
Until very recently I was a royalist.  Until very recently I took it for
granted that being a royalist was an essential part of being patriotic
and pro-British, because it seemed that the only people who were
against the Royal Family were the socialist intellectual estab-
lishment, who were always knocking Britain and sneering at pa-
triotism.  In the last couple of years I have done a lot of
heart-searching on the subjects and one of the influences which
have led me to change my mind has been Stephen Haseler’s book
The End of the House of Windsor (1993).  This is not because I
agree entirely with Haseler’s views.  I believe that he is partly right
in his diagnosis of the problems which affect our country today, but
only partly, and he is hopelessly and disastrously wrong about the
solution.  However, the questions that he raises are so important
that they must be addressed by anyone who is seriously concerned
about Britain’s future.

HASELER’S CASE

Haseler argues that Britain’s economic decline during the 20th cen-
tury has been due to cultural factors, and the most important of
these has been the institution of monarchy.  In his own words:

The monarchy perpetuates a culture of backwardness in a na-
tion desperately needing to modernise itself, and thus may
have a bearing on the future prosperity and security of the
peoples of Britain.  (p. 3)

Our culture — the way we think, the way we talk, the values
we live by, indeed ‘the British way of life’ — no longer allow-
s us to compete effectively in the modern commercial world.
(p. 4)

Britain’s royal state — with its unwritten constitution and its
tightly-drawn network of monarchy, Lords and established
Church — is not only a constitutional anachronism it also rep-
resents, reflects and encourages a set of attitudes which hobble
the country’s development.  (p. 5)

This royal state can best be summed up as representing a com-
bination of heavy feudal ideology and symbolism, together
with an over-mighty executive.  (p. 7)

The answer to our problems, he believes, is to surrender our inde-
pendence and become part of a European superstate.  He predicts
that:

The death of the royal state, as it merges with, and then is
submerged within, the new structures of Europe, will be a lib-
erating experience for the British people.  (p. 8)

BRITAIN’S POLITICAL PROBLEMS

At first glance, Britain certainly seems to have the political system
of a medieval despotism.  As Haseler points out, our laws are made
— to quote the formula which introduces every new Act of Parlia-
ment:

By the Queen’s most Excellent Majesty, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and
Commons, in this present Parliament assembled.  (p. 24)

The House of Commons, the British people’s own representative
body, seems like a mere afterthought.  Haseler also notes that:

The courts are the monarch’s (the reason why the monarch
cannot be sued), as are the tax authorities (the reason the mon-
arch, unlike everyone else, can choose which taxes to pay)
and the armed forces (whose officers take their oaths to the
person of the monarch).  (pp. 24-25)

However, a closer examination shows that there is a paradox here.
Haseler later observes that:

Of course, the modern British are certainly a free people in
any realistic sense of the term.  (p. 75)

The fact is that, even though we are burdened with all these relics
of feudalism and have no written constitution or Bill of Rights, Bri-
tain today is as free and democratic as any country in the world.
Many countries with written constitutions based on republican prin-
ciples have degenerated into dictatorships, while in Britain, without
these advantages, freedom has survived.  This says something about
the inner strength of our culture.  When Haseler attacks British cul-
ture, he does not see that it is really a culture which contains two
conflicting strands of tradition.  On one hand there is feudal Britain,
the Britain of the monarchy, the House of Lords and the established
Church.  On the other hand there is individualist Britain, the Britain
of the Anglo-Saxon common law, the Britain which gave birth to
the great classical liberals like John Locke, Adam Smith, Richard
Cobden and John Stuart Mill.  It is the strength of our individualist
tradition which has kept freedom alive in Britain throughout the
centuries, despite the feudal anachronisms of our political system.
The distinction that I am drawing is not a new one; it was familiar
to Parliamentarians in the 17th century.  The Levellers, the world’s
first libertarian political movement, were not only a republican
movement but also a patriotic movement, who sought to revive an
ancient Anglo-Saxon tradition of freedom and blamed the Norman
Conquest for the imposition of feudal institutions and oppressive
laws on the English people.  (For further information on the Level-
lers, see Elliott 1988, Hoile 1992 and Moore 1994b.)  Today, when
we are again faced with the threat of oppressive laws and institu-
tions imposed by a Continental power, it is more important than
ever that we should remember the libertarian side of our national
heritage.

When it comes to specific examples of the harmful consequences of
Britain’s outdated political system, Haseler returns again and again
to just two themes: the excessive power of the executive branch of
government, and the lack of a Freedom of Information Act.  The
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first of these problems is by no means peculiar to Britain, but is an
inevitable result of living in an age of big government, when the
state spends 40 percent or more of the nation’s income.  Haseler’s
criticisms of Britain on this point could be made with much greater
force against France, which, of all the nations of the Western world,
suffers most from an excess of political centralisation and unre-
strained executive power.  As for the question of freedom of infor-
mation, here Haseler does have a valid point.  It is true that during
the Cold War the attack on the Official Secrets Acts was led by
some dubious characters whose sympathies were with Moscow, but
in the post-communist world they do not matter any more, and the
case for a freedom of information law is now overwhelming.
Nevertheless, this is just one point, and it is not enough to justify
singling Britain out for special condemnation among all western
democracies.  Whatever political problems Britain does have are tri-
vial compared to a country like Italy, where many political com-
mentators have recently been looking to Britain as a model of
competent and incorruptible government.

Haseler makes one other political criticism of the monarchy: that it
costs too much.  He points out that its total cost, including the run-
ning costs of all the palaces, the royal yacht, the royal train and the
aircraft of the Queen’s Flight, is over £50 million per year, which is
as much as two universities.  Once again this is a fair point, but it is
a point which could equally well be made against other targets.  If
Haseler dislikes expensive institutions which serve no useful pur-
pose, then it is hard to understand why he is such an enthusiast for
the European Union.  In 1993 Britain’s net contribution to the Euro-
pean budget was over £3,800 million, which by Haseler’s reckoning
was enough to run 150 universities.

Despite these weaknesses in Haseler’s arguments, there is much of
value in his account of British political history.  He points out that
republicanism did not disappear from British politics after the Res-
toration, but remained a strong current of opinion for hundreds of
years afterwards, up to and including the golden age of classical
liberalism in the 19th century.  I must confess it was something of
an eye-opener for me to learn how many leading politicians were
republicans in an age when there was never any question of treating
it as a crime to love your country or expecting everyone to apo-
logise just for being British.  Haseler goes on to explain that most
of the arguments for the monarchy which are taken for granted
today and assumed to be hundreds of years old are actually no older
than the late 19th century, and are derived from the works of just
two constitutional theorists: Walter Bagehot, who wrote The English
Constitution in 1867, and A. V. Dicey, who wrote The Law of the
Constitution in 1885.  It was Dicey who was responsible for the
doctrine of Parliamentary sovereignty and the legal formula “the
Crown in Parliament”, which are so often cited today by conserva-
tive politicians who oppose reforms such as a written constitution
and wider use of referendums.  Haseler notes that the doctrine of
Parliamentary sovereignty is in fact a doctrine of unlimited govern-
ment, and it may be added that it was unknown to the Levellers,
who recognised that Parliament’s power must be limited by a “law
paramount”.  Bagehot’s contribution to royalist ideology was the
concept of the monarch as a figurehead for the nation, standing
above the conflicts of party politics and serving as a symbol of
unity around whom all the people can rally.  It now seems clear to
me that this justification for the monarchy only holds good if the
monarch is a person of exemplary character who can command re-
spect among all the people, and a figurehead who is chosen by an
accident of birth may not fulfil the requirements.  One generation of
a family may possess all the right qualities, but the next generation
may fail to meet the required standard.  The figurehead argument is
a good argument for having a non-executive head of state, separate
from party politics, but not for making the post hereditary.

BRITAIN’S ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL PROBLEMS

When Haseler discusses Britain’s economic problems, he is on fir-
mer ground.  The decline of the British economy during the 20th
century is one of the sad but undeniable facts of the modern world.
Haseler’s explanation for it is based on the arguments put forward
by Martin Wiener in English Culture and the Decline of the Indus-
trial Spirit (1981), and I agree with him that Wiener’s explanation
makes more sense than any other that has been put forward so far.

According to Wiener, the remarkable stability and freedom from
revolutions and violent upheavals which has characterised Britain
for hundreds of years has proved to be as much a source of econ-
omic weakness as political strength.  This is because of the persist-
ence of pre-industrial aristocratic attitudes into the industrial age.
Country landowners have always believed that trade is not a proper
occupation for a true gentleman, and in Britain they have never
been swept away or rendered powerless by a political revolution,
with the result that their values have not only survived but spread
into the business world.  In the late 19th century the self-made men
of the Industrial Revolution chose to neglect their businesses and
put all their energy into buying country estates and imitating the
aristocracy, believing that making a living by owning a large area of
land and renting it to farmers was in some mysterious way superior
to making a living by owning a factory and producing goods.  From
then on, British industry was left further and further behind by its
competitors in America, Germany and Japan.

Haseler adds a few comments of his own to Wiener’s arguments,
drawing special attention to the role of the monarchy in Britain’s
cultural problems.  In his own words:

This aristocratic disdain for talent, merit and success is still
alive and well in contemporary Britain, and is exemplified by
Britain’s royal family.  (p. 55)

The institution of monarchy can only serve to reinforce (and
give sanction to) the idea of a hierarchical, ordered and pater-
nalistic society — and is indeed the very hallmark of Britain’s
persistent and troubling class system.  (p. 80)

He goes on to suggest that:

British political culture actively discourages its people from
attaining a high self-image and the self-confidence which
flows from it.  (p. 83)

This, he argues, is also due to the influence of the monarchy on our
culture:

Ultimately it is Britain’s top-down monarchical and paternalist
political culture that must be identified as the culprit.  How is
it possible to induce self-confidence in a population of ‘sub-
jects’ devoid of the formal rights of citizenship?  As those
who in the 1980s sought to create an enterprise culture in Bri-
tain might ask: how can a climate of self-confidence and self-
esteem be engendered in a country whose official ideology
(enshrined in its constitution) derives from the feudal social
divisions of king, lord and serf and whose national symbols
derive from the inescapable birthright of heredity?  (pp. 83-
84)

On this subject most of Haseler’s comments are well-founded.  I for
one would certainly welcome a Britain with less snobbery and more
populism.  He does, however, make one very serious mistake, when
he claims that:

No matter the prosperity or status into which the modern Brit-
ish are born — they are all still, essentially, allotted an as-
signed ‘place’ for life, with only exceptional people being able
to break through the social barriers that constantly present
themselves.  (p. 86)

In actual fact, British society has been one of the most mobile in
the world for hundreds of years. (For further information, see Bauer
1978 and Macfarlane 1978.)  The real problem with our country is
not that ordinary people never have the chance to make money and
move up the social scale, but that when they do so, they or their
children are much too quick to adopt the habits and customs of their
new surroundings.

Haseler’s views are also open to criticism on two other cultural
points which he touches on.  The first of these concerns architec-
ture.  Whatever faults Prince Charles may have in some aspects of
his character, he does at least have some very sound ideas on this
subject.  Haseler, however, derides his views, calling his preferred
styles “reactionary traditionalism” and “toy-town medievalism”. (p.
98).  A more apt description, would be architecture with a human
touch, as opposed to concrete shoeboxes designed by robots for ro-
bots.  It is not a coincidence that so many modern buildings look as
if they have been designed to stifle individuality; there has always
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been a very intimate connection between the modern movement in
architecture and socialism and collectivism in politics.  (For further
information, see Watkin 1977 and Wolfe 1982.)

The second point concerns the subject of crime.  Haseler claims
that:

There has developed within (the British proletariat) a stratum
which appears — uniquely within the Western world — as
cultureless, lacking in civilisation, almost primitive.  This
primitivism displays itself today in the penchant for hooligan-
ism, in the country’s anarchic streak, in an almost revelling
approach to the nation’s lack of education and skills (at all
levels), and, at times, in the obvious attraction to war.  The
bravura and swaggering unleashed by the Falklands War of
1982 was a case in point.  (p. 92)

It is undeniable that hooliganism is a problem in Britain today, but
when it comes to violent crime, it is not Britain which has the high-
est rate in the Western world.  That unhappy distinction belongs to
the U.S.A.  Are American muggers more cultured and civilised than
British hooligans?  And why does Haseler drag the Falklands War
into the argument?  This was a war fought in a just cause, to uphold
the rights of innocent victims of unprovoked aggression, and Bri-
tain’s victory was won against all the odds thanks to the courage
and skill of our men.  Comparing them to hooligans is downright
offensive.

WHY FEDERALISM IS NOT THE SOLUTION

Haseler argues that the loss of Britain’s independence in a United
States of Europe is not only desirable for political reasons but ine-
vitable for economic reasons.  He is wrong on both counts, but it
should make matters clearer if I deal with the economic arguments
first.  According to Haseler:

The reality of a British ‘sovereign state’ — inviolate, determining
its own future regardless of outside forces — is an anachronism in a
new world based upon plural (as opposed to ‘sovereign’) realities,
upon global markets and the economic and political block of Eu-
rope.  (p. 44)

He later adds that:

[The United Kingdom’s] decline as a political player forms
only part of a broader picture: of the erosion of the reality and
relevance of the nation-state as an agent in shaping the future.
In the new global economy, the conduct of international econ-
omic policy — particularly issues like trade agreements in the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) — will best
be carried forward by regional, or super-state, groupings.  (p.
115)

The extent to which smaller nations, like the British, can determine
policy (on, say, interest rates or employment levels) is the extent to
which they can influence bigger national players in these interna-
tional forums. (i.e. GATT or the Group of Seven)  (p. 118)

Elsewhere he comments that during the E.R.M. crisis of 1992:

[Public debate] ignored the fact that Britain, as part of the
international financial and trading community, was simply un-
able to construct an independent economic strategy.  (p. 96)

Finally he claims that:

Economic integration can hardly become complete without a
single currency, and a single currency cannot operate properly
without a single political authority to manage it.  (p. 119)

At the very heart of the notion of national sovereignty is the
idea that in the modern world only national governments
(answerable to a national electorate) can alter the value of the
currency — that, in Britain, only the royal state, through its
control of the printing press at the Royal Mint and of interest
rates, can either enhance or debauch the currency.  (p. 120)

When Haseler talks about “economic policy” and “economic
strategy”, he has two things in mind: trade policy and monetary
policy.  Where trade is concerned, the best policy is, of course, the
classical liberal policy of free trade, and there is just no logical
reason why this can only be negotiated by superstates or groups of
states.  The last time we had free trade, in the 19th century, there

was no question of Britain surrendering its sovereignty to any
foreign power.  If any two governments can get together and agree
on a free trade treaty, then so much the better for the citizens of
both countries.  Trade means that you have something I want, I
have something you want, and we agree to do a swap.  Free trade
means that it makes no difference if I am in Manchester and you
are in Munich or Milan — or, for that matter, in Melbourne or
Mombasa.  It is as simple as that.  All that is necessary is that the
government — any government — stands aside and refrains from
interfering.  Free trade within Europe is one of the few good things
about the European Union — in fact, the only good thing, apart
from foreign travel without passports (which we also had in the
19th century).  If free trade between Britain and the Continent is
good, however, then free trade between Britain and the Old Com-
monwealth and the Third World would be equally good, but the
policies of the European Union are preventing it, so we are losing
as much from membership as we are gaining.  If we left the Euro-
pean Union and signed a free trade treaty with the Continental
countries instead, while reserving the right to sign similar treaties
with countries outside Europe, we would have the best of both
worlds.

As for monetary policy, Haseler’s comment that only a government
can issue a currency and manage its value sums up the conventional
wisdom very neatly and succinctly.  The conventional wisdom,
however, is wrong.  The fact is that the two greatest economic evils
of our time, inflation and recurring waves of unemployment, are
both due to the state monetary monopoly, and the only way to abol-
ish them permanently is to privatise money.  This could best be
done by introducing a free banking system based on a composite
commodity standard with indirect redeemability in precious metals.
(For further information on how this would work, see Dowd 1989
and Moore 1994a.)  Haseler is quite right in saying that a single
currency would be a great help to economic integration; when we
had free trade in the 19th century, most of the world did have a
kind of single currency, in the form of the gold standard.  If he was
right in assuming that a single currency would require a single pol-
itical authority, then a European superstate would be the logical
conclusion, but his assumption is wrong.  If money was privatised,
there would be no need for the British government to have a policy
on interest rates; the cost of borrowing money would be determined
by market forces, just like the cost of televisions, baked beans, hair-
cuts and everything else.  As for employment levels, these would
tend towards full employment as soon as the value of the currency
had stabilised and inflation had come to an end.  In fact, privatisa-
tion of money would mean that there would no longer be such a
thing as “economic policy”, except in the sense that the government
would enforce the law of contract and punish theft and fraud.

If a monetary monopoly is not necessary to the notion of national
sovereignty, then what is?  Here we come to the real reason why a
United States of Europe is bound to lead to disaster.  In the game of
life, the proper role of the government is the same as the referee’s
role in a football match; it should enforce the rules which make the
game possible, but it should not take part in the play itself.  In
practical terms, this means that its basic duties are defending the
country against foreign enemies and maintaining law and order in-
ternally.  It can only fulfil these duties effectively, however, if it can
command the loyalty of all the country’s citizens, or at least the
overwhelming majority of them, and be accepted by them as legit-
imate.  This state of affairs can only be achieved if the great ma-
jority of the people have a sense of shared identity — that is, if they
feel that they have enough in common, in terms of language, cul-
ture, way of life, customs, traditions and beliefs, to form part of a
single community.  To see what can happen where a sense of na-
tional identity does not exist, you only have to look at Ulster or
Bosnia.  A multi-national state, ruling over many different peoples,
could only survive either by becoming a dictatorship, like the So-
viet Union and Yugoslavia, or by bribing each subject people into
acquiescence with state subsidies, like the Austro-Hungarian Em-
pire.  In the long run, of course, none of these states did survive.
The Austro-Hungarian Empire, which is the most likely model for
the future development of a pan-European federal state, was slowly
sinking into the ground under the weight of its own bureaucracy by
the time it was finished off by the First World War.  It is reasonable
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and desirable for us to aim for a Europe based on peace, friendship
and free trade between sovereign states, but the European Union,
which has federalism built into its very nature, has conflict, chaos
and ultimate failure built into it as well.

Haseler’s misplaced euphoria over the Treaty of Maastricht some-
times leads him into the most absurd flights of fantasy.  There is
one passage where he describes the Europe of the future and envis-
ages a competition for public support and taxes between the Euro-
pean Commission, European Council, European Parliament,
European Court of Justice and their national and local counterparts.
He sums this up in the words:

Never will there have been so many competing power centres;
‘confusing’ and ‘chaotic’, certainly, but, for the individual, a
great leap forward in limiting government by ‘dividing and
ruling’ it.  (p. 184)

The first time I read this, I thought April Fools’ Day had come
early.  Federalism will not limit government by dividing it — it will
expand it by multiplying it — and while the bureaucrats of Brussels
are multiplying like rabbits, they will have the same effect on the
taxpayers’ wealth as a warren full of rabbits on a field of carrots.
The federalist vision of Europe, with its hierarchy of political auth-
orities,  resembles nothing  so  much  as  the  pyramid structure of
medieval feudalism, with every serf under a lord, every lord under a
king, every king under the Pope and the Pope under God.  Haseler’s
admiration for it is especially ironical in view of all his attacks on
the relics of feudalism in British society.  Just as the feudal lords of
the past struggled endlessly to seize more power from the rulers
above or below them in the pyramid, so the organs of a federal
superstate will battle constantly to expand their power at each
other’s expense.  Their battles will be fought by public relations
agencies instead of knights and archers, and the cost will be
counted in money rather than lives, but it will still be Joe Public
who ends up paying for it all.

THE WAY AHEAD FOR BRITAIN

Breathes there the man with soul so dead
Who never to himself hath said
“This is my own, my native land”?
(Sir Walter Scott, The Lay of the Last Minstrel, 1805.)

Britain is my native land, and I want to see it become a great
country again, a country that is admired by the rest of the world.  If
federalism is not the answer to Britain’s problems, then what is?
Our main priority must be to understand what made our nation
great in the past, and this means overcoming the cultural prejudice
against trade and manufacturing which is still widespread among
the modern spiritual heirs of the country landowners of Victorian
times.  When London yuppies talk about manufacturing industry in
disparaging tones and call it “metal-bashing”, it shows that this
ancient prejudice is far from dead.  They ought to remember that
Britain was the greatest country in the world when it was the work-
shop of the world, and our greatness was due to enterprising busi-
nessmen and engineers, not upper-class twits.  My own observ-
ations suggest to me that the spirit which once made Britain great
can still be found if you look for it.  In 1993, when Leyland Trucks
was under threat of closure because of the bankruptcy of the Dutch
company which had taken it over a few years before, a television
team interviewed some of the workers outside the factory gates.
One middle-aged man declared “We can build the best trucks in the
world here at Leyland.”  Readers who have only a limited knowl-
edge of industrial history may be surprised to learn that this was no
idle boast.  As recently as the beginning of the 1970s, even
Mercedes-Benz were worried about the competition from Leyland
commercial vehicles, and it was only later that the company’s repu-
tation declined.  Today Leyland Trucks is still in business, having
been bought from the receivers by its own management, and it is
trading profitably and even winning export orders, but it has an
uphill struggle ahead of it.  Its future would be more secure, and so
would the future of Britain as a whole, if there were more people
around who took a pride in British engineering products.  A revival
in manufacturing is crucial if we are going to create a society in
which capitalism works for the benefit of ordinary people all over
Britain and not just a few yuppies in London.

As for the monarchy, it seems obvious to me that it has outlived its
usefulness.  The institution which is supposed to inspire unity
among the British people is rapidly degenerating into a complete
farce.  Perhaps this is not surprising.  We make the Royal Family
live in an artificial environment which resembles a goldfish bowl,
with millions of eyes watching every step they take, and then we
expect them to be paragons of virtue and examples to all the rest of
us.  We are expecting something which is just not humanly
possible.  I know there are some republicans who walk around with
a chip on their shoulder and hate the Royal Family as individuals,
but I am not one of them.  I just feel sad that the monarchical sys-
tem has become a Frankenstein’s monster which is wrecking the
lives of its own members.  It is time to change the system.  What
we must do now is to win the battle which was left unfinished in
past centuries and ensure the final victory of individualist Britain
over feudal Britain, of populism over snobbery, of the industrial
spirit over the aristocratic spirit.  As Stephen Haseler suggests, the
abolition of the monarchy could symbolise this.  Republicanism is
not confined to the kind of people who believe in banning Baa Baa
Black Sheep and subsidising homosexuals; it does not mean being
unpatriotic, or anti-British, or a federalist, or anything of that na-
ture; and it does not imply any personal grudge against any mem-
bers of the Royal Family, who are human beings with their virtues
and faults just like all the rest of us.  A British republic with an
elected Governor-General as head of state (not a President, which
sounds too American) could mark a new dawn for Britain — and I
do mean Britain, not just a province of a European superstate.

One other thing is necessary before we can put Britain back on the
map: we must unchain ourselves from the European Union.  Feder-
alists are fond of talking about the inevitability of federalism, but
every time I hear them I am irresistibly reminded of the communists
who used to say it was inevitable that they would conquer the
world — until 1989.  The French and Danish referendums on the
Treaty of Maastricht have shown that even on the Continent there is
much less enthusiasm for federalism among the ordinary people
who are going to be on the receiving end than among the power-
hungry politicians and bureaucrats.  One day the European Union
will go the same way as the Soviet Union and the Treaty of Maas-
tricht will go the same way as the Warsaw Pact.  We in Britain,
however, do not have to sit around waiting for that happy day; we
can take the initiative and reaffirm our sovereignty now.
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