
Having recently read Tim Evans’s recent Libertarian Alliance
pamphlet In Praise of Post-Modernity: A Libertarian Perspective on
the Contradictions of Conservative Euro-Scepticism (Political Notes
No. 110, 1995), I can only conclude that the author has been spend-
ing far too much time in Hampstead and Islington, mixing with so-
cialist intellectuals instead of human beings.  Perhaps this is an
occupational hazard for a sociologist, but it is one which should be
guarded against.  I am writing this essay as a Conservative Euro-
sceptic (or, as I would prefer, a Thatcherite anti-federalist) to explain
exactly what is wrong with, Evans’ arguments and refute his charges.

NATIONAL SOVEREIGNTY

According to Evans, Thatcherites cannot believe in both capitalism
and national sovereignty at once, because national sovereignty will
inevitably be destroyed by capitalism.  He expects this to happen
because the development of electronic payment systems, using the
Internet and unbreakable codes, will prevent governments from func-
tioning by making it impossible for them to collect taxes.  My first
response to this claim is to suspect Evans of overconfidence in the
wonders of modern technology.  People have been known to make
this kind of mistake before, and the results have often been disas-
trous.  Unbreakable codes sound a bit like unsinkable ships, and we
all know what happened to the Titanic.  Information technology, like
all other human inventions, is subject to Murphy’s Law: if anything
can go wromg, it will.  Even if we assume, for the sake of argument,
that Evans is right about powerfully encrypted digital cash, it still
does not follow logically that taxation will become impossible.  A
more likely result will be a shift away from taxation of income and
expenditure, towards taxation of land.  Computers have to be housed
somewhere, and so do the people who run them; then, of course,
there are the factories which make the computers, and the power
stations without which they are useless.  No one has yet discovered a
way of sending land around the world on the Internet, or making it
invisible by putting it into cyberspace.  Predictions of the death of
the nation-state are premature; it may be in retreat today, but it is
only in retreat from those areas which it occupied in the 20th Cen-
tury, where it had no right to be in the first place.  In the future it
will be limited to its proper functions in the fields of law and order
and national defence, but it will not disappear.

On the subject of money, I agree wholeheartedly with Evans’s desire
for privatisation, but I think he is mistaken in expecting a private
currency to develop alongside existing state currencies.  With or
without the Internet, this is unlikely to happen because it is such an
upheaval for traders to change to a new unit of account.  Not only do
they have to alter all their accounting records, but, unless they can
be sure that all their trading partners will change at the same time,
they have to pay the cost of converting the new unit to the old one
every time they buy or sell anything.  If we want a private currency,

we will have to get it by privatising a state currency.  Since London
is the third largest financial centre in the world, the pound sterling is
a more suitable candidate than most.  It is not worth defending in its
present form as a fiat currency, but if it became the world’s first
currency based on a composite commodity standard and issued by a
free banking system, it could give the British economy a great boost
by bringing more of the world’s banking business here.  (For a more
detailed discussion of monetary reform see Moore, 1994.)

NATIONAL CULTURE

Evans argues that Thatcherites are also being inconsistent when they
believe in defending Britain’s cultural identity, because cheap air
travel and information technology will create a totally uniform world
in which all distinctive national cultures will be doomed to extinc-
tion.  I would suggest that he is wrong because he forgets that, even
in the age of jet planes, computers, satellites and fax machines, man-
kind still depends on one communicative device invented thousands
of years ago, which has never been superseded.  That device is lan-
guage.  It is through language that culture is transmitted from one
generation to the next, so there cannot be a single world culture until
there is a single world language, and it is extremely unlikely that that
will ever come about.  It is true that young people from different
countries look superficially similar today, because they all wear
Levi’s jeans, eat MacDonald’s hamburgers and drink Coca-Cola, but
this is only skin-deep.  Even though the biggest companies now sell
their products all over the world, their advertising campaigns still
encounter barriers caused by differences in language.  For example,
an American advertising agency once tried to translate “Come alive
with Pepsi” into Chinese for a campaign in the Far East.  The trans-
lator got his wires crossed, and the slogan came out as “Pepsi brings
your ancestors back from the grave”.  On another occasion, General
Motors started making a car called the Chevrolet Nova, which sold
well in the United States but very badly in Latin America.  It took
them sone time to realise that “no va” is Spanish for “does not go”.
There were other cars which, luckily, were renamed while they were
still on the drawing board, including the Rolls-Royce Silver Mist and
the Ford Caprino.  “Mist” is German for “dung”, and “caprino” is
Italian for “goat droppings”.  Until the British people are forced to
speak a different language, our national culture will remain strong
enough to withstand any assault.

Evans offers very few specific examples of the new international
culture which he sees emerging.  He mentions architecture, but one
of the most important recent trends in this area has been away from
concrete shoeboxes and other monstrous carbuncles, towards verna-
cular architecture which emphasises distinctive local styles and tradi-
tions.  He mentions bhangra music, but this is not a good example to
choose, because it illustrates the resilience of traditional culture
rather than its vulnerability.  When Western pop music reached India,
it did not displace Indian folk music, but was itself transformed into
something new and different.  It is also significant that this new kind
of music seems to have achieved little success outside its culture of
origin.  No doubt bhangra is very popular in, India, and for all I
know it may be popular in Hampstead and Islington as well, but I
have never seen any bhangra records in the British Top Forty yet.

On the subject of culture, Evans makes one other comment which
merits a reply.  He suggests that people today are “changing their
identities and behaviour as and when they desire” (p. 1).  Is this
really true, or are they changing when the fashion commissars tell
them to change?  And is it not the case that the modern world’s
obsession with fashion is a side effect of the permissive society?
Today there are millions of people who have grown up believing that
morality is a dirty word and there are no such things as right and
wrong, but they still feel the need for some sort of guiding principle
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in their lives, so they turn to fashion as a substitute for morality, and
they behave as if being out of fashion was the worst possible disaster
that could happen to anyone — but they never stop and ask them-
selves why.  The dangers of this should be obvious.  People are ex-
pected to follow fashion just because it is fashion, not for any logical
reason, and this spirit of mindless conformism could easily lead to
mindless obedience to a dictator.  True individualists recognise that
fashion is all just a big racket invented to separate people from their
money, and they respond to it by having a good laugh at it and
ignoring it.

PERSONAL LIBERTY

Evans’s final charge against Thatcherites is that their views on per-
sonal liberty are inconsistent with their views on economic freedom.
Again he is mistaken.  In this area there are no contradictions within
Thatcherism, but there is an important conflict between Thatcherism
and 1960s permissiveness, due to their different concepts of free-
dom.  Thatcherism is the heir of classical liberalism, which recog-
nises that victims have rights as well as criminals, while the
permissive philosophy of the 1960s always emphasises the rights of
criminals and treats the rights of victims with complete indifference.
To Thatcherites, crime itself is one of the gravest threats to personal
liberty today, and the huge increase in crime since the 1960s sug-
gests that something has gone very badly wrong with our society
since then.  The socialist intellectual establishment are always trot-
ting out the tired old theory that crime is caused by poverty and
unemployment, which does not go very far towards explaining why
the crime rate was so low in the 1930s, during the Great Depression,
or why it started increasing in the 1960s, a decade of full employ-
ment and rising living standards.  If they are pressed to explain these
discrepancies, their usual answer is that the crime statistics are unre-
liable, even though they themselves use those same statistics as evi-
dence that crime has increased since 1979 because of Conservative
policies.  Thatcherites want to explode these Politically Correct
myths and tackle the real causes of crime.

Judging by some of Evans’s comments about personal liberty, he is a
better sociologist than a historian.  At one point he refers to “the
imposition of such industrial-age institutions as the family, the mon-
archy, the House of Lords, the pound and the preservation of na-
tional culture” (p. 2).  In fact, none of these institutions originated in
the 18th Century, when the Industrial Revolution started; they are all
very much older, and the family is probably as old as mankind itself.
When Evans dismisses the family as obsolete, he shows that he is
unaware of some of the most important recent research into crime,
which clearly indicates that one of the main reasons why it is in-
creasing is the collapse of traditional values and the breakdown of
family life.  Children are not born with an instinctive knowledge of
the difference between right and wrong, but they are born with an
instinctive tendency to imitate the behaviour of adults of the same
sex as themselves, whatever that behaviour may be.  This tendency
is especially strong in boys, who need a father-figure to set them an
example of civilised and responsible male behaviour, so that they
can learn how to be manly without being macho.  Without a good
example to follow, they usually reinvent the law of the jungle and
develop a criminal subculture which glorifies violence and ag-
gression.  (For further information see Dennis 1993, Dennis and
Erdos 1992, Morgan 1986 and Murray 1990.)

Some of Evans’s allegations against Thatcherites are rather wide of
the mark.  For example, he says they are “authoritarian” because
they do not tolerate ethnic minorities, new religions. homosexuals
and pornography.  Speaking as a Thatcherite, I believe in freedom of
religion and worship and equal rights for all races, although I do not
believe in banning “Baa Baa Black Sheep” and naming streets after
Nelson Mandela (or should that be Nelson Persondela?).  As for ho-
mosexuals, I believe they have a right to be left in peace as long as
they limit their activities to consenting adults in private, but they do
not have a right to interfere with children, use public parks as “cruis-
ing grounds”, or receive subsidies out of other people’s taxes.  This
leaves pornography.  There is now a great deal of evidence which
points to a link between pornography and rape (Bee Itzin 1992 and
Russell 1993), and there is nothing authoritarian about being against
rape.

THE ROLE OF THE LABOUR PARTY

Although I write as a Thatcherite, I agree with Evans that there are
some people who have come from a Labour background who are

thinking along the right limes and making important contributions to
political debate.  However, I disagree with him about who they are.
If Ken Livingstone has realised that free trade would be the best way
of helping poor farmers in the Third World, it shows that enlighten-
ment can penetrate into some surprising places, but he spoils it in the
next breath when he boasts about being an “urban pervert”.  I do not
know if Livingstone seriously believes sex crimes are some sort of
joke, but it is not entirely tasteful for Evans to quote such a com-
ment with approval at a time when one group of urban perverts have
just been responsible for a paedophile scandal at Islington Borough
Council.  It is not Ken Livingstone that we should be paying atten-
tion to, or the hot air merchants in Demos, but people like David
Green and Norman Dennis, who call themselves “ethical socialists”
and point out the harm caused by the decline of traditional values.
(For further information see Dennis 1993, Dennis and Erdos 1992
and Green 1993.)

THE ERRORS OF POST-MODERNISM

Post-modernists claim to be more modern than modern, but they are
not really as modern as they think.  They claim to be the wave of the
future, and yet they have revived the discredited Marxist doctrime of
economic determinism — the theory that a certain kind of technol-
ogy must inevitably create a certain kind of society — at the very
moment when Marxism has just collapsed.  Like Marxists, they be-
lieve in a world governed by rigid laws of history, where we are
powerless to shape our own future because it has all been fixed in
advance.  The communists always used to say they would conquer
the world because it was historically inevitable, but in 1989 history
itself proved them wrong.  Events since that year have shown that
there are no such things as laws of history or inevitable, irreversible
changes.  Tim Evans’s biggest mistake is that he does not appreciate
the vista of new opportunities which has opened up in front of us
since the collapse of communism.  Now that the monster that chal-
lenged the world is dead, we are free to build whatever future we
want, and we should not be deterred by any illusory laws of history
or other phantoms conjured up out of our own imagination.  The
post-communist age should be an age of hope, not defeatism.

There is no reason why Britain should not play an important part in
the world of the future.  Our country’s economic decline was not
decreed by a malevolent fate; it happened for reasons, and if we can
understand the reasons, we can reverse the decline and make Britain
great again.  When that happens, all the arrogant snobs who talk in
sneering tones about “Little Englanders” (a bad habit which Evans
seems to have picked up in Hampstead and Islington) will find them-
selves laughing on the other side of their smug faces, just as Hitler
and Galtieri did.  Post-modernists may tell us that we are facing a
pre-ordained future in which everything we love and cherish is
doomed to destruction by forces which we are powerless to resist,
but they are out of touch with the real world.  We are living in an
age which has seen the most powerful empire in all history collapse
in the space of just three years, and if that is possible, nothing is
impossible any longer.
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