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Thomas Aquinas’ work “On kingship” was a reinforcement of the concept of Divine right of kings throughout the early modern period and even into the 20th century highlighting the longevity of the ideas of Aquinas. The focus of this essay will be on three kings executed by their nations, Charles the First of England, beheaded by the government for treason albeit reluctantly as many believed him to be appointed by god. Louis XVI of France beheaded by revolutionaries who actively rejected the idea of the divine right of kings and Nicholas the second of Russia who was gunned down in a basement in Siberia by communists who rejected not just the divine right of kings by the concept of divinity, although he would be forever honoured by the Russian orthodox church as a passion bearer.
Aquinas believed that God had determined certain individuals and dynasties to rule over people in the form of hereditary monarchies that would last for as long as that family kept true to God’s plan and will, for as long as they followed what Aquinas believed was good faithful guidance they would rule safely, we see this in his words: “It is proper that a king look to God for his reward, for a servant looks to his master for the reward of his service. The king is indeed the minister of God in governing his people.”[footnoteRef:1] this belief suggests Aquinas sees the role of King as a divinely appointed steward, in such a case therefore the role of a king would be to lead his people and the role of his people would be to remain loyal und subservient and not gun down, guillotine or otherwise behead their divinely appointed caretakers while that caretaker remains true to his role. [1:   St. Thomas Aquinas, On Kingship, To the King of Cyprus, trans. by Gerald B. Phelan (Toronto: The pontifical institute of medieval studies, 1949), p. 35.] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]And thus, with that point we look to the first example, Charles the first of the United Kingdom. Charles was found guilty of high treason and sentenced to death in 1649, a decision not made lightly by any involved, in fact many who signed the warrant felt like they were dooming themselves to an eternity in hell for doing so. This suggests strongly that in the middle of the 17th century the concept of a kingly right to rule was very much still present, Charles himself having argued his power comes from god and not the people or therefore parliament, however the fact he was executed would suggest either a flaw in divine appointment or a more complex power structure than Charles gave credit to, and it is most likely the second of the two options, Charles, by conspiring with the Scottish to invade England had broken his vow to protect the English and therefore had arguably violated his end of the divine right of kings, he shirked responsibility and therefore forfeited his office. By this logic then by the mid-17th century we see a realignment of the divine right but still within what Thomas was writing about, now a mismanaged kingdom where the king broke his vows was no longer merely to be concerned about a rival kingdom dominating him but also now his own people personally righting the wrongs of a king who sees himself as so far above the regular folks that his position is unassailable. This first example shows how by the mid-17th  century the divine right of kings was still in fashion and still held to be true but also was seen more by the masses as commitment to them as well as to god, it was no longer enough to rule but also to rule in the interests of one's people. Thus, maintaining the teachings and beliefs of Aquinas. 

The second case is the case of Louis XVI of France, overthrown and beheaded by revolutionary Frenchmen in the late 18th and early 19th century, this revolution rejected monarchy, church and many other features of the ancient regime, this need to purge the country of the “old way” shows that there was still a significant belief in the divine right and the words of Aquinas, but that now they were  symbol of oppression as the people no longer believed that the monarchy would help keep things together, ironically however it was that same rejection that led to the domination of tyrants such as Robespierre and eventually Napoleon, this surprisingly quick transition from monarchy to anarchy to republic to tyranny can show the truth in Aquinas’ views that a noble monarchy is the only way to defend from ignoble tyranny and ruin, France under the monarchs had countless successes and was the preeminent power in Europe, but their overthrow of the monarchy lead to defeat by their rivals and the emergence instead of the British and Pax Britannica, proof that at that time only a nation with a strong but responsive monarchy could ever succeed as the top of the food chain in European diplomacy.

The final point would be Nicholas the Second of Russia, by the second decade of the 20th century the divine right of king was gone from all but the church itself as the populace were more used to being ruled by elected officials, the success of the united states proved that one did not need a king to be ruled fairly and that a lack of monarch did not immediately create tyranny, this in conjunction with an increasing religious apathy created the ideal circumstance for a breakdown in the thoughts of Aquinas and the divine right to rule. While people were not necessarily anti-religion, they no longer used it as the guiding moral principle of their lives and so were less interested in the theological reasons for keeping established order, if a system didn't work, they were willing to fix it. It was this attitude that resulted in the revolution of the Soviets and led to the brutal execution of the Russian royalty, however even in that time such a brazen act had to be kept secret as people still held monarchies as sacred institutions even if they did not really understand why, to remove one from power was one thing but to have one gunned down was very much another matter. This final point shows the final part of the cycle of Aquinas’ teachings, gone were the days of monarchic domination but even then even still were people of the belief that a king must be held to a high standard, protected and admired, a trait we still today with the few remaining monarchs around the world.
To conclude therefore it seems clear that the works of Aquinas and his views of the role of the king and monarchs are still to an extent held on to, however they are no longer held onto by as many or as firmly as they had been in days gone by. The change in views of monarchy however never actually deviated from the views put forth by Thomas, the monarch still has the duty to care for all in his domain without exception, but as time progressed that role simply became more about working with the people than dictating to them, which was fitting as the level of knowledge and understanding of the people also rose. In an era where everyone but the king is illiterate it is obvious the king must take steps to lead and guide but in a world where everyone has access to just as much information that leadership is needed only the form of moral support or guidance, this is seen today in the form of the Queen’s speeches in the United Kingdom or similar roles taken by monarchs in other parts of Europe. It should also be no surprise that where the people are less literate and able to govern themselves there is more likely to be a strong monarchy such as in Thailand or in pre-world war 2 Japan. This then is the final evidence required to show that the works of Saint Thomas Aquinas were and still very much are linked firmly to the role of the divine within the structure of monarchy, and still serves as a guide for what happens when one throws away too easily the established protocols and traditions of the ruling elite and in such an event the inevitable decline into tyranny.
