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Dallas, TX – I have long been puzzled by many Americans’ fascination, nearly obsession, with the British monarchy.  Our nation was founded to rid ourselves of tyrannical rule by George III, the British king at the time,  by establishing an independent republic governed by elected representatives and a chief executive.  Now, two and a half centuries later, many of our citizens seem to never get their fill of news and gossip about the British royal family.  Among the highest rated television shows this past year have been interviews with members of the English House of Windsor.  Even interest in the sordid affairs of Jeffrey Epstein has been heightened because of the alleged involvement of one of the Queen’s adult children.
Monarchs seem to be an enduring element of human life - perhaps even all animal life, as we know it.  Every species seems to have a need, almost instinctual, for a ruler, a top dog, a queen bee.   I suppose that this craving for leadership is part of the survival syndrome - a need for someone “strong” to make decisions for the safety of the tribe.  Nearly as far back as written records go, there have been “kings” of some form who direct the activities of the group.  In return for this leadership, the “subjects” have typically lent great authority and deference to the “chosen one.”   These rulers initially rose to power by either brute force or intellectual superiority or some combination of the two.
The problem, historically, has been that of succession.  Who determines the new leader when the ruler dies, or is disposed of?   In many cases, the torch has been passed to a family member of the previous leader.  This has often occurred because the ruler has amassed great power which has also flowed to his (or her) immediate family members.  Often, this transfer of power has been institutionalized with a written, or understood, line of succession within the “royal” family’s bloodlines.   Thus, “royalty” was born.
This royal line of succession proved, in many cases, to be beneficial if only because it tends to eliminate conflicts of who becomes the next “top dog” - no battles are necessary, governing continues seamlessly, and the tribe is happy.  Obviously, the transitions have not always been smooth.  Sometimes the chosen one is physically or mentally unfit to lead, and, one way or other, a different ruler takes over.  Historically, this has involved a fight, often bloody, sometimes involving armies between competing camps.  Occasionally, there have been full-scale revolutions to overthrow rule by a king resulting in a new monarch, or even a new form of government.  Here in Texas, for example, citizens battled the Mexican rule to form an independent Republic of Texas.
I have long been an “anti-royalist” if only because I believe strongly that one person is not born “better” than another and has no greater claim to directing my life than any other.   When I lived in England during the 1970’s, Queen Elizabeth came to the college at Oxford where I was studying in her role as “The Visitor of Christ Church.”  (Only the good Lord knows how many other honorary titles she has!).  All of us graduate students were assembled to meet the Queen.  Although protocol called for me to bend my knee when I met her, I chose not to do so.  As an American I bend my knee to no one.  Perhaps this decision was a foolish affront, but I have never had regrets.
Ironically, I have long argued that the best form of government is a benevolent dictator, but because it is impossible to control that critical adjective in front of dictator, we need to accept a sub-optimal alternative, such as, in our case, democracy.  Our American experiment of government has had some less than wonderful glitches, including a bloody civil war, but we have never opted for an non-elected leader.  Even with our “democratic’ form of government, there seems to be a strong tendency for leadership to become mired in a family, e.g., a lot of Bushes, Kennedy’s and Clinton’s vying to become our next leader.    At least American citizens still retain the right to choose - ask Hillary Clinton. 
Even despot rulers have this same problem of succession: how to pass the baton of leadership.  Most seem to want to keep it in the family.  The Castro’s of Cuba, and the Kim’s of North Korea, come immediately to mind.   I wish both of them ill.   As for the British and their monarchs, better you than me, mate. 
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