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During this essay I will discuss the british royal family and their role in the modern day. Are they still necessary and are they worth the time and money?

The British Royal Family is one of the oldest and most well known royal family in the world. Starting thousands of years ago with the plantagenats all the way up to Elizabeth II, the british royal family has been a constant. But during the 21st century a lot of the british public have been asking the question, ‘are they worth the money?’. As the royal family become more like celebrities and less like important figures it poses the question ‘what do they actually do?’. They're a huge tourist attraction to people visiting from over seas and yes we’re lucky to be one of the last countries in Europe with a standing royal family after the war, but during this essay by looking at many different articles and sources I will look at the argument, ‘are the British Royal Family necessary in the modern world?’.

Below i’ve included a diagram explaining the origins of the current royal family:

How the Royal family became British
1701
Catholics are banned from the throne
The protestant King William III has no direct heirs, and his crown could soon pass to a Catholic. To prevent this, Parliament passes the Act of Settlement, locking them out of the succession.
1714
George I becomes King
[image: ]
William's sister-in-law Queen Anne dies without children. The crown skips over 56 of her close Catholic relations to rest on George Ludwig, ruler of the German state of Hanover. He speaks very little English and relies on his ministers to run Britain for him.
1761
The Georges go native
George III takes the throne. He is still a Hanoverian, but unlike his father and grandfather he was born in London and speaks English as a first language.
1819
Queen Victoria is born
[image: ]
A succession crisis prompts George III's fourth son Edward to marry the princess of Saxe-Coburg-Saalfeld. Their daughter, Victoria, will end up Queen - and marry her German cousin Albert.
1917
The family renounces its German roots
Victoria's line continues as the House of Saxe-Coburg and Gotha. But the First World War - and the Russian revolution - call for a royal rebrand. George V renames it the House of Windsor.
1947
Elizabeth marries Prince Philip
Philip is a member of the House of Schleswig-Holstein-Sonderburg-Glucksburg. But, with the Second World War fresh in Britain's memory, he abandons these titles before his marriage.
1952
Long live the Windsors
[image: ]
As Philip's wife, the just-crowned Queen Elizabeth should theoretically adopt his name - Mountbatten. Instead, on the advice of Winston Churchill, she proclaims the continuation of the House of Windsor. It still bears that name today.

Telegraph, 2015, Available at http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/queen-elizabeth-II/11693813/How-German-is-the-Queen.html
(Accessed November 2017)

How German is the British Royal Family?

Taken from the Telegraph, this is what they had to say about the topic,

"Elizabeth the Second, by the Grace of God, of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and of Her other Realms and Territories Queen, Head of the Commonwealth, Defender of the Faith”. You can’t get more British than that, really.
Yet as the Queen prepares for another state visit to Germany, idle minds again turn to questions about the connections between our two countries, and not least the Teutonic heritage of the Royal Family.

So, to put it in a nutshell, how German is the Queen?


The obvious place to start is the family tree, although unfolding it is enough to make even the most seasoned genealogist reach for a stiff drink. Yet what comes across very clearly — and very quickly — is that there is a lot of German in it. There is no real starting point, but we may as well begin with 1714. Queen Anne died, and her direct Stuart line came juddering to a halt. This caused a thorny problem because her 50 (or thereabouts) closest suitable relatives were all Catholic, so distinctly non grata. They were passed over, and in the end Georg Ludwig, the Protestant Prince Elector of Hanover, got the job, and our royal house changed from Stuart to Brunswick-Lūneburg-Hanover, bringing with it a wealth of connections to the ancient royal houses of Welf and Este.
It is worth pausing to note that, until recently, members of the Royal Family had no surname. They customarily used first names and the name of their house, which was inherited from the father (Richard the Lionheart was a Plantagenet, Henry VIII was a Tudor, George I was a Hanover).
Accordingly, the House of Hanover ended with Queen Victoria, and her descendants took the dynastic name of her husband, Prince Albert, which was also German: Saxe-Coburg-Gotha, a branch of the eminent House of Wettin.
Simple. But it does not end there.

When World War One bred increasing anti-German sentiment in Britain, astute observers noted that Kaiser Bill was Queen Victoria’s grandson and our King George V’s first cousin. In recognition of the delicacy of the position, George V changed the name of his royal house from Saxe-Coburg-Gotha to Windsor, after the castle. At the same time, he also took the modern step of adopting Windsor as a surname for his family. On her accession, Queen Elizabeth II chose to keep the name Windsor, and in 1960 the Queen and the Duke of Edinburgh announced that they wanted their descendants who do not have an HRH title to be Mountbatten-Windsor. (Mountbatten is the Duke of Edinburgh’s adopted name. His German-Danish-Greek royal lines are Schleswig-Holstein-Sonderburg-Glūcksburg on his father’s side, and Battenberg on his mother’s.)
Well, so much for the German genealogy – not to mention customs. The Royal Family still opens its presents on Christmas Eve, following the German tradition, which Prince Albert was particularly keen on following. On the other hand, there’s no point overstating it. The Queen is also directly descended from over a thousand years worth of Britain’s royal houses, including the Stuarts, Tudors, Plantagenets, Angevins, Normans, and Wessex.
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Well, so much for the German genealogy – not to mention customs. The Royal Family still opens its presents on Christmas Eve, following the German tradition, which Prince Albert was particularly keen on following. On the other hand, there’s no point overstating it. The Queen is also directly descended from over a thousand years worth of Britain’s royal houses, including the Stuarts, Tudors, Plantagenets, Angevins, Normans, and Wessex.”

Telegraph, 2015, Available at http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/queen-elizabeth-II/11693813/How-German-is-the-Queen.html
(Accessed November 2017)

Starting in 1930 when he was the Prince of Wales, Edward VIII started a relationship with the divorced american Wallis Simpson. This eventually led to the abdication crisis and the throne went to the kings next oldest son ‘Bertie’. Below is the transcript from Edward’s abdication:

“At long last I am able to say a few words of my own. I have never wanted to withhold anything, but until now it has not been constitutionally possible for me to speak.
A few hours ago I discharged my last duty as King and Emperor, and now that I have been succeeded by my brother, the Duke of York, my first words must be to declare my allegiance to him. This I do with all my heart. You all know the reasons which have impelled me to renounce the throne. But I want you to understand that in making up my mind I did not forget the country or the empire, which, as Prince of Wales and lately as King, I have for twenty-five years tried to serve.
But you must believe me when I tell you that I have found it impossible to carry the heavy burden of responsibility and to discharge my duties as King as I would wish to do without the help and support of the woman I love. And I want you to know that the decision I have made has been mine and mine alone. This was a thing I had to judge entirely for myself. The other person most nearly concerned has tried up to the last to persuade me to take a different course.
I have made this, the most serious decision of my life, only upon the single thought of what would, in the end, be best for all.

This decision has been made less difficult to me by the sure knowledge that my brother, with his long training in the public affairs of this country and with his fine qualities, will be able to take my place forthwith without interruption or injury to the life and progress of the empire. And he has one matchless blessing, enjoyed by so many of you, and not bestowed on me -- a happy home with his wife and children. During these hard days I have been comforted by her majesty my mother and by my family. The ministers of the crown, and in particular, Mr. Baldwin, the Prime Minister, have always treated me with full consideration. There has never been any constitutional difference between me and them, and between me and Parliament. Bred in the constitutional tradition by my father, I should never have allowed any such issue to arise. Ever since I was Prince of Wales, and later on when I occupied the throne, I have been treated with the greatest kindness by all classes of the people wherever I have lived or journeyed throughout the empire. For that I am very grateful.
I now quit altogether public affairs and I lay down my burden. It may be some time before I return to my native land, but I shall always follow the fortunes of the British race and empire with profound interest, and if at any time in the future I can be found of service to his majesty in a private station, I shall not fail. And now, we all have a new King. I wish him and you, his people, happiness and prosperity with all my heart. God bless you all! God save the King! “

The History Place, Available at http://www.historyplace.com/speeches/edward.htm
(Accessed November 2017) 

1992 was a terrible year for the british royal family and below is a description of what happened during what the queen called ‘annus horribilius’:

Marking the 40th anniversary of her accession, the Queen reflected, with masterly understatement, that 1992 was not a year she would look back on "with undiluted pleasure".
Her "annus horribilis" saw the Prince of Wales separate from Diana, his first wife, and her sensational portrayal in Andrew Morton's biography – a de facto autobiography, it later transpired – as a betrayed, self-mutilating bulimic. The Princess Royal divorced. The Duke of York's freshly estranged wife, Sarah, graced the tabloids topless and having her toes sucked by an enthusiastic "financial adviser". The popularity of the royal family, unsurprisingly, ebbed.

Capping all that, Windsor Castle almost burned down, precipitating an uncommon public tear to well in the regal eye. So, how much better Her Majesty must feel 20 years later, celebrating her diamond jubilee with "the firm" bobbing along confidently on a tide of goodwill still flowing from the wedding of her grandson and next-but-one in line, the Duke of Cambridge?
Having expertly helmed a creaking HMS Monarchy past reefs of controversy and through squalls of public anger over 60 dutiful years, the Queen can take pleasure in the knowledge that, for the moment at least, she has steered it to safer anchorage in calmer waters. "My sense is that Buckingham Palace feels pretty comfortable at the moment. The Cambridges are coming on. And the jubilee, barring a catastrophe, will work to their advantage," said Oxford University historian Dr Frank Prochaska, author of The Republic of Britain. "Don't forget, they are very clever at adjusting and they have been reasonably successful."

The rude health of the monarchy today perhaps owes much to those dark days of the 1990s. Then, the "War of the Waleses" really "put paid to any claim to being a model of family life", said Robert Lacey, chronicler of the House of Windsor since his bestselling Majesty was published on the Queen's silver jubilee 35 years ago. All vestige of dignity was stripped as first "Squidgygate", a private telephone conversation between Diana and gin heir James Gilbey, and then "Camillagate", a mortifyingly intimate late-night telephone exchange between Charles and his now wife, both mysteriously surfaced to appear on tabloid hotlines.

Subjects were invited to eavesdrop, which thousands did at 36p per minute. The antics of younger royals, in particular the Duchess of York, also regularly engorged negative headlines.
Fed this relentless diet of disharmony, the public stuck the knife in and twisted it, hard. Appeasement came at a price extracted from a Queen pretty much universally feted as the most diligent and decorous of monarchs as the cost of her brood's perceived bad behaviour.
"No institution, City, monarchy, whatever, should expect to be free from the scrutiny of those who give it their loyalty and support, not to mention those who don't," she said in a humble Guildhall address, designed to defuse this growing crisis. Even so, a scandal-weary public still balked at prime minister John Major's suggestion it meet the cost of Windsor's repairs. The upshot was Buckingham Palace being opened to a paying public to raise the funds.

Infinitely more significant, however, was the shape of the royal family as it emerged from this period. The Queen and Prince Charles announced they would "volunteer" to pay tax on their private incomes, and open themselves up to greater parliamentary financial scrutiny. The civil list was also reduced, with the Queen agreeing to meet the expenses of the bulk of the family out of her own inherited Duchy of Lancaster income.

"One thing that [the Queen] mistakenly tried to hang on to was her tax exemption," said Lacey, who in his newly published book A Brief Life of The Queen asserts her reluctance was in part influenced by her mother, who was fiercely against.


Constitutional expert Vernon Bogdanor, research professor at King's College London, believes the main change the Queen has overseen during her reign is the transformation "from a rather magical monarchy to a public service monarchy".
"In 1952 we were a very deferential society. Apparently, one third of people thought she had been chosen by God." The monarchy was a "distant and remote institution". Now "it is a much more utilitarian institution, to be judged by what it contributes to public service and community feeling", said Bogdanor.

The advent of television invited an inevitable erosion of the edifice of monarchy as the Queen's father, George VI, knew it, with media respect for the privacy of the royal family dwindling in proportion to exposure, profoundly changing the sovereign's relationship with the people.
Millions tuned in to watch Prince Charles admit adultery in a Jonathan Dimbleby interview, even more to watch Diana's sensational Panorama interview with Martin Bashir.
Diana's premature death and the PR disaster that was the royal family's initial response to this shocking tragedy exposed them as bewildered and out of touch. Public anger demanded a flag at half-mast over Buckingham Palace, and the presence of the Queen in London as public hysteria grew outside Kensington Palace.
Undoubtedly shaken, in the aftermath the Queen sought help from outside the palace "old guard" in the shape of sharp corporate PRs. Market research was introduced.
Monarchy has to "adapt and evolve" to survive, said Bogdanor. "It can't be ahead of public opinion, but it can't be too far behind. It's a difficult balance to achieve."
"Obviously, the jubilee shows how enormously popular she [the Queen] is. It is interesting, even in the 1990s, and her annus horribilis, in terms of opinion polls the support for the monarchy has remained extraordinarily stable. The attacks on it, including those from the Guardian, haven't actually had much influence on public opinion," said Bogdanor.
The "Way Ahead" group was formed in the mid-1990s, drawing together senior advisers and family members twice a year to take the pulse of opinion and discuss policy. Its discussions have since led to leaders of the Commonwealth realms working toward monumental changes to the laws on succession, allowing first-born royal females to have precedence, and future monarchs to marry Roman Catholics though, as head of the Church of England, not actually to be one.

During her reign the Queen has chosen to follow the safe path set by her grandfather, George V, and continued by her father in overseeing a "welfare monarchy".
"This is the major adjustment made by Buckingham Palace," said Prochaska, "their response to the acceleration of social change. These people aren't dumb. They create a response on advice.
"When the monarchy lost its political power, they filled the vacuum with social service, with the patronage role. George III had nine patronages. The Queen has 700-800. The extended royal family have, between them, roughly 3,500."
He added: "Now, the metropolitan intelligentsia doesn't realise this is taking place, because they are not following them to places say, like Burnley. But in Burnley, the Prince of Wales has heroic status. People reading the Guardian in London probably don't know that the Prince's Trust has created tens of thousands of jobs around the country. But all people talk about is alternative medicine, which is such a small part of the prince's thinking, bizarre though it is."
The Queen, on once being asked what is the most important thing she does, replied: "investitures", the administration of MBEs, OBEs and CBEs, according to Lacey.
It's a view George V also embraced and, said Lacey, there are "curious similarities" between the two – "apparently old-fashioned and conventional, but in fact very, very nimble in terms of public relations".

Lacey hails George V as the "saviour of the British monarchy" when the "Germans, Austrians and Russians all went to the wall". The latter, all perched atop blue-blooded pyramids, drew their life blood from the aristocracy, which collapsed. George V, meanwhile, "saw the importance of connecting with those at the bottom of the pile", said Lacey.
Facebook, Twitter, YouTube are all part of the apparatus employed now not just at Buckingham Palace, but also across Green Park at St James's Palace, where the future of the monarchy resides. Here is where the main focus now lies for a family committed to survival.
Under the watchful eye of Charles's communications chief, Paddy Harverson – who played a large part in the concerted "hearts and minds" offensive that saw the once unthinkable – Camilla Parker Bowles embraced into the royal fold – this hotshot team is charged with the smooth continuation of the House of Windsor.

It includes Sandhurst-educated ex-SAS officer Jamie Lowther-Pinkerton, private secretary to William and Harry, and their communication supremo, Miguel Head, formerly from the Ministry of Defence. The Queen has dispensed with formal PR spin doctors after a brief dalliance, content to entrust such affairs to the experienced hands of her private secretary, Sir Christopher Geidt, a former civil servant and UN adviser to the Balkans. As she winds down, so activity is increasing across the park, with eyes on the young Duke of Cambridge, a future king who calls people "mate" and is referred to by his brother as "the Dude”. That he is who he is is probably the Queen's family's greatest achievement, said Lacey. "Who would have thought in the annus horribilis in the 1990s, that 20 years later you would see Prince William walking down the aisle, effectively being given away by Prince Charles and his stepmother, the former Camilla Parker Bowles? If you had predicted that, you would have been thought crazy. "I actually think that out of all of the mess, the royal family has discovered it can't uphold the old-fashioned values of family life any better than anyone else. But you can set an example of care, concern, forgiveness, and understanding. And, at that royal wedding, that's what we saw.” He added: "This jubilee doesn't just celebrate a person, though it rightly celebrates the Queen's personal qualities and achievements. It celebrates an institution and its incredible survival and flowering under her.”

The Guardian, 2012, Accessed at https://www.theguardian.com/uk/2012/may/24/royal-family-bounced-back-annus-horribilis
Accessed November 2017


Next I will discuss what the Royal Family do everyday. They’re such an iconic family but I thought it would be interesting to look at what they do from day to day, this is best described in this next column:

“People all over the world are obsessed with the British royal family. Most fans know all the royal names and faces, the line of succession to the throne, and even the family's rarely-used last name.
But — despite the constant flood of royal paparazzi photos and press releases — it can be tough to discern what it is the family members actually do.  The royals don't need to worry about money, since they're supported by both taxpayers and a massive family fortune. So if they don't have to work, what are they doing day in and day out? This guide breaks down their general duties.”


“Let's start with the head of the royal family: Queen Elizabeth II. The Queen's calendar is filled with various activities known by the catch-all term "engagements."  Engagements include hosting heads of state, taking diplomatic trips, throwing parties at palaces, opening new sessions of Parliament, presenting citizens with awards, and a whole bunch more. The Telegraph reported that the Queen carried out 341 engagements in 2015 — more than Prince Harry, Prince William, and Kate combined. Pretty impressive for a 90-year-old woman.”

“The Queen must be neutral in all political matters and can't vote, but she does have a ceremonial role in the UK government. She opens each session of Parliament in person, and has visits with the Prime Minister as well as other world leaders. Any legislation passed by Parliament must also get the Queen's stamp of approval (technically known as Royal Assent) before becoming law. It's mostly a formality, though: No monarch has refused to give Royal Assent since 1707, when Queen Anne refused a bill that would have recreated the Scottish militia after England and Scotland were formally unified. She also personally presents citizens with titles of honor. Yes, that includes becoming a knight like Elton John or a dame like Helen Mirren — but there's a slew of other honors for achievements in the military, science, and more.  In addition, she's the Colonel-in-Chief of the armed forces who presides over many military ceremonies and appoints new archbishops, bishops, and deans as the Supreme Governor of the Church of England.”

Business Insider, 2017, Available at http://uk.businessinsider.com/what-does-the-royal-family-do-2017-1
(Accessed October 2017)

On the other side of the coin I feel like a lot of the british public dislike the royal family and feel like they cost too much to keep and don't really do an awful lot. This is best described in this next article by Joey Barton.

“Wealthy without lifting a finger

We all basked in the accumulation of a few extra days off in June, thanks to Her Majesty’s determination to not budge from her throne – I bet every Brit and their dog were singing her praises back then. That opening line alone makes my opinion on the matter seem somewhat anarchist, but that couldn’t be more further from the truth. One of the challenges with the Royal Family is that many of us might visualise their vast abundance of financial wealth and endless hectares of estate and assume that they’re fundamentally unnecessary and costly to the taxpayer.
It’d be a fairly naive assumption should this be your logic, because in all seriousness if you weigh up the pro’s and con’s, of one of the worlds most famous families, then you’d certainly gather a more accurate understanding. So here’s my question to you…

Does Britain still need the Royal Family? All in favour – say aye
Let’s start with the simple numbers; the Royal wedding cost approximately £20m and it is calculated to have generated £1bn for the economy.  Now I’m no financial guru, but according to my calculations, that’s a hefty profit. God knows what the Jubilee did. OK, so we’ve established the wedding may have helped our struggling economy, but how else do we benefit from royalty?
Aside from the millions of pounds earned from tourists visiting their endless estates and fancy buildings, the Royal Family are highly respected worldwide, they continue to generate healthy relations which more importantly affects Britain. There aren’t many guests that arrive at the White House to which the President (at the time) is wearing a white-tie dinner suit – in fact the Queen’s the first for this. Pretty good PR for Team GB, don’t you think?
Then there’s all the charity work they’re involved in, and to be honest this is where they excel, take the example of the Prince’s Trust. Important not to under-estimate this ambassadorial role for stuff that matters. No way. So I’ve painted a pretty picture of the Monarchy, now it’s time to flip the argument. First of all there’s the cost, to fund their living this year it cost us £32.3m. That’s right, the tax payer pays for them to swan around in their oversize bulletproof Bentley’s, whilst onlookers eagerly await in the rain, for that limp wrist to twist around and address them. So there’s the cost and although the Queen may be a constitutional monarch, in which she’s the head of the state, her roles are mostly just symbolic, as she occasionally represents Britain in her state visits – so her holidays are covered as well? The Royal family aren’t elected, which can be seen as undemocratic. They inherit their status and for this to apply to a nation that’s so heavy on encouraging democracy it may be seen as hypocritical, this isn’t an issue worth getting work up over, but it’s just another factor that makes royalty seem fairly pointless. All a bit dated really, and just because we’ve had a royal family for so may generations doesn’t mean it’s still relevant today, there was a time when things worked without royal families before, too. 
I’m not going to reveal my own opinion on the matter, that’s for you decide. But I will leave you with this; it’s estimated they cost the taxpayer approximately 52p each year, so would you rather have those pennies to indulge in an extra chocolate once a year, or does the prospect of a extra day off here and there favour you? The anthem got me thinking…

I can’t turn away from the Olympics and after watching the footy the other day, it came to my attention the anthem used to represent all four nations is God Save The Queen.
Fair enough if this was a collective song for Britain, but it’s not. When the Welsh and English rugby lads meet, you don’t hear a joint rendition of the same song, do you? No, you hear two countries respectively blast out their own anthem – imagine the uproar if the Welsh GB players turned said “Why don’t we all sing the Welsh anthem at the start of this match?”
The English would go mad, so what’s the difference? There needs to be an anthem for all four nations, it’s all about equality and right now, the arrogance from the English is quite disturbing.
Another point worth mentioning…although it’s not often reached the fourth verse reads “rebellious Scot to crush” just thought that’s worth mentioning! Do you think we should change the English national anthem? What would your British anthem be?”

Joey Barton, Available at http://www.joeybarton.com/is-there-any-point-in-the-royal-family/
(Accessed December 2017)

To conclude this essay in my opinion I feel that on one hand the British Royal Family are more of a tourist attraction than anything, they bring lots of tourism to the uk every year and we’re lucky to have one, but on the other hand they cost us a lot of money but don’t really have meaning and don’t really rule over the land like they once did. That said personally I am very fond of the Royal Family, I am one of these people that have visited every royal household in Britain and watch every documentary to do with the royals. I am a history buff though so maybe the though of the old kings and queens ruling over their kingdoms appeals to me more than the current royal family. I hope that this essay has conveyed many sides of the coin on this arguement and wether you like the royal family or now, they’re a big part of our culture.
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