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​Introduction:

​The Forgotten Wisdom of Christendom

It is undeniable that the Western governments of the twentieth and twenty first centuries have failed. Failed to secure the common good, failed to protect their peoples, and failed to maintain peace. The consistent disregard for the well being of the common people has made it obvious that these Western governments are not merely incompetent, but malicious. Of course, the situation could be worse. At least we no longer live under the tyrannical rule of a theocratic king, right? How silly it was for peoples of the past to determine who ought to rule merely based on birth, a matter of random happenstance. The modern world has advanced well beyond the archaic notion of hereditary rule, which stripped the lower classes of agency, voting rights, or precious religious freedom. For all the flaws of the modern world, at least we all have true liberty, right?

It may come as a surprise to the average person that every major institution has lied about this aspect of history. The common narrative goes as follows: for most of recorded history, evil emperors, monarchs, or any flavor of dictator used religion and or other socially imposed standards to cling to power, oppressing women, the poor, minority groups, and all who did not conform to the status quo. This terror of kings, lords, and other powerful classes against less influential groups continued until the so-called Enlightenment, when brilliant thinkers emerged. These intelligent men were revolutionary, suggesting that mankind cannot know that a fact is true unless it is proven beyond all doubt. In other words, these thinkers were the pioneers of the Reddit user’s classic response to common sense statements, which typically comes in the form of “Um, do you have a source for that?” 

Since the discovery that human reason is not enough to determine truth, it reasonably follows that since there is no way to prove the authority of a monarch, he therefore has no real authority at all. The authority of a ruler ought to be proven by a majority vote, or from a more right wing perspective, by the vote of the aristocracy. Authority ought only be granted to one who has earned it, being deemed fit to rule not by the Church, whose authority cannot be proven to be true, but by the light of man’s reason.

This sounds logical at first. Yet upon deeper examination, this narrative falls flat. In reality, what modernity condemns as cruel, oppressive, and irrational was in fact ordered toward the common good in ways modern democracies have failed to be. Under the Catholic monarchies of the Middle Ages, citizens, including women and minority groups, had rights and protections that democracies ironically fail to provide. 

This book is not a glorification of the past. Human nature is corrupt, and so, of course, medieval Christendom was filled with corruption. There were abuses, hardship, and evils of all kinds. Yet this is where the Catholic perspective differs from the modern one. Modern man seeks to create utopia, Heaven on Earth, where man is free to do as he pleases and faces as little suffering as possible. The traditional Catholic, on the other hand, understands that suffering and evil are inevitable, because mankind is not made for this world. Mankind is made for unity with Christ, not for pleasurable earthly existence. Living happily is important, but developing a system of government for the ultimate end of worldly happiness is akin to planning a wedding so that the guests may eat cake. Cake ought to be available at a reception, but it should not be why a couple gets married.

Although I would argue that monarchy, when rightly done, is better for the salvation of souls, this book will not be an argument for the existence of God or a case for the Catholic religion. Instead, I will be arguing that merely living as though Catholicism were true leads to better outcomes in this life than our current system does. Ironically, this is due to the prioritization of the afterlife rather than the prioritization of earthly life. Medieval Christendom understood this, and while they are mocked today by those who likely find the truth of the matter uncomfortable, the reality is that many of their “archaic” systems functioned far better than our “advanced” modern systems of government. The postmodern world can never revive the past, but it would do best to learn from it and, one day, apply these older systems to new societies as best as possible.
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​Part 1: Misconceptions About Monarchy
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​Chapter 1: “Monarchy Means Tyranny” 

This is the most widespread misconception about monarchy that exists. Many believe that a monarchical system, in which a ruler is assigned authority at birth, will inevitably devolve into tyranny. The logic behind this idea is that a hereditary monarch feels entitled to power and will therefore place his personal interests above those of his citizens. In reality, this tendency appears far more frequently among elected officials, historically speaking.​[1]

Elected officials in Western countries are obliged to say whatever is necessary to win the popular vote, then once in office, ignore the will of the people, since they no longer practically need it to maintain power.​[2] When a United States president, whether Republican or Democrat, fails to fulfill his campaign promises, the people merely shrug, falsely assured that whoever they vote into power next will “be better.” Yet nothing fundamentally changes.​[3] Ironically, it is the elected official who comes to resemble a tyrant, feeling that his arduous efforts to win office earn him the right to impose his own will rather than to serve the will of those he governs.

A king, by contrast, does not earn his power and therefore is far less likely to feel personally entitled to it.​[4] Corrupt kings have existed, of course, but they are few in number when compared to corrupt presidents, prime ministers, and other elected rulers.​[5]  

History demonstrates this contrast clearly. Rome, for example, in its late stages, was a republic. Much like in America today, bribery and factionalism were widespread. Figures like Marius, Sulla, and Caesar used elections won by popular support to seize immense power. The Roman Republic collapsed not due to hereditary kingship, but because offices became tools of personal ambition.​[6] 

The French Revolutionary governments formed similar destructive outcomes. After the abolition of France’s monarchy, a series of elected or representative regimes produced mass executions, suppression of religion, military dictatorship, and the infamous Reign of Terror. This all occurred under governments which claimed legitimacy not from God or even royal blood, but from “the people.”​[7] 

Most infamously, the failures of the Weimar Republic in Germany led to the popular rise of Adolf Hitler. The Republic fueled hyperinflation by printing money rather than trying to restore productive order after the Great War. Despite being formally democratic, Weimar Germany was almost ungovernable, plagued by street violence, political assassinations, poverty, prostitution, widespread pornography, and the frequent suspension of civil liberties. The German People are, to this day, demonized for their past support of the Nazi regime. Yet given the state of Germany at the time, who could blame them for such support?​[8]

Compare these unstable, anarcho-tyrannical conditions to those of long reigning European monarchs. Saint Louis IX of France, from a young age, was raised to see kingship as a moral burden rather than a prize. He submitted himself to the law, corrected abuses, and ruled with justice. He was a great king precisely because he did not view his crown as a prize he had won, nor as a mark of innate superiority.​[9] Saint Edward the Confessor is another great example, ruling as a steward, not a conqueror. His reign was marked by peace and restraint rather than chaos or tyranny. Like Louis IX, he was well aware that his authority was received, not earned.​[10] Far more than those two examples, the Capetian kings of France produced remarkable stability for centuries. They were formed from childhood and bound by custom, coronation oaths, and the authority of the Church.​[11]

In other words, monarchs were restrained by the Church above and the nobility below. The king could never possess absolute power and was corrected when he abused his authority. King John of England is the most famous example of this: a tyrannical ruler restrained by the English barons, the Archbishop of Canterbury, and the Pope. He was famously forced to sign the Magna Carta, seeing his authority corrected rather than abolished.​[12]

Kings faced not only the possibility of revolt by the nobility, but the threat of excommunication. Such a penalty carried actual weight when the Church had civil authority. Emperor Henry IV, Philip Augustus of France, and Emperor Frederick II were all excommunicated for serious scandal or for overstepping their bounds. These rulers were curtailed rather than overthrown.​[13] One can only imagine how much better modern politicians would behave if excommunication carried any serious temporal consequences.

Catholic feudal monarchy was not tyranny. It contained checks and balances precisely so that monarchs cannot abuse their power and can only ever use it for
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