH 

 

CAMERON: Mr Speaker, reform of EU spending is a long term 

project, but this deal does deliver important progress.  Working with .... 

 

NORTHAM: The Prime Minister returned from Brussels saying he’d 

achieved a historic victory by cutting the next seven year budget.  

 

CAMERON: It is a good deal for Britain, it is a good deal for Europe, 

above all a good deal for all our taxpayers.  That’s what we’ve delivered and I commend this to 

the House [applause]. 

 

NORTHAM: Savings will include a billion Euros from the cost of 

staffing the European institutions.  But as EU civil servants protest and strike over an earlier 

round of cuts, are they – as many politicians claim – still overpaid and underworked? 

 

GRAESSLE: What I would like to have is an efficient European public 

service.  It’s sixty-one days you are off.  This means three months you are not available.  I 

always tell them, please be there. 
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NORTHAM: Also this week, File On 4 explores how money most of 

us think goes on international poverty relief actually ends up funding a prestige project in an 

upper middle income country that wants to join the EU.  So does the administration in Brussels 

spend too much of our money running itself, promoting itself and enlarging itself? 

 

SIGNATURE TUNE 

 

ACTUALITY AT PARLAMENTARIUM 

 

BECKERHOFF: Here we are in Parlamentarium, the visitors’ centre of 

the European Parliament, and now we will walk through the welcoming corridor where you 

will be welcomed in all twenty-two languages of the European Union. 

 

NORTHAM: I can hear them. 

 

BECKERHOFF: Yeah?  You can. 

 

NORTHAM: Opposite the entrance to the European Parliament is the 

huge new showpiece, Parlamentarium - proudly displayed by Constanze Beckerhoff of the 

Parliament’s press service. 

It’s a cacophany. 

 

BECKERHOFF: Yes, it is. 

 

NORTHAM: It’s the Tower of Babel. 

 

BECKERHOFF: But everybody can hear his own language. 

 

NORTHAM: Once inside, visitors reach interactive displays showing 

the former horrors of Europe wrenched apart by two World Wars and an Iron Curtain.  The 

overall point is clear. Death, destruction and division have been replaced by union. By the 

European Union. 
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ACTUALITY IN PARLAMENTARIUM 

 

VOICEOVER: [MUSIC UNDER]  It’s in Parliament that political ideas 

and interests from all over Europe meet and sometimes collide. 

 

NORTHAM: At the heart of the Parlamentarium, you sit in a replica of 

the vast European Parliament, surrounded by a 360-degree projection of a debate and set of 

votes. 

What’s the message you want visitors to take away from a visit to this Parlamentarium? 

 

BECKERHOFF: Well, we want visitors to discover about the European 

Parliament and the role of the European Parliament.  They just should learn about that 

Parliament exists, what Parliament does. 

 

NORTHAM: What do people tell you when they’ve been here? 

 

BECKERHOFF: Most people are very, are happy, of course not 

everybody the same, but in general people are very positive. 

 

NORTHAM: But the Parlamentarium has attracted fierce opposition - 

principally over its cost, more than 20 million Euros, about £18 million. Wasteful self-

publicity, according to critics.  And it’s not the only new building in Brussels they’ve got in 

their sights. 

 

ACTUALITY OUTSIDE HOUSE OF EUROPEAN HISTORY 

 

NORTHAM: Just down the road from the European Parliament is a 

small park with a lake, and in one corner stands a grand rectangular stone building - a striking 

example of the Art Deco style. It was built in 1935 as a dental hospital for poor children - a gift 

of the American philanthropist, George Eastman, who made his fortune from Kodak cameras. 

Now it’s become controversial, because the European Parliament has decided to spend  

50 million Euros turning it into The House Of European History. The exhibition will be 

presented as ‘a forum for reflection and debate’. 
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POETTERING: The House of European History should show mainly the 

history of the 20th century – that means the two World Wars ..... 

 

NORTHAM: The project is the brainchild of a former President of the 

European Parliament, the German conservative, Hans-Gert Poettering. Herr Poettering was 

born at the end of the Second World War and never saw his father, who’d died months earlier 

in battle.  

 

POETTERING: ... the holocaust and then the European answer to all 

these terrible developments and tragic developments of our continent.  We Europeans are 

united on the basis of values. 

 

NORTHAM: And why do you need a House of European History now 

if these values have guided the European Union for the past sixty plus years? 

 

POETTERING: Gerry Northam, we have many national museums and in 

those museums in London or in Berlin and in other places, in Paris, the national history is 

shown, but there is nothing which shows the history which the Europeans share together, and 

somebody has to start. 

 

NORTHAM: The decision to allocate just over 50 million Euros for 

this museum has been derided by many in Brussels.  The leader of the British Labour group in 

the Parliament, Glenis Willmott, is scathing about it. 

 

WILLMOTT: I think that’s a ridiculous way to spend money when we 

ought to be spending it on jobs and growth. 

 

NORTHAM: Why is it a ridiculous way to spend money? 

 

WILLMOTT: Well, I just think this is not the time to be spending 

money on projects like that.  We should be focusing our energy on getting the economy 

moving – that’s got to be our priority. 

 

NORTHAM: If you take a longer view, if you look back to the end of 

the Second World War, there is something to celebrate, isn’t there, historically? 
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WILLMOTT: Absolutely, I agree with you.  I’m very much a pro 

European and I think it’s brought many advantages to us, not least the peace element of it, but 

also in terms of trade and the strength to our economy.  My view is this is not the time to be 

even thinking about projects like that. 

 

NORTHAM: Are you saying it’s a waste of money? 

 

WILLMOTT: I actually do think we should be spending our money 

elsewhere, yes, I do. 

 

NORTHAM: In this, the Labour leader is joined by her usual 

opponent, the leader of British Conservative MEPs, Richard Ashworth. 

 

ASHWORTH: My personal view is, it’s extravagant and it’s a vanity 

project.  I don’t see the benefit of a House of European History frankly.  I think that this is a 

subject which needs to be learnt in school most certainly, but I don’t think that it’s appropriate 

expenditure at this time.  It’s not to say never do it, but at a time when every nation and every 

citizen throughout Europe is experiencing very difficult times indeed, for the European 

Parliament to be going ahead and spending the kind of money that it is on this kind of project is 

entirely unjustified.   

 

NORTHAM: So how does Herr Poettering justify spending on what’s 

been dismissed as his vanity project? 

 

POETTERING: We in Europe, we have spent billions and billions and 

billions of German Marks, of pounds, of dollars, which currency you want, to have wars, and 

people were killed, and this should never happen again. And to show this tragic European 

history is worthwhile 52 million Euros if it’s, and I believe it’s a contribution to peace, and 

peace is something which cannot be paid by money. 

 

NORTHAM: At a time of austerity, it’s difficult to see the justification 

for projects which are seen in some quarters as narcissistic, vanity projects. 

 

POETTERING: Of course, nothing what promotes peace and the 

understanding of the people and dialogue between the people is narcissistic. 
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NORTHAM: A much bigger area of contention in EU spending is the 

amount it costs to run the institutions themselves - the European Council which has just met, 

the heads of government and state, the European Parliament and the executive body, the 

European Commission. The administrative costs run to 8.5 billion Euros this year - about £7.5 

billion - 6% of the total EU budget.  There’s a widely-held belief that these bureaucracies are 

overstaffed and feather-bedded.  And that’s largely how they’re seen by Conservative Richard 

Ashworth, who’s a member of the Parliament’s budget committee. 

 

ASHWORTH: The head count has been quite undisciplined in the past 

and we actually have a commitment from the Commission now that they will look for a 5% 

reduction.  The salaries are not in line with the kind of salaries which you would expect within 

the member states and the pension arrangements are excessive and extravagant, in my opinion. 

 

NORTHAM: So the image we have of fat cat bureaucrats is right, is it? 

And you want to tackle it? 

 

ASHWORTH: I think there are a lot of people being paid far too much 

money, there are a lot of people in far too comfortable positions.  The pension entitlements 

they have are far too good.  The add-on issues like European schools, for example, are 

extravagant and luxurious.  We could do without them and it’s time we brought in change. 

 

NORTHAM: Also on the Budget Committee of the European 

Parliament, Dr Inge Graessle is an MEP from Germany’s Conservative party with special 

responsibility for overseeing financial regulation of EU funds. She too draws the line at some 

staff privileges. 

 

GRAESSLE: They are better than you think, but all criticism, there is 

a true element.  The European administration should show that they are aware of the needs and 

also of the problems of the people. 

 

NORTHAM: Are officials of the EU bureaucracy overpaid? 
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GRAESSLE: They earn well, and I never criticise the height of their 

salaries.  But what I would like to have is an efficient European public service.  I want them to 

be available for service and not to be off for thirty days of holidays.  This is okay.  You have 

seven office closing days, which means seven days additionally off, but paid by the taxpayer, 

and then you have up to twenty-four days off for overtime compensation.  If you sum up, it is 

sixty-one days you are off.  This means that three months you are not available, therefore I 

always tell them, earn whatever you like, but please be there. 

 

NORTHAM: The European Commission has a current programme of 

cuts in administration costs amounting to a billion Euros. On top of that, this month’s summit 

produced a further cut of more than another billion – both over seven years. The whole budget 

now moves to the Parliament for a ratification debate.  And already many of the EU’s civil 

servants are protesting and intermittently striking over plans to cut jobs, pay and conditions. 

Last week, even before the budget agreement, there were polite demonstrations outside the 

offices of the European Council. 

 

ACTUALITY OF DEMONSTRATION 

 

NORTHAM: Strikers complained that new cuts would be unfair after 

the cuts already agreed since 2004. 

 

LORENZ: There are limits to anything. We have 10 billion Euros of 

savings that we have accepted, at least tacitly accepted. 

 

NORTHAM: The strike was led by the president of the largest union 

covering the EU, Guenther Lorenz, who claimed a high level of support among his members. 

 

LORENZ: It’s not only a percentage of our membership, it’s 

actually 90% of all staff. 

 

NORTHAM: Well, if you have that amount of sympathy among your 

members and colleagues, what sort of sympathy do you have among European taxpayers? 

 

LORENZ: It may be much less, I guess, but I haven’t asked any 

taxpayer directly, but I guess it’s much less. 
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NORTHAM: But in the end it’s the taxpayers who are coming up with 

the money for all the salaries. 

 

LORENZ: Yes, but how much is it?  Do you know that the overall 

budget costs each taxpayer 67 cents a day?  Out of these 67 cents, 3.5 cents per day .... 

 

NORTHAM: That’s going to administrative costs? 

 

LORENZ: And only 2 cents a day go to staff costs. 

 

NORTHAM: You only work figures like that out when you know that 

you’ve got a difficult case to make to the taxpayer. 

 

LORENZ: That is true. 

 

NORTHAM: And you have worked those figures out. 

 

LORENZ: That’s right.  Yes, that’s normal, we have to defend 

ourselves and the actual costs to the taxpayer was fairly low. 

 

NORTHAM: At the European Commission, the spokesman on 

administration is Antony Gravili.  He’s insisting that further cuts are needed, but keen to stress 

the extent of cuts which have already been made. 

 

GRAVILI: We’ve already gone through not one, but two austerity 

periods.  Already back in 2004, the Commission, unlike the member states, did not wait for a 

crisis to put its house in order and it pushed through a very ambitious austerity package.  The 

fall in our purchasing power since 2004 is -10.2%. 

 

NORTHAM: You mean the civil servants’ purchasing power? 

 

GRAVILI: EU officials’ purchasing power, cumulatively, has fallen 

by -10.2%, which is higher than national civil servants in any of the member states that we 

have to use as a pay comparison. Even Spain, their total fall is -8%, in the UK the cumulative 

fall is -4.6%.  So I don't think you can say that EU officials have been insulated from 
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GRAVILI cont: everything that's going on, and now on top of that we’re 

proposing even more austerity measures.  

 

NORTHAM: Are there too many of you? Is Europe a bloated 

bureaucracy? 

 

GRAVILI: Well, you tell me.  We serve 500 million Europeans in 

27 member states across all policy areas, and we do it with 92% fewer staff than the UK civil 

service, which only serves one member state. 

 

NORTHAM: You have how many civil servants working in Brussels 

here and other European centres? 

 

GRAVILI: Well the total size of the Commission, counting 

everybody in all our offices around the world, really the maximalist figure is about 33,000. 

Which makes us about the same size as Leeds City Council. Even though we're responsible for, 

like I said, 27 member states across all policy areas. So that’s a very easy myth to bust. We are 

incredibly small. 

 

NORTHAM: To make an assessment of pay, we asked the European 

Commission to give us a breakdown of staff salaries, bonuses and pensions compared to the 

rates and conditions for civil servants in Britain.  In addition to recent cuts in real terms pay, 

the table it produced compares top salaries and shows Brussels paying less to its most senior 

mandarins than London does. EU officials, it says, also pay much more into their pension funds 

each month than their British counterparts do.  We then showed the Commission’s calculations 

to Open Europe, a think-tank which calls itself ‘Euro-critical’.  Its director of research, Stephen 

Booth, accepted them, but points out that they omit a crucial factor - the different taxes civil 

servants are required to pay.  EU staff pay tax back to help fund the European Union itself, and 

their tax rates are set in a complex series of bands according to income. And that, Stephen 

Booth calculates, is where they enjoy a considerable advantage. 

 

BOOTH: Now the Commission will say there is a tax range from 

8% to 45% and a lot of the EU officials are caught in the 45% bracket, but the way that that tax 

is actually calculated, if you look at the marginal rate it’s far lower and a UK official on the 
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BOOTH cont: same salary is paying far higher tax - it pays tax, it pays 

national insurance, it’s far higher taxes than the EU official pays. 

 

NORTHAM: So are you arguing with this figure, for example?  They 

say ‘gross salaries of EU civil service range from 1,800 a month to almost 17,000 a month’ – 

that’s in Euros.  

 

BOOTH: Sure. 

 

NORTHAM: Compare that with top civil servants in Britain, up to 

25,000 Euros a month.  Are you saying they’ve got those figures right or wrong? 

 

BOOTH: I’m sure those figures are correct, the gross figures are 

correct. 

 

NORTHAM: So you’re not arguing with them. 

 

BOOTH: No. 

 

NORTHAM: It’s the tax rates you’re arguing with? 

 

BOOTH:  I think the tax rate is something where they have 

consistently, by making this argument that it’s 45% higher rates, which obviously we have a 

45% higher rate here, but it’s the way you calculate it.  There’s a much bigger drop off point in 

the UK, whereas in the EU tax system it’s done on a very gradual incremental scale, which 

thereby basically means that EU officials get a better deal. 

 

NORTHAM: We put this point back to the European Commission. 

The spokesman for its administration section, Antony Gravili, showed us the detailed table of 

tax bands for Commission staff. They do indeed show that civil servants in Brussels do better 

than those in Whitehall. 
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GRAVILI: It is true that certainly for our lowest-paid members of 

staff, the tax burden is lighter on them, but once your salary starts going up to higher levels, the 

more senior staff, experienced staff, then it’s very much comparable. 

 

NORTHAM: It’s not only the lower levels though, is it?  I mean the 

rate at which people start paying 40% tax in Brussels is 78,000 Euros a year, which is £65,000 

to £70,000 a year.  That’s about double the rate at which people start paying 40% in Britain. 

 

GRAVILI: Yes, well the first thing to say is our tax regime was 

fixed by the member states – it’s an agreement among the member states, so they’re the ones 

that ... 

 

NORTHAM: It’s still generous though, isn’t it? 

 

GRAVILI: It’s lighter than in some nation states, but you have to 

see it from our perspective – it’d be the easiest thing in the world to double taxes overnight and 

halve salaries, but we already right now have real difficulty attracting people from rich 

countries. That’s an empirical fact.  So if we double tax rates and halve salaries again it might 

get headlines the next day, but I can guarantee within ten years the only people working in the 

European institutions will be Belgians, Bulgarians and Romanians. And the rich member states 

need to decide is that what they really want - is that really in their interests? 

 

NORTHAM: When it comes to the cost of running the European 

Parliament, some anomalies are well-known. Its secretariat is in Luxembourg, though the 

Parliament itself meets in Brussels.  Except for one week a month when everyone packs up 

their offices, checks into hotels as the entire operation decamps to Strasbourg.  But talk to a 

longstanding critic of EU spending like Marta Andreasen, the former Chief Accountant of the 

Commission, now a UKIP MEP, and that’s not the only apparent oddity to come to light. 

 

ANDREASEN: We have, for example, this general expense allowance, 

which we can use to finance fundamentally our office in the UK. 

 

NORTHAM: And every MEP has this? 
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ANDREASEN: Every MEP has this and this is 4,300 Euros per month, 

so roughly £45,000 per year. 

 

NORTHAM: And do you need to produce receipts for that? 

 

ANDREASEN: No, we don’t need to produce receipts for that. 

 

NORTHAM: And as an accountant, how does that look to you? 

 

ANDREASEN: Well I, it doesn’t look like an efficient administration of 

taxpayers’ money.  

 

NORTHAM: So, given these costs, how does financing the 

bureaucracy of the European Parliament come out in comparison to national government 

institutions?  The leading British Conservative MEP, Richard Ashworth, has been looking for 

the answer. 

 

ASHWORTH: We on the Budget Committee are carrying out a 

comparative analysis right now of Westminster, of the French Assemblee Nationale, of 

Congress and of the Bundestag, and surprisingly enough the European Parliament is cheaper on 

most counts than those other houses. 

 

NORTHAM: Cheaper in what sense? 

 

ASHWORTH: In the cost per citizen of the institution. 

 

NORTHAM: So that’s salaries, pensions, office spaces? 

 

ASHWORTH: Yes.  But that’s just raw data and I think you’ve got to be 

very careful indeed how you analyse it. To its credit actually, the European Union funds its 

own buildings, which all those other nations don’t.  Even in Westminster, the state provides the 

building so out of our budget comes the cost of buildings.  Now we have stripped out the 

exceptional costs, which are interpretation into 23 different languages, but nevertheless it 

comes out cheaper. 
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NORTHAM: So at the European Commission the picture is mixed. 

They have lower top salaries than Whitehall, but more favourable tax rates. While at the 

European Parliament, administration costs are generally cheaper than in London, Paris, 

Washington or Berlin.  As so often with the EU, the cost of its administration is not a simple 

matter. In spite of the cuts in staffing costs already in train from the Commission, and the new 

cuts imposed in last week’s summit, the overall administration budget is going up - a rise of 

8% for the coming seven-year period. This is partly due to the impact of a so-called avalanche 

of retirement as longstanding officials all reach pension age together.  And partly it’s due to 

more growth in the EU itself.  A 28th nation, Croatia, is due to join on the 1st July and others 

may follow. 

 

ACTUALITY IN PARLAMENTARIUM TUNNEL OF VOICES 

 

NORTHAM: At the Parlamentarium, which we visited earlier, 

Constanze Beckerhoff showed us a grand visual display symbolising the process of 

enlargement. 

 

BECKERHOFF: When you stand at the beginning you have a panel for 

each member state of the European Union. 

 

NORTHAM: So back at the start of the corridor, large glass panels for 

the first six countries? 

 

BECKERHOFF: That’s it. 

 

NORTHAM: 1973 we get Britain, Denmark and Ireland joining. 

 

BECKERHOFF: And then 1981, 86. 

 

NORTHAM: And here a large number of countries from Eastern 

Europe joined in 2004. 

 

BECKERHOFF: 2004, yes. 

 

NORTHAM: 2007, Bulgaria and Romania.  And you’ve left space. 
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BECKERHOFF: Yes, there’s left space for further enlargements. 

 

NORTHAM: You’ll need to fit Croatia in this year. 

 

BECKERHOFF: Yes. 

 

NORTHAM: Do you imagine there will be further enlargement? 

 

BECKERHOFF: Who I am to say this? [laughs]  There is space, 

everything is possible. 

 

NORTHAM: Not only possible, but actively encouraged.  The EU 

runs a substantial fund, giving something over 1.6 billion Euros a year to countries applying to 

join the EU, intended to help bring them up to European standards of democracy, human rights, 

economic probity and so forth.  It’s called the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance and it 

has its headquarters directly across the street from the Commission. 

 

ACTUALITY AT CHARLEMAGNE BUILDING 

 

FILORI: So we are on the third floor of the Charlemagne 

Building.  This is the floor where DG Enlargement sits.  We are the Directorate General which 

tries to make sure that one day countries first in Balkan and Turkey can join the European 

Union. 

 

NORTHAM: Jean-Christophe Filori is responsible for more than half 

the total fund – he’s giving 903 million Euros, or about £750 million this year to Turkey, which 

is engaged in a slow, perhaps stalled, process towards EU membership.  Big money and hotly 

disputed, since Turkey has an economic growth rate most European countries could only dream 

of. It’s regarded by the OECD as an upper middle income country.  The list of projects shows 

that one huge sum, more than 120 million Euros, goes towards building a section of the high-

speed rail link between Istanbul and Ankara, Turkey’s version of Eurostar.  M Filori explains 

that this is part of a trans-European rail upgrade.  So does he see the money he’s putting into it 

as an investment? 
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FILORI: Absolutely. The whole trans-European network in 

transport aims precisely to connect people, to connect business, to connect companies, and 

therefore since Turkey is certainly one of our biggest trade partners, there is some benefits, of 

course, for EU business as well. 

 

NORTHAM: So you would get a return on the investment, would you? 

 

FILORI: We would get a return investment, the same way we get 

a return investment when we enhance environment standards in Turkey.  The aim of this whole 

enlargement process is to make Europe a better place. 

 

NORTHAM: And benefit financially? 

 

FILORI: Benefit, well benefit financially, you know, if a 

European businessman is able to go fast from Istanbul to some remote place around Ankara to 

sign contracts, this is going to help him as well. 

 

NORTHAM: But it’s not a direct investment where you put money in 

and, say, get 10% back per year? 

 

FILORI: No, no, no, it’s an indirect investment, of course we will 

not benefit that directly immediately from the ticket prices of this train obviously, but it also 

provides better conditions for our own business. 

 

NORTHAM: Spending like this on countries wishing to join the EU 

looks extravagant to euro-sceptics. The British Conservative MP, Douglas Carswell, sees 

indirect investment in Turkey’s economic development as something worse than misplaced. 

 

CARSWELL: It is bizarre, isn’t it? If you look at other countries that 

have given money to Turkey, such as China, for example, they give money and invest it in 

Turkey in the literal sense – they’re investing it and expecting a return on their capital.  Isn’t it 

bizarre how China understands that fundamental capitalist principle better .... 

 

NORTHAM: As a Communist country? 
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CARSWELL: ... as a Communist country than we do?  Where Europe 

or Europe’s elites are giving money to Turkey, not in return for an investment but presumably 

to pursue various geopolitical goals. 

 

NORTHAM: Well, they would say in Brussels, in order to develop the 

institutions of the country, the human rights of the country, the gender equality of the country 

and the economy. 

 

CARSWELL: They would say that. But I can’t help noticing that in 

Europe the economy is doing pretty badly. In Turkey I think they are really disappointed 

because GDP is only expanding at only 4% or 5% this year.  I don’t think we can really give 

Turkey lessons on economic development. 

 

NORTHAM: Perhaps unsurprisingly, this approach is not the one 

favoured by the Turkish Government. Its ambassador to the EU, Selim Yenel, sees money 

spent improving the railway as a legitimate international priority. 

The OECD regards Turkey as an upper middle income country.  You’re not doing badly.  

What’s the justification for European aid being given to a project linking your two major cities 

by rail? 

 

YENEL: Well, the numbers are up, that’s for sure, and we’re 

growing at a high speed, much more than the other countries, but people forget that we’re 

actually trying to catch up.  Our base is much lower than others.  For example, Germany might 

grow with 1% but it’s equal to our 8%, so what we’re doing is actually trying to catch up with 

the rest of Europe, so that’s why we need to grow as fast as possible. 

 

NORTHAM: Well, you are growing fantastically fast. 

 

YENEL: But we’re not out of the woods yet and we need to grow 

much more. 

 

NORTHAM: So why is it justified for European taxpayers to be 

sending money to people developing your railway? 
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YENEL: Well, up to now we’ve been a candidate for a number of 

years and we never got a cent from the European Union because of political obstacles, and we 

feel that we had to do everything we did on our own.  Now I think it’s time for the EU to chip 

in. 

 

NORTHAM: Payback time? 

 

YENEL: Well why not? I mean, it’s for the benefit of the EU as 

well. 

 

NORTHAM: Britain’s contribution to the fund developing countries 

wishing to join the EU is well over £120 million a year.  Under the rules administered in 

Brussels, this is permitted to come from what may seem an unlikely source – the international 

aid budget. This is money protected by the Prime Minister and defended as help to some of the 

world’s poorest countries.  Conservative MP Richard Harrington looked into this arrangement 

when he was a member of the Commons Select Committee on International Development and 

thought he could smell a rat. 

 

HARRINGTON: There was this pretence that the money was part of our 

foreign aid efforts.  There are so many poor countries in the world where poverty is such an 

issue affecting millions of people with disease, no education, no clean water and everything 

else that to pretend that the money going for political reasons, to Turkey, Croatia and others, to 

pretend that that’s part of the same budget from the 0.7% of GDP that the British Government 

is committed to, I actually think was disingenuous and actually very misleading. 

 

NORTHAM: Disingenuous because it’s coming from the Department 

of International Development, do you mean? 

 

HARRINGTON: Yes.  If the Foreign Office or the European Union or any 

democratic government wishes to support Turkey, for example, because they want them to be 

in the European Union or because they think that they need to bring the infrastructure in line 

beforehand, I’m not saying that’s not a reasonable thing to do, but to do it through the back 

door of aid money I think is absolutely wrong.  
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NORTHAM: We wanted to check whether the Turkish Government 

sees the Pre-Accession money it receives as a contribution to poverty reduction - perhaps 

defined in a broad sense. The ambassador to the EU, Selim Yenel, makes clear that this is not 

the intention at all. 

 

YENEL: That’s right, it’s not to deal with poverty and that’s why 

it doesn’t go only for infrastructure, it goes for a lot of other areas, health areas, so there’s a 

multitude of different let’s say sections that we’re using this money. 

 

NORTHAM: Does it surprise you then that the British contribution to 

the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance comes from the International Development 

Department, the aid department? 

 

YENEL: Well that’s a first for me. 

 

NORTHAM: You didn’t know that? 

 

YENEL: No, I didn’t know that. 

 

NORTHAM: Surprising? 

 

YENEL: Indeed.  Indeed, I thought it would come from the 

normal budget. 

  

NORTHAM: At the European Commission, there’s no lack of clarity 

about Pre-Accession funds. They are not, according to the Commissioner for Enlargement, the 

Czech diplomat Stefan Fule, to be confused with international aid. 

 

FULE: If you look at the main focus of that official development 

assistance and it is to fight the poverty, and then if you look at what is the purpose of this pre-

accession assistance, assisting the country to reach the level that once it joined the European 

Union it does not weaken European Union, but it strengthen the European, then you see, I 

mean the very different focus and purpose of that assistance. 

 

NORTHAM: So it isn’t ultimately about poverty reduction? 
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FULE: Absolutely not. 

 

NORTHAM: Why does it then count as overseas aid? 

 

FULE: You better ask the people dealing with the statistics and 

these issues. 

 

NORTHAM: So why does this money come from a fund in Whitehall 

intended for overseas aid?  The Department for International Development told File On 4 the 

explanation is that: 

 

READER IN STUDIO: The Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance is largely 

counted as Official Development Assistance as defined by the OECD. 

 

NORTHAM: The Department points out that overseas aid is defined as 

‘the promotion of economic development and welfare of all eligible countries’. That includes 

Turkey.  To many in Brussels though, there’s a broader objection to the money spent on 

countries seeking to join the EU. They think it’s inherently misdirected.  Richard Ashworth, 

leader of the British Conservative MEPs, wants to see Turkey in the EU and encourages further 

enlargement in principle. But he doesn’t think it’s justifiable to spend taxpayers’ money to help 

new countries to join. 

 

ASHWORTH: I would say that if a country wants to join the European 

Union, they are making a very substantial commitment, they are pledging their future to 

membership of the European Union.  And I think it’s not too much to ask of those people 

therefore that they make a commitment of their own in funding their application, in going 

through the necessary steps that they have to go through to prove that they can meet those 

standards and values of the European Union.  I don’t think it’s too much to ask that those 

people fund it themselves.   

 

NORTHAM: So it’s up to them to meet the standards of the EU on 

their own, is it? 
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ASHWORTH: It absolutely is.  I think those nations should make that 

commitment themselves.  I could give you the analogy that here they are, putting in an 

application to join our golf club and we’re going out of our way to go and buy their set of clubs 

for them before they’ve even joined.  Well I don’t think that’s the right way forward, so I think 

that those people should make that commitment.  If they go the extra mile to put in their 

application, it’s more likely then that they will jump through the hoops they’re required to 

jump through and become good members. 

 

NORTHAM: But if enlargement of the EU, bringing more people into 

the Union, is itself a good thing, if this assistance brings them closer to the fold, that’s a good 

thing, isn’t it? 

 

ASHWORTH: Yes, make no mistake, we want to see the European 

Union enlarge, we want to see candidate nations who can meet the standards and values which 

we require join as soon as possible.  But make no mistake, they must meet those values before 

they join. 

 

NORTHAM: And pay for it themselves? 

 

ASHWORTH: And pay for it themselves.  

 

NORTHAM: This is clearly not the view taken inside the European 

Commission. The Commissioner, Stefan Fule, defends the principle of sending large sums of 

money to countries preparing to join the EU. 

 

FULE: The purpose is for them to align with the European 

Union, for them to strengthen the rule of law, the fundament of freedoms, build up their 

administrative capacity. 

 

NORTHAM: And why should the rest of Europe pay them to do that?  

One leading British Conservative MEP said to me, ‘If you’re a member of a club and someone 

wants to join the club, you don’t give them the money that they’ll need to prepare.’ 

 



-  21 - 

FULE: We care about our stability within the European Union 

and our stability does not end on our borders.  Whatever Euros you invest in your 

neighbourhood, in your closest neighbourhood, in helping those countries to achieve the same 

standards and values that we share, it’s a much better investment compared to the Euros 

invested in the crisis management as a consequence of your underestimating the issues here 

and there. 

 

NORTHAM: The part of the budget which includes enlargement was 

increased at the summit by more than 3%.  And while staffing costs are being cut further, the 

whole administration budget is up by 8%.  The summit is the latest development in Britain’s 

debate over its future in or out of the European Union.  At the heart of that debate is this 

fundamental question - is the EU a good thing in itself? If it is, then money spent running it, 

advancing its ideas and encouraging new members may seem justified. If it isn’t a good thing, 

all these activities just seem profligate.  That’s a dilemma we’ll all have plenty of time to think 

over and which even a referendum may never resolve. 

 

SIGNATURE TUNE 

 


