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The meeting was opened by Jeremias Prassl, who raised the central question of the 
seminar: what are the potential implications and consequences of Brexit upon the 
institutions of the City of London? 

The first speaker, Simon Gleeson, noted the difficulty of discussing this topic. When 
we explore the notion of Britain leaving the EU, we can identify certain consequences 
and their associated costs. However, there is no current way of identifying the 
potential advantages of Britain existing outside of the EU, and quantifying those 
benefits. Hence, anything said on the topic sounds like propaganda; since it is easy to 
quantify the costs of Brexit, but hard to quantify the benefits. 

Regarding the mechanics of Brexit, there are a dizzying array of options within public 
law, and Clifford Chance has published a report online surveying these possibilities. 
Yet we can identify two groups of options. The first is that the UK follows a pathway 
involving the European Free Trade Association (EFTA), thus preserving some degree 
of access to the EU market on a passported basis. The other would be to ‘walk away 
completely’ and rely on some form of free trade agreement. 

The first option has been ruled out by the Prime Minister and, short of an unlikely set 
of circumstances, we can assume a seceded Britain would not pursue this route. But as 
far as free trade agreements are concerned, their usefulness varies significantly 
depending on whether we are looking at finance or at everything else. The reason for 
this is that all free trade agreements contain a “prudential carve-out”, which states that 
the arrangement does not apply to finance (although the Trans Pacific Partnership, for 
example, purports to apply to finance, by “finance” it means only insurance 
mediation). Thus free trade agreements are irrelevant to the financial services 
industry, as we know it. 

What are the likely options for UK financial services if the country votes to leave the 
EU? Firstly, it would make no difference at all to direct dealings with Hong Kong, 
Singapore, New York and other non-EU markets—all of that continues virtually 
unaffected. Access to the home market, Europe, is affected; but how? 



There are technically three ways in which a Brexit scenario could play out. The first is 
theoretical: Europe could agree that banks and investment firms in a seceded UK 
could retain access to the European market. We can put that to one side as 
implausible. 

The first of the two realistic options is the UK makes some sort of deal so that it has 
no worse treatment than other third country firms. Most of the relevant European 
directives have third country equivalence provisions, allowing certain non-EU firms 
to have access to certain markets in certain circumstances. Interestingly, if the UK 
received the full suite of those, the impact of Brexit on London established banks may 
not be all that significant. 

Even in this scenario there would be a couple of areas where London-based banks 
would have to move businesses, come what may: private banking, which relies on 
domestic regulation for consumers; and ordinary banking, because there is no lending 
passport or third-country regime to take advantage of. Hence big, full-service London 
banks would probably have to set up a European business to move their private banks 
and lending business to group entities inside the residual EU, but derivatives trading 
could, on a consensual departure, remain principally based in London. 

The other realistic option would be a ‘non-consensual departure’. There are many 
ways this could happen. Most obviously, the exit mechanism prescribed by Article 50 
of the EU treaty involves the departing state serving notice of its intention to leave, 
with exit occurring two years after the service of that notice—unless that deadline is 
extended by mutual agreement. It is clear that we could not negotiate anything 
substantial in this two-year period (it took six years to negotiate the South Korean 
trade treaty). If the referendum is in September 2016, as seems likely, and notice was 
served immediately after an ‘out’ vote, that would give September 2018 as the 
preliminary planning date. Both the French and the German elections occur in 2017 
and in order to extend the two-year period you need unanimity. One possibility is that 
the UK falls out by default because we have not managed either to agree anything in 
the two years, or to get unanimity for continuing negotiations. 

It is also possible that we would not even have a two-year period, since it would be 
perfectly possible in international law for the UK to denounce the treaty immediately 
after the referendum vote. This is more likely than we might think. If the referendum 
vote becomes a vote on immigration, the British people may not be content with a 
further two years of EU immigration during the exit period. So we ought not ignore 
the possibility of the UK unilaterally walking out before the two years end. 

Nobody knows exactly what would happen in this case. The important truth is that we 
would then be out of the realms of public international law and into the realms of 
politics. On the ground, UK firms would lose all of their permissions over night and 
chance of third country equivalence recognition would be limited. UK financial firms 
would not be able to sell in Europe, and more importantly, European investors, asset 
managers and companies could no longer trade in London because they would remain 
subject to obligations to clear through EU-recognised CCPs, EU-recognised markets, 
and so on—criteria which London-based markets, CCPs &c would no longer satisfy. 
London would therefore be isolated from its home market, thus discovering how 
possible it is to become what will, in practice, look like Singapore: an off-shore centre 
servicing international entities with no obvious infrastructure of its own.  



Finally, Gleeson noted that non-lawyers take the law ‘far too seriously’, particularly 
in public international law. He argued that, at the end of the day, this is an agreement 
to be decided between governments. Too much focus on the legalities of the treaty is 
capable of actively misleading. 

Leaving this aside, for finance there is really only one issue which matters: the extent 
to which business can continue between the City and a large, but not dominant, chunk 
of the people from whom it makes its money. No matter how well the city emerges 
from this, the long term forecast has got to be that there will be an EU financial 
centre, and if not London it will probably be Frankfurt. That is not going to happen 
quickly, as it is impossible to relocate large numbers of bank employees and 
transitions in hiring replacements work on a longer basis. 

Therefore, if we are lucky, we will we end up with a London which looks like 
Singapore, and if not, we might end up with a City which looks like Zurich: a national 
centre for finance with a smaller degree of international business. These, Gleeson 
concluded, are the potential implications of Brexit for the legal structure of the City. 

Luc Frieden went on to discuss the implications of Brexit from a banking perspective, 
in his personal opinion (Deutsche Bank has not yet expressed a formal view on the 
issue). He began by noting the ‘remarkable, defensive view’ that the British media 
and some politicians take when they talk about the EU and financial services: they 
talk about protecting the City. Whereas in many other countries—for example, 
Frieden’s home country of Luxembourg, which is not always pro-EU—people first 
look at the opportunities. 

Luxembourg exports steel, media and financial services. Ordinary citizens in the 
country know that to export steel you need a big single market, just as for the 
Germans exporting cars, and similarly for exporting media and financial services. 
Thus people in Luxembourg first talk of the opportunities the EU offers, and only 
afterwards the difficulties. Whereas the approach of the British is perhaps more one-
sided. 

But from Frieden’s own experience of sitting on councils of ministers with politicians 
like Darling, Osborne and Brown, in fact British chancellors and civil servants have 
had a significant positive impact on laws related to financial services: not simply with 
cutting bankers bonuses, but on the drafting of regulations, directives and laws 
generally. This is a point rarely conveyed to the public, neither by the media nor 
politicians themselves. The fundamental problem is that the UK never exactly knew 
why it was or should be in the EU. 

When it comes to financial services, the rest of the world looks towards Europe for 
guidance. A lot of contracts in financial services are based on English law. London 
has both an international and a European role to play in shaping finance: roughly 45 
per cent of euro-denominated, foreign exchange transactions take place in the City. 
And in turn, the European forex market is extremely important in London. 

And yet, when it comes to a number of European regulations, the UK wants to be able 
to opt out, for example, with the banking union, which is considered to be primarily 
for the Eurozone. British ministers have also managed to ensure that if decisions are 



being taken that might have an impact on non-Euro countries, there is a special voting 
mechanism, so that they cannot be overruled. 

But the question is, then what happens to the City if the UK leaves the EU? Frieden 
believes the biggest differences are first in the EU passport. Dublin and Luxembourg 
are very strong in mutual or investment funds, largely because once the Irish or 
Luxembourg authorities give you a license, you can sell these funds all over Europe. 
So this access to the market, by having the license in one country, would disappear. 
Of course, lawyers and politicians lawyers find ways around these problems, but first 
and foremost this access to the single market through the passport would be cut. 

Then access in general to the single market would have to be organised and 
negotiated. Switzerland has tried to do this for many years, but it still does not have 
direct access to the single market for financial services. This is why they have set up 
their companies in Europe—for example, UBS in Frankfurt for European wealth 
management and Credit Suisse in Luxembourg—because they cannot run businesses 
directly from Geneva or Zurich. The same would be true for the UK, subject to 
bilateral agreements. 

Passports and access to the single market are legal points, but the third issue which 
Freidan also considers important concerns the influence the UK has today. The Swiss 
and Norwegian ministers often asked him to pass on the information discussed in 
meetings. They, to some extent, do have to apply the rules of the EU, however they 
are not able to be present when these rules are drafted. There is a strong argument for 
the necessity of having that access, particularly because British influence is stronger 
than most UK citizens would think. 

And financial services regulations are wider than just European: they have become 
global. This notion, held by some people within the City, that there would be fewer 
rules following Brexit, is incorrect. The G20, the Financial Stability Board and other 
organisations have set up global rules for the financial world. Particularly since the 
2008-9 financial crisis, these rules have grown very close to the European rules. 

Therefore the City would be affected by Brexit. Frieden noted that he is not among 
those who argue London would cease to exist as a major financial centre. For 
financial services, the biggest worry is that it would create a period of enormous 
uncertainty. As some activities during this period move to Dublin, Frankfurt, 
Amsterdam, Luxembourg and so on, the role of London as a European financial 
centre would diminish. It would create some turbulence, but that can be solved by 
creative lawyers. 

European banks would shift some activities to the continent, especially those already 
with a strong presence there (hence the transition would be easier for BNP Paribas, 
Deutsche Bank or Credit Suisse than American- or UK-based banks). Frieden argued 
that, contrary to Gleeson’s earlier point, in his own experience it is much easier to 
move personnel than he stated. Nonetheless, UK financial services have huge 
advantages of keeping their access to the single market and avoiding uncertainty. The 
City would survive Brexit, but it would lose its European importance. 

Graham Bishop started by following up Frieden’s comments on the advantages of 
remaining in the EU. The capital markets union is a major thrust of the commission, 



and this is a huge opportunity for British financial services. Euro-area bank assets are 
€32 trillion; the size of the bond market is c. €17 trillion; investment funds are about 
€9 trillion. Thus with the Capital Markets Union we would push this money off 
banks’ balance sheets and into other places, such as investment funds, sold directly to 
the 500 million people around the EU. To take a number for this, let us say that 10 per 
cent of bank assets, €3 trillion, is added to investment funds: that is a 30 per cent 
increase. That is the gearing, away from the continental bank system towards the 
capital markets, where the securities are issued in London under English law and 
traded, cleared, settled. This is a monumental business opportunity for the City. 

Hence, if we were to leave the EU, we have heard about some of the difficulties and 
already we have had a report today from the British Bankers Association talking 
about the uncertainties and how that is affecting investment firms. They make the 
point that two thirds of their members (in practice of the entire financial system) have 
already moved business out of the UK and have been doing so since 2010, so there is 
already a drift. The chairman of the City UK recently used his inaugural address to 
underline the fact that the UK is at a tipping point in its attractiveness to foreign 
financial institutions. So this is already a worrying question. 

Now we reach the question of how to leave and Gleeson has already touched upon 
this, as did an entire previous session of the seminar series. But if it is something like 
the two-year period, businesses considering where to base their next business, or to 
renew a business, will establish it in Frankfurt or Paris instead. As soon as this starts 
moving away from London, it’s gone: you would not stay during two years of 
confusion and uncertainty, and these decisions apply not just to one or two businesses, 
but on a gigantic scale. 

What we have not heard so far, and very few people seem to discuss, is the impact on 
the UK of a serious hit of the City. The scale of the numbers are very large. We have 
the highest current account deficit bar Turkey in the OECD by quite a margin, 
something like twice anything else in the EU, at about £100 billion. The City’s 
foreign earnings, including the law firms and consultancies is about £70 billion per 
annum, so if any significant portion of that goes away, the UK’s balance of favours 
goes from appalling to just over the top. This is a very big risk to the sterling. 

On the other side of the coin, everyone knows about the tax revenues paid by the City. 
The last numbers from City UK were about £60 billion a year in tax revenues overall, 
but the financial services industry. Again, that is about the same as the budget deficit, 
so a big hit to the City would mean a further round of reducing public spending or 
raising taxes. These are big questions for the UK: it is not just a group of people in the 
City who will be affected, it matters to the rest of the country for those two reasons. 

To take up this question of access to third countries, equivalence—are your 
regulations in a third country the same as in the EU—must be considered. This is not 
line-by-line the same rules, but to produce the same result. If the UK decides to leave 
and our regulations are no longer equivalent, then the passport does not exist. Thus 
Bishop questioned the ease with which we would be no worse off leaving than if we 
stayed in: the UK would have no sovereignty over the regulations of the EU with 
which it would have to keep up. Bishop mentioned that certain senior city executives 
have said they want to leave the EU so that Britain can move its regulatory framework 
to a global level. But that is not the same as the EU, which changes those rules to 



make them operational for the EU. By moving away from what we have at the 
moment, we would definitely become not equivalent. If we change to go for the 
‘light-touch regulation’ we will not be equivalent. 

So what would this mean for the ECB? 43 per cent of Euro foreign-exchange trading 
in London and derivatives, which are of a huge size, again a large amount takes place 
in London, primarily settled through a central counter party (CCP). This is where the 
real power comes. In the end, if something goes wrong with CCP, the numbers are 
unbelievably large. If the ECB needs emergency liquidity in euros to deal with such 
an issue, the numbers will be in the billions, shooting upwards quickly. But the ECB’s 
paid-in capital is only €7.5 billion and if they want more, they will have to go to 
member banks. Some of those may have to ask their government’s permission, thus 
leading to a round of parliamentary debates in a variety of countries. 

We have not thought through what happens to that euro-denominated trading where 
the UK outside the EU cannot supply the guarantee which customers want, that when 
push comes to shove, emergency liquidity services will certainly be available from the 
central bank: the ECB may say no. People talk about ‘swap lines’ between the Bank 
of England and the ECB, but non exist. There is a set of legal documentations which 
would be used, but there is no outstanding swap line. Because if something goes 
wrong with a CCP and there is a call for €10 billion, we are talking about the ECB 
putting up money which could be entirely lost and outstanding for several years. That 
is a big political decision. 

Hence to exit the EU and have those sort of factors coming into play is something 
which needs very serious, detailed and careful consideration. The City does realise 
which side its bread is buttered on. A number of opinion polls have been taken of City 
executives and the numbers that want to stay in fully run at around 80-90 per cent. 
Bishop himself said that he had asked the same question during lectures in the City to 
senior executives, with a show of hands voting 91 per cent to stay in. There would be 
consequences of Brexit, big implications for the City, and huge implications for the 
UK. 

Sir Jeremy Lever noted one point made by Simon Gleeson. At the first seminar, we 
discussed the question of: exit to what? Lever believed that it was crystal clear, from 
that seminar session, that the European Economic Area is not on the table. We may be 
able to negotiate some special arrangements that motor vehicles can be traded without 
going over the common external tariff and without bearing tariffs when they come to 
this country, but nothing more extensive than that. We would become an unassociated 
third country with the advantages and disadvantages of such. 

The other point which struck Lever when listening to the speakers, involved 
memories of before the UK joined the EU. He remembered attending industry 
association meetings on the continent to discuss common problems, and “at a certain 
point the old six would peel off and have a discussion between themselves”, thus the 
UK would have no input in decisions. Hence Lever argued we should consider the 
fact that Brexit would also have an effect on the remaining member states, no longer 
able to influence important decisions, except through diplomacy. 

John Redwood MP, who had delivered a lecture on single currencies and political 
union just before the seminar, mentioned his own involvement in EU negotiations, 



having sat on 21 councils of ministers when he was a minister. At the time, the single 
market project was the most important issue. If he had a veto, Redwood would get 
everything he wanted and if he had to negotiate by qualified majority vote he usually 
got what he wanted, as others in the room knew he did not want anything. He had 
come to the conclusion that it was nonsense that you needed 272 laws, in those days, 
to uphold a single market and it has now reached several thousand. But you only need 
one simple rule: that if a product or service is of merchandisable quality to be offered 
for sale in the home country it should be allowed to be offered for sale elsewhere. 

Secondly, Redwood noted that thus far in the seminar, risk had been presented as 
asymmetric. Instead, he would stress the risk of remaining a full, participating 
member of a club when it doesn’t belong to the main point of the club: no longer just 
the single market, but the euro. Nobody asks how we avoid capital markets union, the 
banking union, the need for euro liquidity: the euro rules that are going to gather 
momentum. 

If the UK were to vote to stay in, perhaps in September 2016 by a narrow margin, 
how is the UK going to vote in 2018 or 2019 when we have our referendum on further 
movement towards political union? Indeed, all the main British parties are now locked 
into legislation which mandates a referendum when we get to the next treaty change 
affecting powers. Hence we will not solve the uncertainty by staying in the EU. At 
least with Brexit there will only be a limited period of uncertainty during the exit, 
after which we will live like the other countries around the world who manage to 
trade with the EU somehow or another.  

Redwood’s final observation is that the speakers described a one-sided political 
situation lacking in dynamism. However he believes that if the public vote for Brexit 
extraordinary, exciting developments will follow. If David Cameron backs the wrong 
side he will probably leave early, and we will then have a leader who believes in the 
judgement of the British people. Redwood mentioned that he had “crisis-gamed” this 
with “senior Germans” after being called in for questioning. He said they gave a lot of 
ground immediately, as they have a lot at risk and want to continue with the same 
arrangements, such as selling Audi cars to the UK market without high tariffs. The 
situation, Redwood argued, is much more flexible than the seminar had thus far 
suggested, which all hinges on what the British people vote for, and whether they find 
a leader to articulate their opinions 

Gleeson responded by asking what “leave” actually means. No matter what happens, 
the UK ends up accommodating its regulations in most areas to what Europe is doing, 
if it wants to preserve access to that market. What we are doing by leaving is giving 
up our voice in the setting of those standards. 

Redwood disputed this viewpoint, noting a common misconception: one does have to 
produce goods according to the specifications of the consumer, but that this also 
happens when one sells anything, anywhere in the rest of the world. We always have 
to take what some might call a “fax democracy”. If you’re serving customers, you 
don’t have a say in what they want. 

Redwood also noted that we run a “huge deficit” with the EU, but a surplus with the 
rest of the world. The terms of trade with the EU, partly because of regulations and 
partly due to a hidden protectionism on the continent, means that we run a deficit and 



thus we are the customer. The reason why there is not going to be such a 
disproportionate argument is that you don’t get anywhere—if you are France or 
Germany—by insulting the customer. We can see why the scare stories are not true: 
they are going to want to keep the customer. 

Gleeson noted that this particular discussion centres on finance, where actually the 
UK has a massive surplus with Europe. Redwood argued that finance is part of a 
much bigger picture, and part of a massive deficit. Gleeson agreed, but said that the 
British people would then have to decide if they wanted to sacrifice the City’s income 
and thus taxes if they wanted to test this theory. 

Bishop added that he agreed with Gleeson’s conclusion on finance. He noted that 
Redwood’s “hidden protectionism” is very real and this is the difference between free 
trade and the single market. With free trade there are no customs barriers, but from 
the early 1960s onwards it became apparent that it was not working because of non-
tariff barriers, or in the financial world, equivalence. In the nonfinancial world, the 
standards and health and safety regulations on paints, foods, chemicals and so on have 
to be adhered to. The EU can change those regulations whenever, and we have to go 
along with it or are shut out. They are entirely in control. 

The speakers were asked to explain the principle of equivalence works regarding New 
York, Singapore and Hong Kong. Gleeson mentioned that discussions are currently 
ongoing between the Americans and the European authorities, to recognise each 
other’s standards as equivalent. We had the same discussion with Singapore, Hong 
Kong and various other places (excluding Switzerland for political reasons). 
Nowadays, when we get any meaningful financial directive or regulation, the first 
thing that happens is an endless iteration between the various regulators and finance 
ministries, as to who is going to be deemed equivalent to what. Bishop, referring to a 
table detailing regulations and equivalent countries, noted that decisions had not yet 
been taken on the majority of countries for various regulations. 

Another question was asked to the speakers on this point: despite dire warnings about 
what could happen to the City, the EU trades with New York, Singapore and Hong 
Kong without difficulty. Couldn’t the UK at least achieve the equivalence of what 
they are able to achieve? 

Gleeson answered by point to the difficulties of this, regarding finance in particular. If 
you are a Swiss, US or Chinese bank, in order to do business with Europe you set up a 
subsidiary in London, which is EU-regulated. Of course, if the UK left the EU, you 
would have to set up elsewhere. The key point is that regulators only let you do 
business in France if you actually have the senior management there. This is why 
Gleeson had previously stressed how difficult it is to move businesses across borders. 
It is not simply sending the traders, but also the Chief Executive. The answer in that 
respect is that most non-EU entities will incorporate an EU subsidiary and deal 
through that. 

Frieden further noted the difficulty of negotiation which would come with that. If you 
are negotiating with one country, for example the UK with India, you are dealing with 
two governments. But if the UK negotiated with the EU, it will in many areas require 
27 countries’ approval. This is not an impossible barrier, but it will make the UK 
decision-making more complicated. 



Lever added that in his introduction, he had warned that lawyers inevitably look at 
risk rather than opportunity. The problem is that if we undergo renegotiation, it will 
require treaty change, and one which will probably take more than just two years. 

Gleeson answered that it is generally reckoned that there is a solution. If you look at 
what happened after the Danish referendum, the approach taken was to enter into a 
protocol. That protocol was then signed as a separate treaty and filed with the United 
Nations. Consequently, there was a treaty between the member states to amend the 
European treaty at a later stage. It is theoretically possible to do that, which seems to 
be the public international law route being contemplated. 

Frieden added that, interestingly, in the letter sent by Cameron to President Tusk, he 
made reference, among other things, to the Danish protocol. 

Another question was posed, regarding Frieden’s earlier point on the influence of the 
UK in European discussions. The questioner was told recently that UK regulators 
have relatively strong input in decision-making, but their experience contradicted with 
this. As they saw it, regulation is typically started in the US, bounces to Europe, then 
the Far East, then to the UK and then around the world again. Hence, they asked, why 
do we feel that if we cannot influence one component of this long and complex 
process, we must therefore necessarily stay in the EU? 

Gleeson said that if you talk to a French financial policy-maker, for example, he 
would probably tell you that most of the EU financial regulatory structure was an 
English conspiracy to preserve London as the financial centre of the EU. You would 
get much the same answer, Gleeson asserted, from other European countries. Indeed, 
huge chunks of MiFID are very little more than a copy of FCA regulations, as they 
were written by Treasury civil servants who had FCA texts in front of them. To that 
extent, it is true that those regulations come from the UK, and also the US. 

Bishop added that this is one of the paradoxes of talking about the EU: that actually, 
there is also a global level. The UK and the US have a disproportionate influence in 
creating a generalised, global set of principles. The EU takes those G20 standards to 
turn into directives to suit its own specific needs, but their intellectual origin is 
certainly at the global level. 

Gleeson mentioned that while most of this European financial regulation is good, 
there are parts which are “terrifyingly bad”. For example, the Alternative Investment 
Fund Managers Directive (AIFMD) was produced by politicians to achieve political 
aims, an approach which rarely works. The result was that the legislation was 
perceived by those to whom it was intended to apply as a deliberate attempt to harm 
their industry for no identifiable public benefit. There is something in this view. 

However, he added that there were two other points to bear. Firstly, that bad, biased 
and politicised regulation is not by any means an EU monopoly, and leaving the EU 
would certainly not stop it happening from time to time in the UK. Secondly, had 
there been no AIFMD, the UK would still have been committed to regulating hedge 
funds and instead of an EU document, we would have ended up with a “dangerous 
hedge funds” bill from Gordon Brown’s back benchers. Even where the European 
Union does badly, Gleeson concluded, it is hard to say the UK would always 
necessarily do better. 



Redwood argued that he had optimism on his side of the debate: they believe Britain 
would be better at handling its own accounts than the EU. The EU does indeed take 
instruction from global bodies, which the UK does influence, but why not concentrate 
directly on the global bodies? In one of his ministerial jobs, Redwood was chief 
financial regulator for non-banks in the UK. He formed a tripartite grouping with the 
US and Japan, to work out how to take world regulation in the mutual interests of the 
big three. This kind of initiative cannot be done within the EU; you can only do so by 
persuading the other 27 countries, through the European Commission. 

A final legal point noted by Redwood was that as far as Eurosceptic MPs are 
concerned, the only authority of the EU in the UK is in the 1972 act. If Britain secures 
a vote to reject the treaties, then it should not be bound to follow treaty procedures 
thereafter. In the meantime, we need only tweak the 1972 act, not to reject it 
altogether, but add one line: from now on, all EU rules and regulations remain in 
place by courtesy of the British parliament. 

Lever added his concern that, in his understanding, there had yet been no serious 
examination by the government of all the implications and consequences of Brexit. 

The panel was asked whether it feels, if we left the EU, given the influence of the UK 
in regulatory work for EU financial services, whether as friendly neighbours they 
would continue to take our advice? 

Frieden said that of course, the EU would continue to have intensive interaction with 
the UK, as we are both civilised and existing on the same continent, but that this 
would be less frequent. When ministers are meeting every two weeks and civil 
servants every week, there is a natural interaction. Take the case of the Swiss: they are 
a neighbour and friend of many EU countries, but they still feel left out. Perhaps, 
Frieden added, one could argue that the UK is more important and in world trade that 
is true, but the Swiss are financially significant, yet struggle to have their voice heard. 

Gleeson commented that despite the US being more important on a global scale, they 
still cannot do must financial business in Europe without a subsidiary. 

Another questioner argued that they find it difficult to see any environment where 
employment in the City increases after Brexit, but that this was perhaps a cyclical 
point in a structural story. There are costs before benefits, and although we can 
identify the costs, the benefits will take longer: they are indeed exciting. The 
commenter also noted that, concerning the actual referendum, it is puzzling to think 
that anyone will have sympathy for the financial services. 

Bishop agreed: the City will be faced with a conundrum as to how they can have their 
voice heard in the debate without damaging support for their views. Bishop 
mentioned that he wanted to write his own thoughts on the importance of the City of 
the UK balance sheet, because he thinks that the risk of Brexit on this is worse that 
most realise. 

Another questioner asked: with increasing strains and pressure in the Eurozone, is 
there not a substantial risk with majority voting if we remain in the EU? Particularly if 
we consider potential attempts to steal all euro transactions and place them in the 
Eurozone. 



However, Bishop argued that if the UK leaves, there will be an undoubtedly large 
move of all euro activity.  

The questioner wondered if, nonetheless, the risk is as one-sided as this. 

In Redwood’s closing remarks he addressed Lever’s earlier point. He argued that 
were the government to analyse implications of Brexit, it would give the impression 
to the general public that they think Cameron’s current negotiations will fail. 
However, Eurosceptic MPs have investigated this question themselves, with legal 
advice. 

Lever ended the seminar by thanking the articulate, and highly qualified, speakers. 


