
Gov er nance By Greg ory R. Cop ley, Ed i tor1

The King is Dead?
Not by a Long Shot

The usurpation of monarchical governance has been widely promoted as an inexorable trend,
but it is a trend now facing reversal in many areas of the world. This report looks at the rôle of 
monarchies in recent world history, and how, as an example, they play a rôle in securing the
future. Here we focus on, among other things, the case of Australia.

US P. D T, in his sec ond ad dress to the United
Na tions Gen eral As sem bly on Sep tem ber 25, 2018, made a
stren u ous case for the doc trine and con cept of sov er eignty,
not just for the US but also as a right for all na tion-states. 

It is highly sig nif i cant that few peo -
ple to day even com pre hend the con -
cept of sov er eignty, and the con fused
me dia cov er age of his speech re flected
that. Sov er eignty has been erased from
our lex i con of the past seven de cades.
How ever, Pres. Trump’s re it er a tion of
the US case was an in di ca tion of the
global mo men tum to ward sov er eignty
and against the 70-year or more tide
we have wit nessed of the ero sion of the 
sov er eign rights and du ties of na tion-
states.

This was a vi tal mes sage to Aus tra lia, 
a con sti tu tional mon ar chy with a par -
lia men tary el e ment in both ma jor po -
lit i cal par ties com mit ted — de spite
poll ing in di cat ing an op po site de sire
among vot ers — to at tempt ing to
trans form the state into a republic.2

De spite be ing swamped by an an tag -
o nis tic me dia mis in ter pre ta tion, the
Trump speech con tin ued to high light
the ris ing global tide fa vor ing the res -
to ra tion of strong sov er eignty for so ci -
et ies, and for the re it er a tion of their
tra di tional iden ti ties, val ues, and hi er -

ar chies. It is im por tant to un der stand
that this is not a “Trump agenda” any
more than the Brexit vote in the UK in
2016 was a phe nom e non driven by UK
politicians Boris John son (Con ser va -
tive) or Nigel Farage (UK In de pend -
ence Party). It is, in fact, a re turn to an
age of geo pol i tics and an end of the
brief age of anti-na tion al ist glob al ism.

This tide is a re flec tion of how so ci -
et ies glob ally move — and have his tor -
i cally moved, usu ally in cy cli cal pat -
terns — to adapt to new threats,
op por tu ni ties, and re al i ties. What we
are wit ness ing is a nat u ral phe nom e -
non as the global stra te gic ar chi tec ture
un der goes pro found change. 

T     be tween
glob al ism and na tion al ism —
of ten ex pressed in dif fer ent
words at dif fer ent times — re -

flect his tory’s un re lent ing pat tern; the 
pen du lum of its grand fa ther clock. It
has kept per fect time for ten-thou -
sand years.

The cur rent move of so ci et ies back

to ward the pro tec tion of the fa mil iar
iden tity and as so ci a tion of their clans,
hi er ar chies, and lands, has es sen tially
cre ated a schism be tween the ur ban
glob al ists, who wish to re tain the anti-
sov er eignty move ment which briefly
gained trac tion since World War II,
and those who see the ur gent need to
re build their na tion-state frame works.

It is an ap pro pri ate time, then, to ask 
where Aus tra lia would be to day, with -
out the en dur ing pres ence of the
Crown — the na tion’s most vis i ble
icon of sov er eignty and unity — in
Aus tra lian life. The Crown has been
with Aus tra lians since the start of their
iden tity as a mod ern so ci ety. It is
equally ap pro pri ate to ask how Aus tra -
lia could suc cess fully nav i gate its fu -
ture with out the Crown as the world
en ters an age of pro found global stra -
te gic trans for ma tion.

Most Aus tra lians ei ther take the
Aus tra lian Crown for granted as an en -
dur ing, sub lim i nal, and in spi ra tional
pres ence in their lives, or — lack ing
any de tailed ed u ca tion or un der stand -
ing on the topic — think that the
Crown is ir rel e vant to their cur rently
ma te ri al is tic and short-fo cus life styles. 
Most of us, busy with our lives where-
ever we live in the world, fail to un der -
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stand how the core frame work of our
so ci et ies so vi tally de pends on deeply-
in grained, en dur ing sym bols of iden -
tity to de liver the ba sis for on go ing
prosperity, gen er a tion af ter gen er a -
tion.

I     of the 20th
Cen tury as the pe riod which saw
the de cline of mo nar chi cal states
around the world, and the rise of

re pub li can ism. 
We tended to think of that pro cess as 

one which de liv ered the un prec e -
dented growth in hu man so ci et ies’
num bers, wealth, and health. But the
great wealth which en abled the dy na -
mism of the 20th Cen tury was largely
brought about by the mo nar chi cal
states, as well as by the United States.

As an aside, I could ar gue that the US 
was also at that time, in much of the
20th Cen tury, a form of mon ar chy,
with its crown — like Aus tra lia’s to day
— very much an ab stract and sym bolic 
one. For the US, its “crown” was built
around its flag, Con sti tu tion, Bill of
Rights, and Dec la ra tion of In de pend -
ence. And, as with the Em per ors af ter
the col lapse of the Ro man Re pub lic,
US Pres i dents have al ways had to deny
that their state had be come a mon ar -
chy, like the one they re jected in 1776.

But the United States merely elected
its mon arch — lit er ally its em peror —
ev ery four years and gave its elected
pres i dent more power than al most any
mon arch in the world has had over the
past few hun dred years.

It was the mo nar chi cal states which
de liv ered great wealth and ac com -
plish ment dur ing the in dus trial rev o -
lu tion and later. But it was their brief
ex haus tion which led to a col lapse into
a cen tury of two world wars, sev eral
pro found or rev o lu tion ary trans for -
ma tions of so ci et ies, and the cre ation
of a hun dred or more new, ar ti fi cially
con trived na tion-states. Most of these
new na tion-states, how ever, were not
built around the iden ti ties of their in -
hab it ants. The co lo nial ag glom er a -
tions which were cre ated of ten gath -
ered peo ples into a forced mar riage
be tween dif fer ent his tor i cally-rooted
so ci et ies and into ar ti fi cial and in de -
fen si ble bor ders, and given the names
of new na tion-states by their co lo nial

over lords. 
And so we are start ing to reap the

whirl wind our an ces tors sowed.
Now, the 21st Cen tury prom ises to

be an age of even more pro found up -
heaval. This cen tury will be the coun -
ter weight to the 20th Cen tury. It will
be that pre dict able pen du lum swing; a
nat u ral course cor rec tion by hu man
na ture. What this means is that there is
to day a pro found tsu nami build ing
which will be seen as the rush back to -
ward sov er eignty, be cause so ci et ies al -
ways make the flight to the safety of
their own lands, peo ples, and be liefs
when mas sive change threat ens them.

And that change we’re see ing is nei -
ther merely the stra te gic rise of the
Peo ple’s Re pub lic of China, nor the de -
cline of the US; nor even the im pact of
tech nol ogy. Of course all these things
are im por tant. The mas sive change is
be ing brought about by the end of the
age of growth. The un fet tered growth
in ev ery thing since the end of World
War II is now peak ing, and we will now 
see the zig-zagging de cline in over all
hu man num bers.

This has al ready be gun to com -
pound as a new stra te gic phe nom e -
non. Ur bani za tion and trans-na tional
mi gra tion ac cel er ated as a di rect re sult
of the loss (or bury ing) of deep hu man 
iden tity frame works of so many so ci -
et ies, in clud ing our own. For the past
seven de cades we re placed deep and
en dur ing so cial val ues and iden tity
with the prom ise of im me di ate ma te -
rial grat i fi ca tion.

The rise of po lit i cally-driven so cial
man age ment, which is the hall mark of
mod ern re pub lic-style gov er nance, is
char ac ter ized by the transactional
prom ises of im me di ate ma te rial grat i -
fi ca tion in ex change for votes. It was
that trans for ma tion of the con cept of
de moc racy from the so cial bar gain —
the so cial con tract — of the past to the
im me di ate ma te rial transactionalism
of to day which gained great trac tion in
the post-World War II era to the det ri -
ment of en dur ing, core so ci etal val ues
and iden tity.

In the 21st Cen tury, as a cor ol lary to
this, we are head ing to ward a pre cip i -
tous de cline in global hu man num bers
within the com ing de cade or two, cam -
ou flaged by mas sive pop u la tion move -
ments from ru ral to ur ban, coun try to

coun try. This is what is lead ing us to a
to tally trans formed eco nomic frame -
work for most of the world. As a re sult,
we are al ready be gin ning to see the
signs of alarm, even panic, in many
parts of the world.

The Wash ing ton, DC-based In ter -
na tional Stra te gic Stud ies As so ci a tion,
has been study ing global stra te gic
trends for al most a half-cen tury, and,
in or der to fo cus on the phe nom e non
— this “rush to ward sov er eignty” — it
iden ti fied, cre ated, a cou ple of years
ago the Zahedi Cen ter for the Study of
Mon ar chy, Tra di tional Gov er nance,
and Sov er eignty. The Cen ter’s new
study, Sov er eignty in the 21st Cen tury,
at tempts to ex plain where the world is
head ing. And it’s head ing to an age
when sov er eignty will again be come
the most pro found mo ti vat ing force in
global hu man or ga ni za tion. De spite
this, hardly any one has stopped, this
past cen tury or so, to think what sov er -
eignty means, or ex actly what forms of
gov er nance and or ga ni za tion are avail -
able to us. Still less do peo ple un der -
stand what con sti tutes a mon ar chy or a 
re pub lic. Nei ther do they grasp the in -
trin sic re la tion ship of sov er eignty to
de moc racy.

Sov er eignty in the 21st Cen tury not
only ad dresses that, but also ad dresses
the in trin sic links be tween the es sen -
tial driv ing or mo ti vat ing el e ments of
hu man so ci et ies. It at tempts to ex plain
why en dur ing forms of nat u ral hu man
hi er ar chy will con tinue to guide us
into the fu ture.

T    many mon -
ar chies in the 20th Cen tury
was the pre cur sor of to day’s
global frame work. 

It led us to a global stra te gic frame -
work which was in her ently frag ile.
Think how the col lapse of mon ar chies
shaped our cur rent world. That is not
to say that some coun tries with mon -
ar chies did not make er rors of judg -
ment, or that some were tired and in
need of re struc tur ing. But the net out -
come was that the de struc tion of the
im ma ture Ger man mon ar chy as a re -
sult of the Ger man de feat in World
War I led to the rise of na zism. 

That in it self be gan the bipolariz-
ation of the world into two camps,
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each led by strongly anti-mo nar chi cal
gov ern ments: the So vi ets — cre ated or
en abled by World War I — and the US.

The col lapse of the Ital ian mon ar chy 
with World War II was also a key de -
sign of Sta lin as well as, per haps un -
con sciously or vis cer ally, of the US.
And as that was hap pen ing, my late
col league, the great stra te gic phi los o -
pher Dr Stefan Possony, saw that a per -
pet u a tion of this trend would lead to
di sas trous con se quences if it was al -
lowed to con tinue and be ap plied to
the Em pire of Ja pan. We had al ready
seen the chaos which had been caused
by the col lapse of the Chi nese Im pe rial
state in 1911.

It was Possony’s stren u ous ad vice
which ul ti mately caused US Pres.
Harry Tru man, and Gen eral Douglas
Mac Ar thur, to agree that the Jap a nese
Im pe rial Crown should be sus tained
af ter the Jap a nese de feat. The re sult
was that Ja pan re tained its dig nity and
sense of his tor i cal self, and did not fall
un der So viet in flu ence, as Sta lin
sought des per ately to achieve. This was 
the great set back for the USSR to the
point that Mos cow never agreed to the
end of the war with Ja pan. 

The post-So viet Rus sian Federation
still has not been able to fully re solve
this sit u a tion be cause of the di ver gent
geopolitical in ter ests which arose from 
the So viet oc cu pa tion of the Kuril Is -
lands north of Ja pan.

H S   in
turn ing Ja pan into a com -
mu nist, or even left ist re -
pub lic, then the re sults

would have been pro foundly tragic
for the world be cause it would have
com pounded the ef fects of the mas -
sive Jap a nese as saults on China, Ko -
rea, and Mon go lia dur ing the 1930s
and through World War II. That gave
us a half cen tury of com mu nism in
China and North Ko rea.

So think about the im pact on much
of the world if na zism had never flour -
ished in Ger many, or if fas cism in It aly
had not eroded the moral au thor ity of
the Ital ian Crown. Think about how
dif fer ent the world would have been if
Ja pan had not helped de stroy the Chi -
nese Im pe rial crown in the late 19th
and 20th cen tu ries. And then think

about the pros pects if Ja pan had been
al lowed to fall into a So viet-led re pub -
li can ism with the end of World War II.

World War I caused a so cial dis lo ca -
tion in Rus sia, lead ing to an ur ban-
glob al ist (read uto pian marx ist) putsch 
— not a rev o lu tion — which cur tailed
what was, un til World War I, the most
rap idly-grow ing econ omy in Eu rope.
That had al most as much global im -
pact in dis lo cat ing so ci et ies as did the
later spread of West ern wealth. Per -
haps more: we see to day ur ban pop u la -
tions, dis con nected from ev ery thing
ex cept short-term ma te ri al ism, echo -
ing the same utopianist de mands
made by the bolsheviks of 1917. 

Re pub li can ism, as Sov er eignty in the
21st Cen tury ex plains, tends to be more 
ma te ri al is tic, transactional, and short-
term than deeply-rooted tra di tional
so ci ety.

We saw the 1911 Xinhai rev o lu tion
in China led by Sun Yat-sen not only
euthanize an al ready dis con nected
Qing Im pe rial dy nasty; it opened the
coun try to civil war, fa cil i tat ing what
be gan as an op por tu nis tic new set of
Jap a nese in cur sions be gin ning in 1931. 
But be cause of the civil war, China
could not ad e quately re spond to in -
creas ingly ra pa cious Jap a nese as saults
on the coun try. It was no sur prise that
the Chi nese com mu nist forces un der
Mao Zedong left most of the fight ing
against the in vad ing Jap a nese to the
Na tion al ists, un der Chiang Kai-shek,
ul ti mately leav ing the Na tion al ists
weak ened and easy prey for the com -
mu nists. Sim i larly, in Yu go sla via, the
com mu nist par ti sans un der Josip Broz
“Tito” left the real fight ing against the
in vad ing Ger man forces to the mon ar -
chist Èetniks un der the great Gen eral
“Draža” Mihailoviæ, whose forces were
so weak ened by 1945 that the par ti sans 
en sured that the Yu go slav Crown did
not re gain of fice.

Again, I do not say that mon ar chies,
even in the most dem o cratic of so ci et -
ies, nec es sar ily al ways sway his tory
along lines ben e fi cial to all. But what is
clear is that the pri mary du ties of sov -
er eignty — and there fore of the sov er -
eign and the sov er eign’s gov ern ment
— must be to the se cu rity and wel fare
of that sov er eign’s own king dom or
em pire, not to oth ers. The mon ar chies
of Brit ain, France, Ger many, It aly,

Spain, Por tu gal, Bel gium, Ja pan, and
Rus sia im posed their power over the
past 200 or so years on so ci et ies in Af -
rica, the Mid dle East, the Amer i cas,
and Asia, and thereby sub ju gated the
iden tity and sov er eignty of oth ers.
This had many neg a tive con se quences
for the sub ject peo ples. But the re pub -
li can gov ern ments of the So viet Un ion, 
the United States, and so on, equally
prac ticed im pe rial dom i nance and su -
zer ain ma nip u la tion on smaller states.

But look at the loss of the na tional
har mony which had been achieved by
neu tral mon ar chies in Libya and Iraq
when those mon ar chies were usurped
by coups which in stalled “re pub li can”
lead ers who rep re sented the in ter ests
of ei ther one tribe, or one re li gious fac -
tion. Po lit i cal lead ers can rarely rep re -
sent the to tal ity of na tional di ver sity.

What is im por tant now, though, is
to recognize that both re pub lics and
mo nar chi cal states pros per most when
they con sider the sov er eign pres tige of
their own so ci et ies. But it is most ev i -
dent, how ever, that re pub li can so ci et -
ies tend to be driven by more short-
term and ma te rial tan gi bles, while mo -
nar chi cal so ci et ies tend to be driven
more by deep, en dur ing core iden tity. 

There is no doubt that ur ban ma te -
ri al ism has, by pros per ing so dra mat i -
cally in the seven de cades since World
War II, driven feel ings of core iden tity
into the deep re cesses of the minds of
most peo ple. This has very much been
a fac tor in most of the great in dus trial
so ci et ies, where ur ban pop u la tions
have come to dom i nate po lit i cal life.
The world’s pop u la tion is now 54 per -
cent ur ban ized. [By 2017, 89.68 per -
cent of Aus tra lia’s pop u la tion lived in
ur ban set tings.]

The bot tom line is that ur ban peo -
ple, while their wealth con tin ues to
grow, do not need to think about sov -
er eignty and about the in trin sic link
which all spe cies have with their land:
their geo graph ical con text; their geo -
pol i tics. But when that wealth be gins
to evap o rate, and threats emerge, then
peo ple once again be gin to think about 
how they may re turn to the safety of
their clans and lands. 

A year be fore his Sep tem ber 25,
2018, ad dress to the UN, Don ald
Trump had in voked the word “sov er -
eignty” 19 times in his in au gu ral
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speech to the United Na tions Gen eral
As sem bly on Sep tem ber 19, 2017.3 His
theme was the rec la ma tion of US sov -
er eignty, and he showed ab so lute com -
mit ment to that theme when he spoke
again at the UN on Sep tem ber 25,
2018. Trump’s pre de ces sor, Pres. Bar-
ack Obama, in his fi nal speech to the
UN Gen eral As sem bly on Sep tem ber
20, 2016, de voted the en tirety of his
talk, in con tra dis tinc tion, to stress ing
the need for glob al ism, and for a re pu -
di a tion of sov er eignty.

Noth ing could have con trasted the
fun da men tal dif fer ence be tween those
suc ces sive US lead ers more pro -
foundly, nor the dif fer ent ages they
rep re sented. Yet the im por tance of
these stark, mu tu ally hos tile views of
where the US and the world should
travel went un re marked by the ur ban
me dia.

It is worth repeating that these di -
verg ing views rep re sented dif fer ent
ages, it is im por tant to note that the re -
vival and as ser tion of the need for sov -
er eignty is very much the new age; the
age of our im me di ate fu ture. The age
of glob al ism — anti-sov er eignty — is
the age of our im me di ate past.

Whether we like it or not. 
That is not to say that the age of

glob al ism will not come again; it will.
All pat terns of hu man so cial be hav ior
are cy cli cal. But now we are mov ing to
an age in which many hu man so ci et ies
de mand a re in force ment of sov er -
eignty. This is be cause a re ver sion to
so cial iden tity — based around his tory 
and ge og ra phy — is a nor mal re ac tion
to chaos, un cer tainty, and threat.

Most Aus tra lians feel only the most
vague stirring of a per cep tion of a
threat to their way of life. They, like
most ur ban peo ple in wealthy so ci et -
ies, keep think ing that they need only
to hold the line, and in sist that their
entitlements be sus tained, to weather
what they be lieve to be a tem po rary
storm. 

It is not a tem po rary storm. 
The world is chang ing. 
The world is mov ing back to a new

— or old — set of na tional iden ti ties.
Aus tra lia’s stra te gic con text is chang -

ing as a re sult. Its econ omy will change. 
It al ready has, just since the last re ces -
sion be gan in the PRC. But the emerg -
ing global stra te gic con text is by no
means fixed in con crete, other than the 
re al ity of that jag ged pat tern of de clin -
ing pop u la tion lev els and con tin ued
mass pop u la tion move ments, in turn
trans form ing eco nomic pat terns.

Cer tainly, there is and will be an in -
creas ing rush to ward na tion al ism; to -
ward iden tity-driven di vi sions and
schisms in so ci et ies. This means great-
er bi lat er al ism of trade, and so on.
There is no cer tainty as to the fu tures
of the cur rent great pow ers. The PRC
has its prob lems, as has the US. So, of
course, does the Eu ro pean Un ion. But
within this pat tern we see how poorly
Aus tra lia it self has fared in re cent de -
cades com pared with its im me di ate re -
gion.

And Aus tra lia’s rel a tive eco nomic
po si tion seems set, un less it re verts to a 
co he sive na tional iden tity, to con tinue
to erode in com par i son to its neigh -
bors. This is par tic u larly the case with
In dia, Aus tra lia’s main ri val for in flu -
ence in the In dian Ocean and South-
East Asian re gion, where we are wit -
ness ing a re ver sal of the tra jec tory of
the past cen tury. 

Aus tra lia’s GDP in 1978, was
$118.309-bil lion, In dia’s $136.469-bil -
lion (only 15 per cent more than Aus -
tra lia’s). By 2016, Aus tra lia’s GDP was
$1.205-tril lion; In dia’s was $2.264-
tril lion (al most dou ble Aus tra lia’s). In
1978, In do ne sia’s GDP was about 43
per cent of Aus tra lia’s. By 2016, it was
more than 77 per cent of Aus tra lia’s.

The Peo ple’s Re pub lic of China’s
GDP in 1978 was $218.5-bil lion (176
per cent of Aus tra lia’s), but in 2016 it
was $11.191-tril lion (some 930 per -
cent greater than Aus tra lia’s).

What was Aus tra lia’s na tional iden -
tity in that pe riod when it was able to
so readily per form above the global av -
er age? Some of it, of course, re flected a
less pro duc tive global con text. But
Aus tra lian pro duc tiv ity was cen tered
around its iden tity as a co he sive so ci -
ety based on as sim i lat ing peo ples into
a cul ture which had com mon themes

of com mu ni ca tion — in clud ing lan -
guage — and a com mon re spect for its
hi er ar chy as a con sti tu tional mon ar -
chy. It had, in short, a sense that it was a 
sov er eign na tion-state, and that it had
a com mon iden tity, even if it found it
dif fi cult to ar tic u late that iden tity.

That is not to say that Aus tra lians
did not have much work to do to pre -
serve, pro tect, and re spect the place of
Aus tra lia’s con stit u ent so ci et ies. We
failed, for ex am ple, to fully un der stand 
Aus tra lia’s orig i nal com mu ni ties in
part be cause they them selves were un -
able to ex press their own iden ti ties in
ways which per mit ted their pres er va -
tion, a prob lem com pounded by the
re al ity that they had not de vel oped or
com mu ni cated a de fen si ble  geopolit-
ical con cept of their own. To day, all
Aus tra lian com mu ni ties should be
better able to ar tic u late their rôles in a
greater or over arch ing con ti nen tal pol -
ity, if Aus tra lians choose even to dis cuss
sov er eignty.

Sov er eignty and pres tige are in te -
grally re lated. Possony said: “Pres tige is 
the credit rat ing of na tions.” 

Of course there is much more to this
dis cus sion as to where Aus tra lia is go -
ing, and where the world is go ing, and
why. How ever, what is clear is that if
Aus tra lia is to sur vive as a sov er eign
na tion-state with its val ues, lan guage,
and over-arch ing iden tity in tact, then
it has no better or gani za tional model
than that which cen ters around its
Crown. 

Must Aus tra lia con tinue to Aus tral-
ianize its Crown? Al most cer tainly. I
made sev eral pro pos als about how to
achieve that in Aus tra lia 2050, in 2007.4

But at that time Aus tra lians were all
too con tent in their wealth and the un -
shake able be lief that this time, for the
first time in all hu man his tory, their
eco nomic boom would last for ever.

The Aus tra lian ex am ple trans lates to 
other na tion-states which are poised
— of ten whether they rec og nize it or
not — at the brink of change, and
there fore at the brink of choice.

Noth ing lasts for ever ex cept the pos -
si bil ity of our iden tity, and it is that
which we have ne glected so badly.   H

.       , 

3 See, for example, Copley, Gregory: Sovereignty in the 21st Century and the Crisis for Identity, Cultures, Nation-States, and Civilizations; Alexandria
2018, the International Strategic Studies Association. And, by the same author: “The Inevitable Return of Sovereignty” in Defense & Foreign Affairs 
Strategic Policy, 9-2018 (also in Defense & Foreign Affairs Special Analysis, September 10, 2018).

4 Copley, Gregory R.; Pickford, Andrew: Australia 2050, An Examination of Australia's Condition, Outlook, and Options for the First Half of the 21st
Century. Melbourne, 2007: SidHarta Publishers. ISBN: 978-1921206832.


