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PREFACE

THE six Lectures read before the Royal Institution are
an attempt to make something like a systematic application
of a line of argument which has been often made use of
in particular cases botl® by myself and by other writers.
They arc an attempt to claim for political institutions a
right to a scientific treatment of exactly the same kind
as that which has been so successfully applied to language,
to mythology, and to the progress of culture. But of course
they do not themselves attempt to do morc than make a
beginning, by applying the Comparative mcthod to some
of the most prominent institutions of those among the
Aryan nations whose history was best known to myself
‘and was likely to be best known to my hearers. Nothing
more than this could well be done in a course of lectures,
even if my own knowledge had cnabled me to carry my
illustrations over a much wider range. But I trust that
others whose studies have lain in other branches of history
ay Be led to take up the subject and to carry it on further.
Wint I have done may perhaps be enough to show that
Greeks, Italians, and Teutons have a la~ge common stock
of institutions, institutions whose likeness cannot be other-
wise accounted for than by the supposition of their common
primitive origin. It remains now to show how much of this
common stock is common to the whole Aryan family, how
much of the common Aryan stock may be common to the
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Aryan and Semitic fatnilies, how much of the pos jble
common Aryan and Semjtic stock may be common t; the
races of the eastern hemisphere or to the whole of mankind.
On none of these points have I even attempted to enlarge;
I have merely pointed them out as questions to which my
own inquiries naturally lead up, and which I hope may be
thoroughly worked out by some of those scholars who are
qualified to take them in hand.

Even within the range of the threce branches of the Aryan

family which I chose for special cxamination, the limits
and nature of a course of lectures did not allow of anything
more than to choose some of the morc prominent instances
illustrating the positions laid down, and even among these
it was of course impossible to follow out any matter in all
its bearings. The really practical object of a lecture is,
after all, not so much direct teaching as the suggestion of
points for thought and study. With this view I have,
since the lectures were delivered, added a considerable
number of notes and references, in which I have gone
somewhat further into several points than I could do in
the lectures themselves. These may, I hope, set some of
my readers on further inquiries; I can hardly expect that
in their necessarily desultory shape they can do much more.

I have no doubt that both in the lectures and in the
notes many things will be found which have been alrecady
sald both by mysclf and by other writers. Probably mauy
things will be found which both myself and other writers
may find occasion to say again, as often as it maj be
needful to put fqrth correct views of matters about which
popular errors and confusions are afloat. There is a large
cl@ss of people who pay little heed to a thing that is said
only once, but on whom, when it is said several times and
put in severai-shapes, it at last has an effect. I believe
that this class is more numerous—its needs are certainly



PREFACE vii

E 4
bett. v worth attending to—than those fastidious persons

who are disgusted if they are ever called upon to hear the
same thing twice. Besides this, the same fact constantly
has to be looked at from different points of view, to be
used v illustrate several general propositions, to be set
before several classes of readers or hearers. I find also
that the best and most successful writers are always those
who have least scruple in putting forth the truths which
they have to enforce over and over again. And I believe
that their so doing is onc clement of their success.

To the six lectures read before the Royal Institution this
year I have addéd the Rede Lecture which I had the
great pleasure of being called on to give beforc the Uni-
versity of Cambridge last year. It was of course written
before the Royal Institution Lectures were either written
or designed. Without forming part of the same course,
it deals with a kindred subject. Both are meant as con-
tributions to the same object, to the breaking down of
the unnatural barrier between what are called “ancient”
and “modern” subjects in language, history, and e¢verything
else. It I should ever see the establishment of a real
School of History and a real School of Language in the
University of Oxford, I shall feel, not only that the
principles for which I have been fighting for years have
been put into a practical shape, but also that a step has
becen taken towards the advancement of really sound
lcarning greater than any that has been taken since the
sixtecnth century.

Since these .lectures were written I have fallen in with
the work of M. de Coulanges called La Cité Antique, at
least in the English form into which it has been thrown
by Mr. T. C. Barker in his book called ‘ Aryan Civilization.’
It deals of course with many of the subjects with which
I have dealt, and thosc which it does deal with, are
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of course dealt with far more fully than I have . lone.
But the book, notwithstanding its general title, is almost
wholly confined to Greek and Roman matters, and deals
hardly at all with the kindred Teutonic institutions. Nor
can I at all pledge mysclf to the author’s views on all
matters, as he scems too anxious to account for every-
thing by reference to a single principle, that of religion.
How much I have learned from the writings of Professor
Max Miiller, Mr. E. B. Tylor, and Sir Henry Maine, may
be seen throughout the book. Among foreign writers
it will be seen that I have drawn most largely on the
great Deutsche Verfassungsgeschichte of G. H. Waitz, It
should be a matter of rejoicing among scholars that we
shall soon have a companion work for our own 'History
from the hands of Professor Stubbs.

SOMERLEAZE, WELLS,
September 26th, 1873.

Norte.—With the exception of alterations in the head-lines,
rendered necessary by the change of print, this edition remains
the same as that of 1873.

FLorENCE FREEMAN,

OXxFoRrD, 1896.
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COMPARATIVE POLITICS

I
]
THE RANGE OF THE COMPARATIVE SCIENCES

THE establishment of the Comparative Method of study
has been the greatest intellectual achievement of our time.
It has carried light and order into whole branches of human
knowledge which before were shrouded in darkness and con-
fusion. It has brought a line of argument which reaches
moral certainty into a region which before was given over to
random guess-work. Into matters which are for the most
part incapable of strictly external proof it has brought a
form of strictly internal proof which is more convincing,
more unerring. In one department, the first, perhaps the
greatest, to which it has been applied, the victory of the
Cpmparative Method may now be said to be assured. The
Science of Language has been placed on a firm basis, from
Whlch it is Impossible to believe that it can ever be dis-
lodged Here and there we come across facts which show us
that there are two classes of men on who.n its truths have
ag yet been thrown away. There are men whom we cannot
exactly call scholars, far less philologers, but who often have
a purely literary knowledge of several languages, who seem
really never to have heard of the discoveries of modern
science, and who go on guessing and dogmatizing as if Com-

parative Philology had never been heard of. And there are
B
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others, a more hopeless but, I believe, a smaller class, ~vho
really know what the ohjects and results of the scientific
method are, but who cast them away as delusion, who look
on the sure truths of science as dreams and on their ovn
fancies as the only realitics. The former class, whom the
light has not yet reached, may possibly some day learn; at
all events they will some day die out. The latter class, whom
the light has reached but who count the light for darkness,
will certainly never learn, and most likely they will never
die out. Such men arc to be found in all branches of study.
There are those who have heard all that natural science
has to say for itself, but who still believe that the earth is
flat or that the moon does not go round on its axis. But
the numbers and importance of su¢h men are daily lessening.
Some years back there were men whose attainments in some
branches of linguistic study were of real importance, but
who sneered at the scientific doctrine of the relations of
languages as the “ Aryan heresy.” Such men are most likely
no longer to be found. The disbelievers in Comparative
Philology, as distinguished from those who never heard of it,
seem now to be confined to that class of harmless lunatics
who put forth claborate theories about “Man’s first word,”
or who still believe that the Irish language is derived from
the Pheenician. With regard to Comparative Philology the
battle is won. No man who has any right to be listened to
on such a subject doubts that the doctrine of the relations
of language has passed out of the stage of controversies and
questions into the stage of admitted truths. There is, of
course, still room for difference of opinion as to points of
minuter detail; as to the main principle and its leading
applications there is none.

Comparative Philology then is fully established as a
science. And, as far as this country is concerned, we may
fairly say that it was on the spot where I now stand that its
claims to rank as a science were established. Other applica-
tions of the Comparative Method are later in date, and they
have not yet won the same strong and unassailable position.
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One reason, of course, is that theylare later in date, that
they u.ave not had so long a timg to work their way into
men’s minds. But this is not the only cause why Compara-
tive Mythology and other applications of the Comparative
Méthod have not won the same complete acceptance from
every one qualified to judge which Comparative Philology
certainly has won. In no other case—so at least it strikes
me—can the application of the Comparative Method be so
clear and simple, so utterly beyond doubt or cavil, as it is in
the case of language. In the case of language the method
1s self-convincing. It is hard to conceive that the doctrine
of the relations of language, if once clearly stated to a mind
of ordinary intelligence, can fail to be received at once.
When it is not so received, it can only be because of the
difficulty which we all more or less feel when we arc called
on, not only to learn but to unlearn. The opposition to the
scientific treatment of language or of any other subject
always comes from teachers who find it hard to cast aside
an old method and to adopt a new. It never comes from
learners to whom all methods are alike new, and who find
the scientific method by far the easiest. That Comparative
Philology is sometimes misunderstood, even by those who
profess to accept its teaching, is shown by the fact that there
are a good number of people who believe that the great
result of the scientific study of language is to show that
Greek and English arc both of them derived from Sanscrit.
But this kind of thing will die out of itself. No one who
has from the beginning been taught according to the scientific
rgethod, and who has never heard of any other, will ever fall
into confusions of this kind. And it seems impossible that,
with any one whose mind is able to give a fair field and no
favour, Comparative Philology can fail to be accepted at
once. To man.y it will come, not as something new, but as
the fuller revelation of something towards which they have
been feeling their way of their own heads. Every one who
has learned any two cognate languages otherwise than as a
parrot, must have found out detached pieces of Grimm’s Law
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for himself. When a nhn has got thus far, and when -the
complete doctrine and it consequences are set befores him,
they carry their own conviction with them. We see what
kind of words the various Aryan languages have in commcn,
and what kind of words each language or group of languages
has peculiar to itself. The inference as to the affinity ot
those languages to one another, and as to the condition of
those who spoke them at the various stages of the great
Aryan migration, is one which it is impossible to withstand.
Comparative Philology has in truth revealed to us several
stages of the pree-historic growth of man for which we have
no recorded evidence, but which it makes far more certain
than much which professes to rest on recorded evidence. It
teaches us facts about which né external proof can be
had, but for which the internal proof, when once stated, is
absolutely irresistible.

With Comparative Mythology, on the other hand, the casc
seems to be different. The mere statement of the doctrine
does not in the same way carry conviction with it. The
phenomena presented by Comparative Philology cannot
reasonably be explained in any other way than that in which
Comparative Philology professes to explain them. We find,
for instance, the word mll, or some word evidently the same,
used in the same sense in a number of different languages,
between some of which the process of borrowing from one
another is historically impossible (1). Even in the case of 2
single word, it would be hard to believe that the likeness was
the result of accident. It would be hard to believe that, bv
sheer chance, without any connexion of any kind with each
other, a large nurgber of isolated nations separately made up
their minds to call a mill a mill. But when we find the same
phenomena, not in one or two words, but in many, the
notion of accidental likeness becomes impossible. With such
]facts before us, there is no withstanding the inference that
‘all those languages were once one language, that the nations
\whlch speak those languages were once one nation, and that
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thot~ nations did not part asunder till they were so far
civilized as to have found out the use of mills, and of all
other objects the names of which are common to the whole
group of languages. But when we find a legend, or several
legends, which seem to be common to several distant ages
and nations, the doctrine of a common derivation from a
common stock is not in the same way the only possible
explanation. It may be shown by argument to be the
right explanation in each particular case; but the mere
statement of the doctrine does not of itself convince us that
it must be the right explanation in any case. The alleged
points of likenecss between legend and legend will not seem
so indisputable to every mmd as the identity between two
cognate words. Some minds may refuse to see the likeness
at all; others may see the likeness, but may hold that it can
be accounted for by some other means than that of referring
both to a common source. To fall back on our former
illustration, the art of grinding corn may have been invented
over and over again by any number of independent nations.
The point on which the Comparative Philologer takes his
stand is that it is inconceivable that, in such a case, they
should all have called the instrument of grinding a mill. In
the same way some of the simple stories, the obvious
characters, the casily imagined situations, which form the
staple of the legendary lore of most nations, may have been
invented over and over again in distant times and places.
There is at least nothing obviously absurd in thinking so;
there is no absolute need to account for the likeness by the
theory that all must have come from one common source.
Comparative Mythology begins to be really convincing only
when it can call Comparative Philology toi.s help. When a
name in a Greek-legend cannot be reasonably explained by
the Greek language, but can be explained by the Sanscrit,
the probability that the Greek and the Indian story really
do come from the same source comes very near to moral
certainty. Yet even here there is room for difference ,of
opinion in a way in which there is not in the case of Philology
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proper. We are told, Yor instance, that the Charites ~the
Graces, in the Greek mythology are the same as the Harits,
the horses of the Sun, in the Indian mythology. The philo-
logical connexion of the two names is beyond all doubt; the
Greek and the Sanscrit word both obviously come from a
common root, from the primitive meaning of which both have
wandered very far indeed: But it does not seem to follow
that there must be any nearer connexion between the
Charites and the Harits than the general connexion which
exists between any two words which come from a common
root. Some minds may refuse to see any likeness between
the solar horses of the Indian legend and the graceful female
forms of the Greek legend. They may be inclined to think
that the singular Charis of the ¢ Illad, the plural Charites of
the ‘Odyssey, may be independent creations of the Greek
mind, wrought out after the separation of the Greeks and
their immediate kindred from the common family. They
may deem that Charis and the Charites are as directly
impersonations as A4¢¢ and the ZLitai; they may deem that
they took their name from the noun Xdpts, in the later and
ordinary sense of the word, after that later and ordinary sense
had parted off from the original root. Such a view is at
least not obviously absurd, nor is it at all inconsistent with
the acceptance of the general doctrine of Comparative
Mythology (2). In the case of language, any particular
language may develope any number of new words from the
old roots; it may adopt any number of new words from
foreign tongues. But the invention of a new root in any
particular language is a thing which we cannot conceive. As
to mythology the case is different. We may allow that there
is a great stock of legend common to the whole Aryan family,
or common to all mankind, and yet we may hold that many
particular legends, Hellenic, Teutonic, or any other, are due
to the independent play of fancy after Hellénes, Teutons, or
any other branch of the common stock, had become a distinct
people with a distinct language. For my own part, I firmly
believe that Comparative Mythology really has brought to
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light a vast common stock of legénd, the groundwork of
whica 1s to be found in the physical phenomena of nature.
But I must decline to believe that the whole mythology of the
Aeyan nations, as we find it in Greek and Teutonic literature,
hds thjs origin and no other. I believe that a large part of
Greek and Teutonic mythology has its source in solar legends.
But I must decline to believe that every hero of Greek or
Teutonic legend must needs be the sun, save only that small
minority who are not the sun but the wind (3).

The difference then between Comparative Philology and
Comparative Mythology would seem to be this. Comparative
Philology is, within its own range, the absolutely universal
solvent : Comparative Mythology must be content to be only
one most important solvent among others. To admit this
implies no kind of undervaluing of the Comparative Method
as applied to mythological subjects. It is still by that
method that the mythology of any people must be tested.
That method 1is still the safeguard against all unscientific
treatment of the subject—against running, for instance, to
Egypt, Pheenicia, or Palestine, for the explanation of
particular Greek legends. The scientific method is first to
find out what there 1s in the Indian, Greek, Teutonic and
other Aryan mythologies which can be fairly set down as
springing from one common stock. When this is clearly
made out, we are then in a position to determine what part
of the mythology of each people is due to independent
invention since the dispersion, what part, if any, is due to
importation from non-Aryan sources, Semitic or any other.

Besides Comparative Philology and Comparative Mytho-
logy, there is a third branch of knowledge to which the Com-
parative Method has lately been applied with much success.
In truth, as in the case of Comparative Philology itself, this
Institution has been one chief means of bringing what may
be fairly called a new science into general notice. I mean
the scientific inquiry into manners and customs, and the
grouping together of the wonderful analogies which they set
before us in times and places the most remote from one
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another. This is an inqfiry which follows easily, and almpost
necessarily, upon Comparative Philology itself. We have- seen
that, by Comparative Philology alone, without any external
evidence of any kind, we can find out a great deal as to tke
social, political, and religious state of the various branches of
the Aryan stock at various stages of their dispersion. We
can see that some of the most important steps in the march
of human culture were taken while the Aryan nations were
still a single people. We can see that other steps were taken
independenitly by different branches of the common stock,
after they had parted off from one another. Sometimes we
can go so far as to see that some invention or discovery was
made by a particular branch, after it had parted off from the
common centre, but before it had parted off again into the
particular nations which meet us in written history. The
evidence of language alone thus gives us a general notion of
the amount of advance which had been made by the Aryans
before the dispersion. It gives us also the means of tracing
in some degree the further advance made by the Eastern
and the Western Aryans after the Eastern and Western
branches had parted, but while the forefathers of Greeks,
Italians, and Teutons still kept together. We can see that
further steps were taken by the common forefathers of Greeks
and Italians, after they had parted company with the Teutons,
but before Greeks and Italians were parted asunder by the
Hadriatic. But in this line of inquiry it is to language
alone that the Comparative Method is directly applied. The
knowledge which it brings to light as to the growth of human
culture is most important in itself, and it is established by
the most certain of proofs ; still it is only an incidental result
of an inquiry which has another immediate object. But in
the third branch of inquiry of which I am speaking, the
Comparative Method is directly applied to the growth of
culture itself. The immediate object of research is no longer
language, it is no longer legend as legend ; it is the customs,
the social institutions, the religious ceremonies, of the different
nations of the earth into the nature and origin of which the
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inquirer is now searching. Such a research could hardly be
carridd on except by one to whom the studies of Comparative
Philology and Comparative Mythology were already familiar :
limguistic science gives the inquirer help at every step ; legend-
ary loge gives him help more precious still; but his imme-
diate object is different from either. He deals with customs
and ceremonies, even with legends as they either spring out
of or give birth to customs and ceremonies, much as his
fellow-inquirers deal with language and with legend looked
at for its own sake. He traces the religious rite, the social
or domestic order, up to 1its root, just as his brethren do with
words and with legends. He finds perhaps that the custom,
civil or religious, has shrunk up into a mecre superstition or
prejudice, which at first sight seems purely arbitrary and
meaningless. It seems arbitrary and meaningless, just as
many a word, many a legend, whose history is full of life and
meaning to the scientific inquirer, seems arbitrary and mean-
ingless to those who stand without the gate. But, by com-
paring together the analogous customs of various, often most
remote, ages and countries, the scientific inquirer is led up to
the root ; he 1s led up to the original idea of which particular
customs, ceremonics, and beliefs, are but the offshoots. And
in all these cases, as the inquiry can be carried upwards, so it
can be carried downwards. Here comes in the doctrine of
Survivals (4). It is a fascinating process by which we learn
to trace out the way in which a belief, a word, a legend, we
might add a grammatical form, survives in this or that
pﬁrase or custom, whose origin has long been forgotten, and
which, without a knowledge of that origin, seems utterly
meaningless. As the Comparative Philologer shows that
inflexions and terminations which seem to be purely arbi-
trary were once whole and living words, having as true a
meaning as the root which they now simply serve to modify
—as he can trace out a long history of language and of much
beside language in the single letter, the mere Yes’r and
Yes’m, to which a short and careless utterance has cut down
the once sounding titles of Senior and mea Domina (5)—as
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the Comparative Mytholbger groups together the utterances
of primeeval thought on the great mysteries of nature, as he
traces them on, through legends of Gods and heroes, down to
some feeble echo in the tales of the nursery or the cottage
fire-side—so their fellow-worker, the votary of our third
science which yet lacks a name, traces out the embodiments
of primeeval thought in ancient rites and customs ; he follows
the ancient belief and its utterances down to some faint and
forgotten shadow lingering on in some proverbial saying, in
some familiar gesture, it may be even in some common
article of dress, in some faint relic of any of these kinds
which we see or hear or wear or practise every day of our
lives, without a thought of the primaeval source from which
it sprang, or of the long pages of*history of which it is the
memorial. For this science, I say, the offspring doubtless of
the two earlier sciences, but which has fully established its
right to rank side by side with either of them, we need a
name. Let us hope that a name may be found for it, if not
—what may perhaps be hopeless—within the stores of our
own mother-tongue, yet at least within the range of the
foreign words which have been already coined. It would be
a pity if a line of inquiry which has brought to light so much,
and from which so much more may be looked for, should end
by cumbering the dictionary with some fresh word of new
and barbarous formation (6).

This third, as yet namcless, science follows the Comparative
Method no less strictly than it is followed by Comparative
Philology and Comparative Mythology. But it is still less
safe in this case than in the case of Comparative Mytaologv
to argue that every instance of likeness in times and places
far away from one another necessarily proves that they are
strictly sprung from a common source. When we find either
a legend or a custom repeated in this way in distant times
and places, we may be sure that there is a connexion between
the several instances; but we need not infer that there is
the same kind of direct connexion which we infer when we
find the Greek, the Teuton, and the Hindoo using the same
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words and grammatical forms. If we find the same custom,
as we often do, at opposite ends o the earth or in ages far
away from one another, we need not infer that that custom
n@ist have been handed down from a time when the fore-
fatherms of the two nations which are found using it formed
one people. It may be so; doubtless it often is so. But it
may also happen that the custom is in each case an inde-
pendent invention, the fruit of like circumstances leading to
like results. Or it may be that the custom, without being
itself in strictness a common possession, may be in each case
the offspring of a common idea, an idea common to all man-
kind or to some one of the great divisions of mankind. Or
again it 1s quite possible that a custom may have been simply
borrowed by one nation from another, either while its mean
ing was still remembered or after it had been forgotten.
But, notwithstanding all these chances, the method employed
in this form of research, just as much as in the other two, 1s
strictly Comparative. The customs are dealt with in the
same way in which the words and the legends are dealt with
in the other cases. And all three forms of inquiry stand in
a close relation to one another. Comparative Mythology
could not get on at all without Comparative Philology; and
the science of customs, ceremonies, and survivals bears on
both Philology and Mythology at every step. And the three
may be ranged in a certain order. Comparative Philology is
the purest science of the three: its evidence is the most
strictly internal ; it makes the least use of any facts beyond
its own range ; its argument is that which most distinctly
carries its own conviction with it. Comparative Mythology
does all this in a less degree ; the third nameless science does
so in a less degree still. Each depends n.ore on facts which
do not come immediately within its own range than Com-
parative Philology does. Still all three hang together ; all
are branches of one inquiry; all are applications of one
method, of that method the introduction of which marks the
nineteenth century, like the fifteenth, as one of the great
stages in the developement of the mind of man.
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My beginnings have tRus far, I fear, been dry and abstract.
But I have been anxious %o fix the exact relations between
the chief subjects to which the Comparative method of
research has as yet been applied. It was important for nfy
purpose to do this, as my object in this course of Lectrres 1s
to attempt the application of the same method to another
subject. Or, to speak more accurately, I should perhaps not
so much say another subject as a special and most important
branch of that third class of subjects of which I have already
spoken. I wish that what I have to say may be looked on
as an attempt to follow in the same path as two inquirers
both of whom are well known in this place, Professor Max
Miiller and Mr. E. B. Tylor. With Mr. Tylor’s subject I wish
specially to connect my own: I should indeed wish that
mine may be looked on as a part of his. But, as for the
whole, so for the part, it is not casy to find a name. My own
subject I wish to speak of as Comparative Politics; but I feel
that that is a form of words which is not a little liable to be
misunderstood. But I may perhaps be allowed to make use of
it, after I have explained the sense which I wish the words to
bear. In the phrase of Comparative Politics I wish the word
Politics to be taken in the sense which it bears in the name
of the great work of Aristotle. By Comparative Politics I
mean the comparative study of political institutions, of forms of
government. And, under the name of Comparative Politics,
I wish to point out and bring together the many analogies
which are to be seen between the political institutions of
times and countries most remote from one another. In this
sense my subject is the more minute treatment of a part of
Mr. Tylor's subject, namely those customs, ceremonies,
formulae, and the like, which have to do with the political
institutions of different ages and nations. The analogies
which may be marked between the most remote ages and
countries as to their forms of government, their political
divisions, the partition of power among different bodies
or magistrates, are far more and far more striking than would
come into any one’s mind who has not given special attention
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to the inquiry. In some cases the Ifkeness is seen at the first
glance ; in others it lies perhaps somewhat below the surface :
but it needs only a little thought, backed by a little practice
i researches of the kind, in order easily to see the real
likeness which often lurks under superficial unlikeness. As
in Comparative Philology a small amount of practice teaches
the learner to mark connexions between words at which the
unlearned are certain to mock, so it is with this study also.
The most profitable analogies, the most striking cases of
direct derivation, are not those which are most obvious at
first sight.

But another warning must be given. In tracing out an
analogy or parallel of any kind, points of unlikeness are as
carefully to be studied as points of likeness; it is in truth
the points of superficial unlikeness which often give us the
surest proofs of essential likeness. When we stop to com-
pare, when we mark this and that point of difference in
detail, it is the surest proof of a real likeness between the
two things which we are comparing. When we stop to
comment on the small differences between one human face
and another, it i1s because we recognize all alike as human
faces, because we see in all of them that essential likeness
which alone enables us to see the points of unlikeness. So it
is with the subject of our present inquiry. We are concerned
with the essential likeness of institutions, and we must never
allow incidental points of unlikeness to keep us from seeing
that essential likeness. And this caution is the more needed,
because points of likeness and unlikeness which, in their
practical results, in their bearings on later history, are of the
very first importance, may, in our way of looking at the
matter, be purely incidental. I will illustrate my meaning
by an example. The English Parliament consists of two
Houses : the Assemblies of most other medieval European
states consisted of three or more. The practical importance
of this difference has been almost boundless in its effects
both on the history of England and on the history of the
many kingdoms and commonwealths which have copied the
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political institutions of England. The peculiar .relation of
the two Houses of Parligment to one another depend§ on
there being two Houses and not more. The whole doctrine
of two branches in a legislature, the bicameral system as it Js
called, the endless attempts, successful and unsuccessful, ‘to
set up artificially in other lands what has come to us ready-
made through the facts of our history, all go on the principle
that there shall be two Houses and no more. Now, if we
look to the history of our own constitution, we shall find that
this particular number of two, as the number of the Houses
of our Parliament, is not owing to any conviction that two
Houses would work better than either one or three, but was
a matter of sheer accident. The Estates of the Realm are,
in England no less than elsewherg, three—Nobles, Clergy,
and Commons (7). In France, we all know, the Clergy
remained a distinct member of the States-General as long as
the States-General lasted. In England the Clergy could
never be got permanently to act as a regular parliamentary
Estate (8). The causes of this difference belong to the
particular history of England ; the effects of it are that the
Parliament of England remained a Parliament of two Houses.
only, and that a crowd of constitutions, European and
American, have followed the English model. The accident
then has, in its consequences, been one of the great facts of
later political history ; but, in our point of view, it is a mere
accident with which we are in no way concerned. How
these Estates grew up in nearly every European country is
essentially a part of our Comparative inquiry; how It
happened that, in one particular country, one of ethesg
Estates failed to keep its distinct political being is a matter
of ordinary constigutional history. Still less have we anything
to do with the questions whether the effect of the accident,
that is the particular form of the English Parliament, has
been good or bad, or whether the attempts to reproduce the
same model in other countries have been wise or foolish.
For our present purpose we must throw ourselves into a
state of mind to which political constitutions seem as
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absolutely colourless as grammatical forms—a state of
mina to which the change from monarchy to democracy or
from democracy to monarchy seems as little a matter of
moral praise or blame as the process by which the Latin
languege changed into the French or the process by which
the High-German parted off from the Low.

For the purposes then of the study of Comparative Politics,
a political constitution is a specimen to be studied, classified,
and labelled, as a building or an animal is studied, classified,
and labelled by those to whom buildings or animals are
objects of study. We have to note the likenesses, striking
and unexpected as those likenesses often are, between the
political constitutions of remotc times and places; and we
have, as far as we can, to classify our specimens according to
the probable causes of those likenesses. For, though the
genuine Comparative Method may be as strictly applied to
this inquiry as to any of the others, yet in this inquiry it is
further off than in any of the others from being the one
universal solvent. It is still less safe than in the case
of Comparative Mythology to infer that every case of likeness
between two political institutions is necessarily to be
cxplained by supposing that both of the two are vestiges of
onc common stock. There are at least three causes to which
likenesses of this kind may be owing, and we must consider
to which of the three any particular case of likeness ought to
“be referred. And, as always happens in such cases, the three
classes which we may thus form will be found to some extent
t> run into one another, and there will be cases about which
it may be matter of doubt to which of our classes we ought to
refer them. l
Thus the likeness between any two institutions, identity
of name, identity of nature, or any other point of likeness,
may be the result of direct transmission from one to another.
And this transmission may take several forms. It may be in
the strictest sense a direct handing on from one state of
things to another : or W, in all the
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various shades which si'mp]e imitation may take. Thpus it
constantly happens thate the institutions of a ruling city
or country will appear again in its dependencies. They
are adopted by or forced upon its subject provinces;
they are reproduced as a matter of course in the colonies
which it plants with its own citizens. Take, for instance,
what so long was the greatest dependency of England,—a
conquered province if we look to one class of its inhabitants,
a colonial settlement if we look to another class,—the so long
separate but dependent kingdom of Ireland. In Ireland, as
an English colony, the whole machinery of English Govern-
ment, central and local, was reproduced as a matter of course.
The Houses of Parliament, the Courts of Law and their
Judges, the Ecclesiastical establishment in all its branches,
the local administration under Lords Lieutenant, Sheriffs,
Justices of the Peace, and the like, were all simply, as a
matter of course, modelled according to the English pattern.
Some differences may be found : thus the functions of an
Irish Grand Jury are not exactly the same as those of the
English body of the same name. But differences of this
kind, mere matters of the minutest detail which have grown
up in comparatively recent times, in no way affect the
general reproduction of the institutions of the mother country
in the colony. The English carried their whole system into
Ireland; so did the Crusaders carry their whole system into
their conquests in the East : the most perfect system of feudal
law is to be found in the Assizes of the Christian Kingdom
»f Jerusalem (9). These cases, which are the types of countless
sthers, are cases of direct handing on of names and ifstitu -
;ions from one country to another. It is a process which can
1ardly be called imitation ; it is not so much the framing of
something after the model of something else; it is rather the
ictual translation of the thing itself to another soil. There
was most likely no thought about the matter: men who
settled in a new land carried with them their own institu-
tions and the names of those institutions as a matter of
sourse. Cases.of imitation properly so called are something
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different. In them men, after thought and debate, choose
one model to follow, when they might have chosen another.
The imitative work, however closely it may reproduce the
likeness of the original, is not the original: it is not even
the transplanted original; it is something which has a
distinet being and which starts from a beginning of its own.
Such are the cases which I have already spoken of, in which
the constitution of the English Parliament, a constitution
which in England came about as the mere result of circum-
stances, has been deliberately imitated in other countries.!
Most of the legislative Assemblies of Europe have followed the
English model more or less closely. But the reproduction of
English forms in this way is quite another process from their
reproduction in Ireland. The difference may be likened to
the difference between the real kindred which springs from
natural parentage and the artificial kindred which springs from
the legal fiction of adoption. And again, wide differences may
be marked between different cases of simple imitation. Let
me take an instance from the mere use of a borrowed name.
There is a Capitol at Washington and there is a Capitol
at Toulouse. In both cases alike the name is used in mere
imitation of the Capitol at Rome. I say mere imitation,
because it is hardly likely that, even at Toulouse, the name
Capitolium and the magistracy of the Octoviri Capitolini were
strictly handed on by direct transmission from Roman days
(10). Yet we feel that the name Capitol is in its place at
Toulouse in a way in which it is not in its place at
Washington. In the second birth of municipal freedom
it was natural that the citizens of Toulouse, cleaving to the
memories of Rome, her laws and her language, should give to
their institutions names borrowed from the old stock. At
Washington the name of Capitol was mere imitation, it was
the mere calling up of a name which had been dead for ages
and with which those who made the new use of it had
no direct connexion of any kind. At Toulouse, though I
believe the use of the name to be imitation and not direct

transmission, yet it is imitation of a kind which differs as little
c
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as may be from direct’ transmission. So again, to take
another illustration from the same region, the city of Alby
kept its Consuls down to the great French Revolution (11),
and, before many years had passed from that Revolutien,
Consuls were ruling, not only over Alby but over all France.
Both, no doubt, were cases of imitation, yet we feel that for
the commonwealth of Alby to give to its magistrates the
name of Consuls, in days when the memory of the Roman con-
sulship was still a living thing, was something different from
that mere dead imitation of times and things which had
utterly passed away which gave the name of Consuls to the
elder Buonaparte and his colleagues. We may thus dis-
tinguish imitation from direct transmission, and we may see
wide differences between different cases of imitation. But,
in the whole class with which we are dealing, the names and
institutions of one time and place are consciously transferred
to some other time and place. A thing which already exists
is moved from an old home to a new one; the thing is done
openly ; there is no mystery about it ; the process needs not
to be searched out by inference or analogy; it takes its place
among the facts of recorded history. The political institutions
of one people have been handed on to another people, or they
have been purposely imitated by another people. We find
analogous cases within the range of the other kindred
sciences. Religious beliefs and sacred legends have been
spread in the same way. The creed of a conquering people
has been spread over its subjects and neighbours, or a people
have of their own free will adopted a creed which arose in
some distant age and country. Christianity and Islam alike
have been spread in both of these ways, by the swords of
conquerors as well as by the preaching of missionaries. Open
and undoubted connexions of this kind between the religious
beliefs of different nations have nothing in common with
those subtler connexions which are revealed to us by
Comparative Mythology. So too with language itself: a
conquered or neighbouring people adopts the language of a
more powerful people. Thus the tongues of Greece, Rome,
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Persia, and Arabia, to say nothing of the tongues of modern
Europe, have been spread over vast regions whose nations
have adopted the speech of their conquerors or civilizers.
O: again, a people, without necessity or compulsion, may
adopt, if not the whole language, yet a large part of the
vocabulary, of another nation, just as they may adopt the
whole or part of its institutions. In this way the purity of
our own tongue has given way to a jargon drawn from every
quarter. of the world, and even our High-Dutch kinsfolk
seem to be too ready to follow us in the same evil path (12).
Processes like these, which have their place among the
recorded facts of history, stand distinct from the no less
certain though unrecorded facts which are taught us by
Comparative research.

It is for the most part not very hard to know when a case
of likeness between political institutions ought to be referred
to this first class. The connexion in such cases is for the
most part a matter of recorded history or of immediate
inference from recorded history. With regard to our second
and third classes our course is not so clear: we no longer
have recorded history to help us, and it may often be a
question to which of the two classes any particular instance
belongs. When we find a likeness between the institutions
of any two nations, which likcness we cannot reasonably
attribute to conscious transmission or imitation during
historical times, there are two possible ways in which the
likeness may be explained. It may well be that there is no
direct connexion whatever, conscious or unconscious, between
the two. The likeness may be real and beyond doubt, but
there may be no reason to believe either that one people has
borrowed from the other, or that both have inherited from a
common source. The cause of the likeness may simply be
that like causes have, at however great a distance of time
and place, led to like results. The institutions of a people
are the natural growth of the circumstances under which it
finds itself; if two nations, however far removed they may
be from one another both in time and in place, find them-
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selves under like circur.nstances, the chances are that the
effect of this likeness of circumstances will show itself in the
likeness of their institutions. The same evils will suggest
the same remedies ; the same needs will suggest the same
means of supplying them. There can be little douht that
many of the most essential inventions of civilized life have
been invented over and over again in distant times and
countries, as different nations have reached those particular
points of social advancement when those inventions were
first needed. Thus printing has been independently invented
in China and in medieval Europe; and it is well known
that a process essentially the same was in use for various
purposes in ancient Rome, though no one took the great step
of applying to the reproduction of books the process which
was familiarly used for various meaner purposes (13). What
happened with printing we may believe also to have
happened with writing,and we may take another illustration
from an art of quite another kind. There can be no doubt,
from comparing the remains of the earliest buildings in
Egypt, Greece, Italy, the British Islands, and the ruined
cities of Central America, that the great inventions of the
arch and the dome have been made more than once in the
history of human art. And moreover, much as in the case
of printing, we can see in many places strivings after them,
and near approaches made to them, which still never reached
complete success (14). Nor need we doubt that many of the
simplest and most essential arts of civilized life,—the use of
the mill, the use of the bow, the taming of the horse, the
hollowing out of the canoe,—have been found out over and
over again in distant times and places. It is only when we
find the unmistgkeable witness of language, or some other
sign of historical connexion, that we have any right to infer
that the common possession of inventions of this kind is any
sign of common derivation from one primitive source. So it
1s with political institutions also. The same institutions
constantly appear very far from one another, simply because
the circumstances which called for them have arisen in
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times and places very far from one another. The whole
system of historical analogies resis on this doctrine. We
see the same political pheenomena repeating themselves over
and over again in various times and places, not because of
any borrowing or imitation, conscious or unconscious, but
because the like circumstances have led to the like results.
To master analogies of this kind, to grasp the laws which
regulate the essential likeness and not to be led away by
points either of likeness or unlikeness which are merely
incidental, is the true philosophy of history. Of the way in
which political circumstances and institutions repeat them-
selves, where no kind of borrowing or imitation can be
thought of, many instances will occur to any one who thinks
at all upon the matter. Let me take a most striking case
from very modern history. It is shown beyond doubt in the
writings of the founders of the Constitution of the United
States that they had no knowledge of the real nature of the
Federal Constitution of the Achaian League (15). But two
sets of commonwealths, widely removed from one another in
time and place, found themselves in circumstances essentially
the same. The later Federal union was therefore cast in a
shape which in several points presents a likeness to the elder
one, a likeness which is all the more striking and instructive
because it was most certainly undesigned. Washington and
Hamilton had very faint notions that they were doing the
same work which had been done twenty ages before them by
Markos of Keryneia and Aratos of Sikyon; but they did the
work all the same. But, on the other hand, the Federal
Constitution of Switzerland is a conscious reproduction of
the Fedcral Constitution of America, with such changes as
were called for by the different circumstances of the two
commonwealths (16). A better illustration can hardly be
found of the difference between likenesses which are owing
to direct transmission or imitation and likenesses which are
simply owing to the law that like causes produce like
effects.

- We have thus seen that class of likenesses which come of
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direct and conscious reproduction or imitation, and we have
seen the class where the Mkeness is simply the natural result
of like circumstances. But beyond these two lies the third
class, the class which forms the more immediate subject of
our inquiry, the class of likenesses where there is, on the one
hand, no reproduction, no imitation, but where, on the other
hand, the connexion is something closer than that of mere
nalogy. These are the cases where there is every reason to
E)elieve that the likeness really is owing to derivation from a
ommon source. Where nations have been wholly cut off
from one another during the historic times, and where there
is no affinity of language to make us believe that they are
scattered colonies of a common stogk, this explanation is not
to be thought of But when we see nations which have
been, during the historic times, more or less widely parted
off from one another, but which are proved by the evidence
of language really to be such colonies of a common stock—
when, among nations like these, we find in their political
institutions the same kind of likenesses which we find in
their languages and their mythology—the obvious inference
i1s that the likeness in all these cases is due to the same
cause. That is to say, the obvious inference is that there
was a time when these now parted nations formed one
nation, and that, before they parted asunder, the common
forefathers of both had made certain advances in political
life, had developed certain common political institutions,
traces or developements of which are still to be seen in the
political institutions of the now isolated nations. At the
time of the dispersion each band of settlers took with it
common tongue, a common mythology, a common store of
the arts of socidl life. So it also took with it certain
principles and traditions of political life, principles and
traditions common to the whole family, but which grew up,
in the several new homes of the scattered nations, into
settled political constitutions, each of which has character-
istic features of its own, but all of which keep enough of
likeness to show that they are all offshoots from one common
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stock. To trace out likenesses of this kind, to distinguish
those likenesses which really mark *the offshoots of a common
stock from those which are better referred to either of the
other classes which I have distinguished, is the object of the
inquiry which I have ventured to call Comparative Politics.
Having thus, in this Introductory Lecture, tried to establish
the possibility of such an inquiry, its proper objects and its
proper limits, I wish to go on, in the lectures which are to
follow, to illustrate the subject in some detail from those
political institutions which were common to the races which
hold the highest place in the history of mankind. My
matter hitherto has perhaps been uninviting: it has certainly
been of a kind which carries with it a certain strain on the
mind, and which does not allow of any lively treatment.
The matter which I have in store for the rest of the course
will, T trust, be found of a more attractive kind ; and I shall
hope that those who have followed me thus far will not
refuse to follow me in tracing out the signs of original unity
which are to be found in the primitive institutions of the
Aryan nations, above all, in the three most illustrious
branches of the common stock—the Greek, the Roman, and
the Teuton.
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1I

GREEK, ROMAN, AND TEUTON

WE are now fairly embarked ¢n our subject. We are
now in a position to trace out all that the Comparative
method of inquiry has to tell us of the earliest political state
of that branch of mankind to which we ourselves belong.
We are now ready to stand face to face with our own
immediate forefathers and kinsmen. And, along with them,
we are ready to look, with fresh interest and reverence, on
those other branches of the common stock—kinsmen them-
selves, though kinsmen less nearly- allied—who went before
our own race in holding the first place among the nations
of the earth. In the pages of history truly so called—in
the records which set man before us in his highest form—
the records which do not simply burthen the memory with
the names of barbarian Kings, but which teach the mind
and the heart by the deeds and words of the heroes of our
common nature—the records which set before us, not the
physical bigness of Eastern kingdoms but the moral greatness
of Western commonwealths—in that long history of civilized
man which stretcRes on in one unbroken tale from the union
of the towns of Attica to the last measure of progress in
England or in Germany—in this long procession of deeds
wrought long ago but whose effects still abide among us, of
men whose very memories have often been forgotten, but
whose works still live in lands which they never heard of—
in this mighty drama of European and Aryan history, three
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lands, three races, stand forth before all others, as those to
whom, each in its own day, the mussion has been given to
be the rulers and the teachers of the world. The names of
thase three races were the last words of my first lecture, and
the policical institutions of those three races, and the relations
of those institutions to one another, will be the main subject
of my whole course. Their history has ever been the main
subject of my own studies; their history I may reasonably
suppose to be better known than any other to most of my
hearers in this or in any other audience. As the Ayran
family of nations, as a whole, stands out above the other
families of the world, so the Greek, the Roman, and the
Teuton, each in his own turn, stands out above the other
nations of the Aryan family. Each in his turn has reached
the highest stage alike of power and civilization that was to
be had in his own age, and each has handed on his own
store to be further enriched by successors who were at once
conquerors and disciples. We get our glimpses of all three
in times when the light of authentic history is but beginning
feebly to struggle through the mists of legend. Yet, even
in those earlicst glimpses, we see a people who have already
risen far above the state of savages, a people who already
enjoy the most essential inventions of civilized being, who
have already grasped the first principles of domestic and
religious life, who have already taken the first steps in the
growth of social order, of military discipline, and of civil
wovernment.  Our first glimpses of history, in its highest
and truest sense, show us the land which is at once the
border-land of Europe and Asia and the most European of
all European lands—the land which, above all others, is the
land of hills and, valleys, of islands and peninsulas, of harbours
and inland seas—the land formed by the hand of Nature to
be the home of those countless independent commonwealths
which were the earliest and the most brilliant, if not the
most lasting, of all the forms of man’s political life (1).
There, in the mother-land of Hellas, the native land of art
and song and wisdom, and more glorious still as the native
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land of law and freedom, we see the Aryan man in the first
form in which European history or legend shows him, already
possessed of all the needful arts of life, already gathered into
organized civil communities, already taught to obey *he
voice of the elders of his people; but already knowing how,
by the shout of applause or by yet more emphatic silence,
to teach the elders of his people what the will of the people
itself deems good. He has already Kings, but he has also
already Assemblies; he has already courts where the man
who has suffered wrong may come and seek for right at the
judges’ hand. Out of the common stock of the common
race he has already brought to perfection the noblest forms
of the common speech and of thg common store of legend;
he speaks the tongue of Homer, and bows before the Gods
of whom Homer sang. We see him, in these his ecarliest
days, brought face to face alike with kindred tribes and with
the worthiest rival of any alien stock; we see him spreading
the name and arts of Hellas over all the Agean and Ionian
coasts (2); here winning island after island from the grasp
of the men of Tyre and Sidon (3); here raising his laggard
kinsmen of Asia, of Sicily, and of Epeiros, to the level of
the brethren who had so far outstripped them in the race (4).
We see him, as time rolls on, planting his colonies, each
colony a centre of civilized life and political freedom, on all
the coasts from the Iberian to the Tauric peninsula (5).
We see him in his own land rearing to the service of the
Gods or of the State the first buildings, the first painted
and sculptured forms, that really deserved the name of art (6).
We see him bring to perfection, as in a moment, the living
strains of the tragic and the comic muse, and we see him
hand down to all who shall come after him the first-fruits of
man’s political wisdom, the great possession for all time (7).
Another act of the drama shows us that a day so bright as
this was in truth a day too bright to last; we see the
political independence of the nation, both in its own land
and in its plantations on foreign shores, die out step by step
till its very name has passed away. But it shows us too
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how, in the well-known phrase, the captive land led captive
her conquerors; how the Macedoaian who dealt the first
blow to her political freedom became the armed apostle of
het: culture; how he carried her tongue, her art, and her
wisdon. into lands which the colonists of her days of freedom
had never reached (8). And, yet more, we see how the
power which was to take her place in the world’s annals
became her scholar in the act of becoming her conqueror—
how, under the Roman sway, Greek became more than
ever the common speech of civilized man—how at last the
throne of Rome was fixed in a Grecian city—how Greek and
Roman came to be words of the same meaning (9)—how the
Greek speech and the Greek creed kept its hold on one half
of the divided Empire—and how, even under the sway
of the Barbarian, that speech and creed have lived on to
our own day.

From Greece we change the scene to Italy. Of the three
great peninsular lands of Southern Europe, the central one,
as compared with the group of islands and promontories to
the east of it, forms a solid and compact land, which nature
seems to have marked out for a single dominion. And,
placed in the midst of that great inland sea whose shores
formed the whole civilized world of early times, no other
land seems so clearly marked out as the destined home-of
universal Empire. And so it was: a single city of central
Italy made its way, step by step, to the dominion of Italy,
ond from the dominion of Italy to the dominion of the
Mediterranean world. Step by step, the ruling city called
iu her allies and subjects to share in her own citizenship.
A day at last came when York and Antioch not only obeyed
a single ruler, but were as truly formed intc a single state as
were the village of Romulus and the village of Tatius in the
first days of Roman legend (10). Greece had won the
intellectual dominion of the world by her arts and her
philosophy. Rome won the political dominion of the worl
by her arms, and kept her hold of it by her abiding Law.
For the song of Homer and the lore of Aristotle she had the
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sword of Sulla and szsn:', the dooms of Servius and Justinian.
Her tongue and her laweshe has handed on to every later
age, and with them she handed on another gift, not, like
them, her own by birth, but which she had made no less uer
own by adoption. The old creeds which had grovm and
stitfened out of the traditions which were the common
heritage of the whole Aryan folk gave way to a creed which
arose in a distant corner of Rowme’s dominion, among a
despised people of alien blood and speech. If the Aryan
world of Europe has learned its arts and its law from its own
elder brethren, it is fromn the Semitic stranger that it has
learned its faith.  But before a Semitic faith could become
the faith of Rome and of Europe, its dogmas had to be
detined by the subtlety of Greciar! intelleet, the constitution
of its organized society had to be wronght into shape by the
undying gentus of Roman rule. This Semitie faith, banished
from its Semitic home, became  the badge of Rome's
dominion: the sway of Christ and Casar became words of
the same meaning (11). It was with a true feeling of the
doom which way in store for her, that the men of those ages
which a shallow view of history looks on as the ages of
Rome’s decline dared to give the name of Eternal to the
city which was then in the childhood of her second life,
preparing for o new and mightier dominion over the minds
of men (12). Eternal indeed Rome has shown herself in
her tongue, in her laws, and in the borrowed faith which,
by her own law of adoption, she made her own.  But she
became eternal by still working out the same law which had
been the law of her greatness trom her earliest days.  Ron.e
became mistress of the world by doing what Athens and
Sparta. and Carshage had never done, by gathering those
whom she had conquered into her own bosom.  And she has
remained the mistress of the world, because she knew how
to carry on the same law in what seemed to be the days of
her overthrow and bondage.  The spell which she once threw
over those whom she conquered she now knew how to
throw over those who conquered her: she won the Goth to
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restore her material fabrics (13), aml the Frank to restore
her political dominion. The local Rome has fallen from her
high estate, but she is the Eternal City none the less.
Wherever men speak her tongue, wherever men revere her
laW, wherever men profess the faith which Europe and
European colonies have learned of her, there Rome is still.

We have now come to the third race, to the race of which
we ourselves are members, to the predominance of the
Teutonic nations, alike on either side of the German Ocean
and on either side of the Atlantic. Of that race we may, for
the purposes of the present inquiry, boast ourselves as the
truest representatives. The boast may be a startling one,
but, for the purposes of the present inquiry, it is a true one.
In purity of language indeed, our tongue, with the strong
Romance infusion which has crept into its vocabulary, cannot
compare for a moment with the speech either of our High-
German or of our Scandinavian kinsfolk.  And, if we would
see the ancient Teutonic institutions still abiding in their
ancient form, 1t is not in the Teutonie island but on the
Teutonic mainland that we must seck for them.  But those
well-nigh unchanged relies of the carliest times linger on
only in a few Alpine valleys. The Laundesgemeinden of Ut
and Unterwalden are the truest representatives on carth
alike of the Germans of Tacitus and of the Achaians of
Homer; but they are the Assemblics only of districts, not
of nations, hardly even of tribes (14). Among the great
nations of modern Europe, our own is, beyond all doubt, the
one which can claim for its political institutions the most
vnbroken descent from the primitive Teutonic stock. The
very fact which for so many ages gave Germany the highest
place among nations at the same time cu* her off from all
claim to be the truest representative of the oldest Teutonic
days. The Teutonic Kingdom, whose King was also Roman
Emperor, was the foremost example of that fusion which has
made the modern world; it was the foremost example alike
of Roman influence on the Teuton and of Teutonic influence
on the Roman. But, for that very rcason, it could not be
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the foremost example 8f a state whose modern institutions
have grown of themselyes, step by step, out of the oldest
institutions of the common stock. The Scandinavian nations
have been even more out of the way of direct Roman
influences than ourselves; still they too cannot lay glaim to
the same unbroken political descent.  All honour, all success,
to the new-born freedom of those three noble realms; still
it 18 but a new-born freedom, a freedom which has come into
being within the memory of living men, a freedom whose
foundations could be laid only by sweeping away the
encroachments of despotisin and oligarchy (15).  But, widely
as our present constitution differs from the rude traditions
and customs of the followers of Hengest and Cerdice, there
still is no break between them:®all is growth within the
same body 5 there has never been any moment when the old
was swept away and the new was put in its stead.  Alone
among the political assemblies of the greater states of Europe,
the Parliament of England can trace its unbroken descent
from the Teutonie institutions of the carliest times (16).
There 1s absolutely no gap between the meceting of  the
Witan of Wessex which confirmed the laws of /Elfred (17),
or that far carlier meeting which changed Cerdie from an
Ealdorman into a King (18), and the meeting of the Great
Council of the Nation which will come together in a fow
days within the precinets of the home of the Confessor,
There are many points in which other lands have kept far
greater traces in detail of ancient institutions than we have
done ; but no other nation, as a nation, can show the same
unbroken continuity of political being.  In this way we may
claim to have preserved more faithfully than any of our
kinstolk the comgmon heritage of our common fathers,
This boast we may traly make; but the very causes which
cnable us to make it shut us out from any claim to represent
the gemeral march of the Teutonic clement in European
affairs.  Britain, like Scandinavia, was a world of its own
(19): it was not, like the rest of Western Europe, a Roman
land overrun by Teutonic settlers who grew as it were from



11 FUSION OF 'OMAN AND TEUTONIC ELEMENTS 31

colonists into conquerors. It is a laad which had ceased to
be Roman before its Teutonic conquerors set foot in it.
Hence we have no true Roman element in us: we have
nothing which has lived on uninterruptedly from the days
wh;n bevexu% and Constantine reigned at York, and when
London’had for a moment changed its name for that of the
Roman Augusta (20). Whatever Roman element we have in
us we owe, not to direet transmission from the elder Empire,
but to our conversion by Roman missionaries, to our conquest
at once by Romance-speaking warriors and by Romance-
speaking lawyers, to the spirit of imitation which decked the
lords of the island world with titles borrowed from the
Cwsars of the mainland (21). In the three homes of our
folk, in the oldest Englandeby the Eider and the Slei, in the
newer England which we made for ourselves in the island
world of Britain, in that newest England of all which s
spread over the islands and continents of the Ocean, we have
of a truth had our mission, but it has been a mission apart
from the mission of our kmsfolk mn the general course of
European history.  On the European mainland the Teutonie
conquerors of Rome appear, like the Roman conquerors of
Greeee, in a character made up of that of conquerors and of
diseiples.  The process was indeed different in the two cases.
No Roman ever forgot the name or the speech of Rome, or
merged his national being in that of his Greek subjeets,
But the Teutonic conquerors of the Roman provinees were
proud to continue her dominion in their own persons : they
were proud to bear the titles of her ancient rule; and step by
step to adopt her speech and to forget the land and the race
from which thev sprang. Never were the three races which
have been foremost in European history brought more closely
together—never did the magice power of Rome stand forth
more clearly—never did she show herself more proudly asg
the historic centre, binding together the times before her
and the times after her—than in the days when Greek and
German, Byzantion and Aachen, disputed the heritage and
the titles of the dominion which the local Rome had lost,
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but which was Roman 8till, into whatever hands it fell (22).
Out of the union of Roman and Teutonic elements arose the
modern world of Europe. The other races of Europe play
but a sccondary or a hidden part alongside of them. In
Eastern Europe the Slave has played over again, with less
brilliancy, the same part which the Tenton played in the
West: he too has been half conqueror, half disciple.  Bul-
garia, Servia, Russia, are to the Eastern Empire and the
Eastern Church what the kingdoms of Western Europe are
to the Western Empire and the Western Church.  The day
of greatness of the Slavonic nations is perhaps yet to come,
Their early advance was checked, and  their progress was
thrown back for ages, by a crowd of the most opposite
enemies (23); and their revivalein later times has placed
them high among the rulers of the world, but has hardly
placed  them among its enlighteners. The other  great
European race, the race which came before the Teuton as
the Slave came after him, the great Celtie race which formed
the vanguard of the Aryan march to the West, still lives,
still Hourishes, still plays a foremost part in the history of
the world; but he plays that part under a borrowed guise.
The Celt in his own person, speaking his own tongue, lingers
only in corners here and there, one degree only more visible
than the Ibertan whom he dislodged.  To fit himself to play
a foremost part in the history of Europe, the Celt has had to
borrow the garb of two successive conquerors.  The Celt of
Gaul has wrought many o brilliant page in the history of
Europe: but he has wrought it only as one who has taRen
to himself the name of a German tribe, and who speaks ope
of the many dialects of the undying tongue of Rome.

Thus much written history would teach us, that these
three races, the Greek, the Roman, the Teuton, have played,
cach in his own day, the foremost part in European history,
foremost alike in the arts of war and peace, foremost in
literature and philosophy, foremost in the twofold rule over
the bodies and the souls of men. But written history by
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itself could never have told us in what relation those three
races stood to one another. Tha* there was something in
common between the men of the two great peninsulas, that
Gmece and Italy were not foreign to one another in the way
in Pwhigh Egypt and Carthage were foreign, could not but
force itself on men’s minds. But for ages there were no
better means of explaining their undoubted likeness than by
dreams of primeeval and heroic colonists passing from the
Eastern peninsula to the Western. Hérmklés, Evandros,
Odysseus, passed from Greece to leave their mark on Italy,
and the Sabine Numa learned of the Samian Pythagoras the
sacred lore with which his infant city was to worship the
common Gods of Greece and Italy (24). But that Greece
and Italy had aught in cdmmon with the Goth, the Frank,
and the Saxon, perhaps never came into men’s minds, unless
indeed we may see some shadows of the great truth in those
wild tales which spoke of Héraklés and Odysseus as leaving
traces of their presence by the banks of the Rhine and the
Danube, as well as by those of the Tiber and the Arno (25).
It is to the Comparative method of rescarch that we owe that
greatest discovery of modern science which puts all these
facts in their true order and their true relation to cach other.
From that method we have learned that the three ruling
races were but tribes of one greater race, branches of one
common stock, detachments of one vast army, some of which
reached their destined quarters earlier than their comrades.
We see and know the relation in which the three ruling
races stand to each other; we see also the relation in which
t-ey stand to other members of the great family whose place
in the world’s history has been less brilliant. It may be
that the Celt came too soon, that the Slave came too late, to
have any direct share in the work of their brethren; but
they are brethren none the less. We can now see the great
family in its primeval home, already risen far above the
state of savages, furnished already with the ruling thoughts
and the main inventions of civilized life. We see men

among whom the family life, the social life, has already taken
D



31 GREEK, ROMAN, AND TEUYON LECT.

the first and greatest steps, who have already developed the
great conceptions of government and religion, who have
already learned to build—Ilet us rather say to témber—houses,
to ear the ground, to tame the horse and the hound as th-ir
helpers in warfare, either with men of other stocks qr with
the wild deer of their own woods and wastes, with the bull
whose horns have been taught to sound the song of freedom,
with the lion whose backward path modern science has
mapped out from the caves of Mendip to the banks of the
Strymon (26). We see the many kindred streams flow off
from the common source; one branch has already passed off
into the far East, again to mecet in far-off ages with their
severed brethren, to give worthy foes to Miltiadés and
Alexander, to Julian and Heraclfus (27), and to give foes,
subjects, teachers, and learners, to the founders and rulers of
our own realm in the far-off Aryan land. They passed to
the land of morning ; others took another line of march, as
if to follow the great light whose daily course held so deep a
sway over their thoughts to his home or his tomb beyond
the stream of Ocean (28). And in that great company
marched together, not yet parted off into people, nations, and
languages, the forefathers of Camillus and of Brennus, of
Cresar and of Vercingetorix.  There marched, as yet brethren
of one house and speech, the forefathers of Théseus and
Achilleus, the forefathers of Theodoric and Charles, the
forefathers of Hengest and Cerdic.  And there, carrying as
it were the brightest destinies of the world within them,
marched the men of whose stock should come the gle-:{
champions of right and freedom, the forefathers, as yet ope
in speech and brotherhood, of Kleisthenés the son of Mega-
klds, of Caius Licinius, and of Simon of Montfort. But
after a while they part company. One band leads the van
of the westward march, to bear the brunt of the strife
against the older tenants of the land, themselves as it were
to take their place, to live on in distant islands and penin-
sulas as isolated fragments of a once wide-spread and
unbroken people (29). While the Celtic vanguard presses
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to the Ocean, two other swarms pr.ess towards the shores of
the two great inland seas to whose presence it is owing that
Europe has not been as Africa, or even as Asia. The
Northern swarm lags behind for a while, husbanding its
sttength for the days when its scattered tribes should gather
themselves into the nations of Germany, of Scandinavia, and
of England—for the days when offshoots from those main
stems should grow into the commonwealths which have
guarded the source and the mouth of the great Teutonic
stream (30), which have planted a root of freedom even on
the dreary shores of Iceland, and which have called into
being the mightiest commonwealth of all in the new English
land beyond the Ocean. But our own day was not to come
t1ll our kinsmen who prc.&cd on, as it might then scem, with
a happier lot, to the brighter shores of the southern sea had
done their work and had made the way ready for us.
Leaving the common centre as an united band but parting off
into two companies at the head of the great Hadriatic Gulf,
the forefathers of the Hellénes and the forefathers of the
Italians spread themselves over the two penmsular lands
where the written history of Arvan man was to begin.  They
played their part, cach branch in its turn; the Western
branch entered into the heritage of the Eastern, till the time
came when our own race was to enter upon the heritage of
both, to become the direet inheritors of Rome, and, through
Rome, the indirect inheritors of Greecee.

These then are the three great historic races, the races
which have played the foremost part among mankind, the
rces whose history really makes up the political history of
man. But striking and instructive as the history of cach
of them is in itsclf, it becomes more striking and instructive
still when we look on those three races as brethren of one
common stock, parted kinsmen who shared a common
heritage which they knew not of. And there are moments
in the history of the world when not only these three races,
but all the European branches of the great family seem as
it were gathered together, sometimes to do battle against a
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cominon enemy, sometim.es, as it were, to meet at the hearth
of that abiding power whieh might well pass for the common
centre of them all. We read a casual notice that Frankish
and English ambassadors found their way to the court of
Justinian, and the utmost that we feel is a kind of l.nguid
curiosity, awakenced by one of the very few times when the
name of our nation in its earliest days is to be found in the
pages of writers who still spoke the tongue of Greece (31).
But when we think that those Frankish and English
ambassadors represented the two great branches of the
Teutonic race, that they brought with them, if not the
homage, at least the awe and wonder, of the conquered
Celtic lands of Gaul and Britain—when we think that the
prince to whose court they went was himself a kind of
triple-bodied Géryon, a Roman Casar of Slavonic birth,
reigning in a Ureek city over all lands from the Ocean
to the Euphrates (32)—it would seem as if representatives
of every European branch of the common stock had been
gathered together beneath the roof of the man who gave
the world the abiding gift of the Imperial Law. Or take
another instance, not this time from a peaceful gathering,
but from the field of battle.  On the field of Chilons every
European branch of the Aryan family secemed to have sent
its contingent to the host which was to drive back the
Turanian invader. Side by side, equal in might and dignity,
emblems of the world that was passing away and of the
world that was coming in its stead, marched Aétius and
Theodoric, the Roman and the Goth. But the Roman
came from the Illyrian land by the Danube; the Goth
ruled over Celt and Iberian on either side of the Pyrenees
(33). And arouad their banners gathered the Frank and
the Saxon, representatives of the two great branches of the
Teutonic race, along with the Celt from his Armorican
peninsula and the Sarmatian from the furthest European
home of the common family (34). One name alone is
wanting. Greece and Macedonia sent no help against a
foe in whose presence they might well have remembered
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[]
that Xerxes and Darius were their kinsmen. All that the

eldest brethren of the house couM give was the Hellenic-
sounding name borne by the Patrician who led the hosts
of* Rome to their last victory.

Yoe

Those days were the true Middle Ages, the days when
the Roman and Teutonic elements of modern European
life stood side by side, not as yet wrought together into
the whole which was to come of their fusion. And the
history of those wonderful ages gains a fresh life if we
remember that when Alarie led his host from the walls of
Athens to the walls of Rome (35), he was marching through
the lands of men of the same primaeval blood and speech as
his own. And now what had those scattered brethren in
common? What, above all, had the three great races in
common, the Greek, the Roman, the Teuton?  For those
three must, as I have already said, form the main subject
of our inquiry. Their own importance is higher than that
of any other race: I who have taken the matter in hand
am better able to deal with them; you who hear me will
most likely be better able to judge of what I say, if 1 keep
myself for the more part within the limits of the races which
hold the foremost place in European history.  For the more
part, I say, not exclusively. While keeping our main
attention fixed on these three races, I shall still freely, as
occasion may serve and as my own knowledge may allow
me, draw illustrations from other branches of the Aryan
family, and even from nations which stand outside the
Aryan pale. In an inquiry of this kind, which as yet is
purely tentative, it is well to draw our illustrations from
as wide a range as may be. The points of 1ikeness between
the primitive political institutions of the various Aryan nations
are beyond doubt, but we meet with striking likenesses also
among nations which are not Aryan. These facts suggest
that we should very carefully examine every case of likeness,
that we should see as well as we can to which of the three
causes of likeness which I traced out in my former lecturc
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1t may most safely be referred. One of those three causes,—
that of direct transmissfon, whether taking the form of
conscious imitation or not,—may be pretty well laid aside
while dealing with the primitive institutions of any nation.
Men who are in the state in which any of the Aryan rnations
were at the time when we get our first glimpses of them are
not likely to borrow institutions from any foreign source,
exeept when they come in contact with nations in a state
of civilization out of all comparison with their own. The
Celt of Gaul was not likely to adopt the manners or institu-
tions of the Iberian, nor was the Iberian likely to adopt the
manners and institutions of the Celt.  But both stood ready
to be moulded by the manners andginstitutions of the Greek
colonists of Massalin or of the Roman colonists of Aqua
Sextie (36). It is absolutely certain that the primitive
Greek, the primitive Teuton, and the primitive Italian
did not borrow from one another.  We may even be certain
that the different tribes of the three races did not borrow
from one another—that the Ionian did not borrow from the
Dorian, the Latin from the Oscan, or the Frank from the
Saxon.  But, setting actual borrowing of any kind aside,
it requires close examination in each particular case to say
whether the likeness between the institutions of any two
given tribes or nations is due to the actual sharing of a
common heritage or to the like working of like circum-
stances  in different  times and places.  Even  between
two Aryan races, even between two tribes of the same Arya»
race, it is not always safe hastily to decide that the likeness
must be due to one or other of these causes, Creater
caution still is needed when we come to likenesses between
Aryan nations and nations of another stock. We shall
presently sce that the OIld Testament, to go no further,
furnishes us with several cases of striking likeness between
Hellenic or Teutonic institutions and the institutions of the
primitive Semitic tribes. Is such a likeness as this, not
indeed accidental but incidental 2 Is it due simply to the
working of like circumstances bringing about like results ¢
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Or are we to suppose that, beyond the common heritage of
the Aryan nations, there is a wider common heritage in
which Aryan and Semitic nations share alike (37), or cven
a fider heritage still, common to all mankind? I will not
venture to decide dogmatically in favour of any of these
alternatives. I do not think that the time has come in
which it is safe to decide dogmatically in favour of any
of them. In an inquiry which is still only in its infancy,
it is safer to mark such cases for further examination, but
to leave their full explanation till the inquiry itsclf shall
have reached a further stage. With our present amount
of knowledge, the wisest course is to collect instances from
all quarters, to classify them so far as we have the means
of doing so, but not to be hasty in such classification, not to
be disheartened if there are many instances which we have
to leave unclassified altogether.

In carrying out our inquiry as to the connexion between
Primitive institutions, we may apply ncarly the same rules
as those which have been suggested in the case of Com-
parative Mythology. It is not safe to set down any instance
of likeness as being necessarily a case of an inheritance
from the common stock, unless we have some corroborative
evidence besides the likeness itself. We have the highest
degree of such corroborative evidence whenever Comparative
Philology steps in to help us.  If two distinet nations of
the Aryan family—or, by the same argument, if two distinct
nations of any other family—have a common institution
called by a common name, and if the likeness is plainly
nut a case of imitation or borrowing from one another, such
an institution may be set down without any kind of doubt
as being a clear case of common inheritance from a common
stock. But thé negative argument the other way is by
no means equally strong. The caprice of language is so
great, words drop out of use in one tongue and are kept
in use in another in such a singular way, that the mere
fact that cognate institutions are not called by cognate
names i8 not of itself proof that they are not part of a
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common heritage. We must weigh all the circumstances
and all the different forms of evidence. Of all the forms of
corroborative evidence, the philological form is doubtless the
highest, but it is not the only one. If two nations are
shown by other cvidence, especially by philological oidence
applied to other subjects, to be kindred nations, holding in
common a large share of the primitive common stock—if
the nature of their political institutions, no less than of
their language, their mythology, their customs of other
kinds, naturally suggests the thought of a common deriva-
tion—the mere fact that their institutions do not bear
cognate names 18 not enough to disprove, or even to throw
doubt upon, the common derivation of those institutions.
In many, perhaps in most, cases we shall find that the
kindred institutions bear names which are not philologically
cognate, but which translate one another, sometimes in a
very remarkable way. The institutions are the same; the
names are not the same; they may not even come from
a common root; but they are the names which most
closely answer to once another in meaning in a later stage
of the two languages. This is in truth exactly what we
might look for. The common stock of language which the
undivided Aryan family possessed in common—even the
stock which its European branches possessed in common
after their separation from the Eastern branch—was, in
the nature of things, a vocabulary of the simplest kind, a
vocabulary consisting mainly of nouns expressing the most,
familiar objects and verbs expressing the most familiar
actions. Wonlds expressing objects or processes which a.e
at all complicated or abstract belong to a later stage.  Those
cach nation has® formed for itself; it has formed them out
of the old common roots, but it has formed them each for
itself, and after its own fashion. Now this argument‘
specially applies to the names of political institutions. We
may believe that the primitive Aryans, before their separa-
tion, had already taken the first steps in political life; that
they had already developed a simple form of government,
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traces of which are still to be fouI:d among the scattered
members of the common family. * That such is the case,
or is likely to be the case, is the ground-work of the whole
of $he present inquiry. But, though we may belicve that
the Argans before the dispersion had worked out for them-
selves something which we may fairly call common political
institutions, we cannot believe that they had worked out
for themselves any refined or exact political vocabulary.
The political stock which the scattered brethren carried off
with them at the dispersion must have consisted of a few
acknowledged customs, a few acknowledged simple prineiples ;
but their dictionary of political terms must have been short.
They may have had—I firmly believe that they had—among
them the germs of monarchy, of aristocracy, and of demo-
cracy, but they certainly had not names for those abstract
ideas. It was each nation working for itself after the
dispersion, which worked for itself, out of the common
stock of principles and customs, such more claborate political
forms as suited its own circumstances.  And for those forms
it devised names out of its own vocabulary as it stood at
the time. In this way, while we fully believe that there
is a common political heritage belonging to the whole
family, yet it is in no way wonderful, it is rather what we
should in every way expect to happen, that cach nation
should have a political vocabulary of its own. That is to
say, most of the names of particular officers and the like
in each particular nation were independently given by cach
nation in the particular language into which the common
speech had by that time grown among them.

And now let us illustrate all this by examples taken from
the political history and political nomenclature of the three
great races of which we have mainly to speak. In future
lectures I hope to draw out more fully in detail how, as far
as we can go back, by the help of history or legend, into
Hellenic, Italian, or Teutonic antiquity, we find in all alike
the germs alike of the monarchic, the aristocratic, and the
democratic principles of government. That union of the
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three which Tacitus thoﬁght, if possible, could not be lasting,
seems in truth to have «been a common Aryan heritage—
possibly a heritage of all mankind (38). In later times
conscious attempts have been made, or, without any conscious
attempt, men have been led by the circumstances i. which
they found themselves, to devise forms of government after
this model. In so doing, as in so many other cases, they
have often, wittingly or unwittingly, fallen back upon the
earliest models that were to be found. There is one form
of government which, under various modifications, is set
before us in the earliest glimpses which we get of the
political life of at least all the European members of the
Aryan family. This is that of the single King or chief,
first ruler in peace, first captain In war, but ruling, not by
his own arbitrary will, but with the advice of a council of
chiefs eminent for age or birth or personal exploits, and
further bringing all matters of special moment for the
final approval of the general Assembly of the whole people.
I am far from saying that this form of government is
peculiar to the Aryan nations; but I wish to deal with it
first of all as something which seems to be common to all
the Aryan races, and which is undoubtedly common to the
three great races with which we are chiefly concerned. It
is the form of government which we see painted in our first
picture of European life in the songs of Homer; it is found
alike in the realm of the King of Men at Mykéné and in
the realm of the King of Gods and Men on Olympos. T
is the form of government which tradition sets before us
as the earliest form of that ancient Latin constitution oub
of which grew, first the Commonwealth and then the Empire
of Rome. It iscno less the form of government which we
see in the first picture of our own race drawn for us by the
hand of Tacitus (39), and in the glimpses given us by our
own native annals of the first days of our own branch of
that race when they made their way into this island in
which we dwell. Differences of detail may easily be marked
in the different forms of the common constitution, as it
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appears in each of the three great races and even at different
times and among different tribes of the same race, The
titles of the chief ruler, the manner of his appointment, the
range of his powers, differ in different cases. With these
differences of detail I shall have to deal in my next lecture.
I have now only to speak of the common element in all.
And in all, T think, we shall see the same general system
of the single head of the state, the smaller Council, and
the final authority of all, the general Assembly of the whole
people. And, when the likeness is so close between the
three branches of this great family which cannot possibly
have borrowed their institutions from one another in later
times, but which remained together as one people till a late
stage of the general dispersion of the Aryan nations, the
presumption surely is in favour of the belief that political
institutions which are so strikingly alike are in truth a
common heritage, a primeeval form of government under
which the forefathers of Greeks, Italians, and Teutons lived
together, before Greeks, Italians, and Teutons had parted
off into separate nations. This presumption may be met
by the objection at which I have already hinted, namely,
that the several powers of the State, analogous as their form
and powers may be, are not, as a rule, called by cognate
names in the three languages, Greek, Latin, and Teutonic.
But, if I have suggested the objection, I think I have also
answered it beforehand. I think that the diversities of
n>me are exactly what we ought to expect. Each race
carried away certain general principles of government from
the common stock; but the details of each particular con-
stitution, still more the details of its political vocabulary,
were worked out by each nation for itself, or rather by each
tribe of each nation for itself, in times long after the
dispersion. At all events, the points of likeness and un-
likeness between the early political vocabulary of the three
races form a part of our subject, and it is with some inquiry
into them that I purpose to fill up the rest of the space
which is left me to-day. We shall find few or no cases in
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which the actual names of any office are akin in the three
languages; but we shak find that most of them can be
traced up to common roots, and that there are several cases
in which names, though they are not cognate with one
another, yet most certainly translate one another.

Let us begin with the familiar names of the chief of the
State in the three languages. It is plain at first sight that
the words Baoiels, Rex, and King are not words of common
origin. Nor is the matter mended if, instead of those three
familiar names, we use older or less usual names in each
of the three languages, if we take the older or poetic Greek
title dva§ (40), or if for the comparatively modern title of
King we take the older Thiudans or Drikten. But the fact
that Cyning, King, in all its forms, is a comparatively modern
title, is an important point in the argument. It shows how
offices which were substantially the same were called by
different names at different times, or by different branches
of the same race. The Gothic ZThiudans and the English
Cyning must have expressed an office substantially the same,
because the Latin Rex and the Greek Bacidels translate
both of them. The names are in no way kindred in origin,
but they are closely kindred in meaning: Cyning from cyn
and Thiudans from thiude, each called after the kin or people,
pretty well translate one another (41). We thus find two
nations so nearly allied in speech, though so widely cut off
in history, as the English and the Goths, nations abont
which we can hardly doubt that their institutions came from
a common source, calling the head of the people by nan.cs
which in both cases meant the head of the people but which
are in no way philologically akin. There is, then, no need
to be surprised if, among branches of the Aryan family which
are less nearly akin, we do not always find cognate offices
called by cognate names. We shall rather be surprised to
find in how many cases the names are cognate. The Latin
Rex and the Teutonic Cyning have nothing in common in
their names; but, if we go one step beyond the titles borne
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by the men themselves, we shall find that the regnum of
the one is the same thing as the =ice of the other; if we
say of the one that he rexit, we say of the other that he
rizcle (42). We may go further East and West, and find
the 'sam.2 name in the Celtic both of Wales and Ireland,
and in the far-off Sanscrit (43). We then see that both
the idea of government and this particular root to express
government had borne fruit in the Aryan mind, not only
before the Latin had parted off from the Teuton, not only
before the Celt had parted off from both, but before the
great separation had happened between the European and
the Asiatic branches of the great family. It is therefore
owing merely to one of the accidents of language that, while
Latin and English -had a cognate noun and a cognate verb
to express the kingly office, Latin had, and English had not,
a cognate noun to express the King himself And if the
comparatively modern forms, both of English and of High-
German, give us no cognate name for Rexz, we have in the
older Gothic the form Reiks, which, if it does not strictly
translate Rex and Cyning, is not very far removed from
them in meaning (44). I then we find these traces of
common origin in Latin, Teutonic, Celtic, and Sanscrit, we
may be sure that the absence of any such analogies, at all
events of any such palpable analogies, between races so
much more closely allied as the Greek and the Latin, must
be a mere caprice of language, though a strange one indeed.
I say no such palpable analogies, because I leave it to
stronger philologers than myself to say whether any kindred
m:y lurk between dpxew and regere. However this may be,
it is at least plain that the most obvious words, dvaé and
Baothevs, are in no way akin either to Re. or to Cyning.
But, whatever may be the origin of those names, there is
nothing wonderful in each tribe calling its particular officers
by names of later formation in its own language. That the
words Rex and Baoiheds should be quite distinct is no more
wonderful than that the names given by different Italian
and different Greek tribes to other closely allied officers
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should be wholly distinct also, Latium has its Pretors and
Dictators, Samnium has its Imperators, while Rome has
Preetors, Dictators, and Imperators all at once. The only
difference—a difference of no importance for our purmose,
though of great importance in a strictly philologicel view—
1s that Preetor, Dictator, and Imperator are all words of easy
formation in Latin, while Baci\eds has plenty of Greek
derivatives, but, as far as we can see, no Greek cognates.
So the Assembly is in old time the dyop?; at Athens it is
the ékxkAnaia; at Sparta it is the aAla. But the Spartan
name appears again at Athens as the name, if not of the
popular Assembly, yet of the popular court of justice (45),
and, by that cycle which in so many ways binds together
the last and the first days of inuependent Greece, the ayopr
which we have scen among the Achaians of Homer appears
again among the Achaians of Polybios (46). The Greck
yérn and the Latin gentes are palpably the same in name
as well as in substance; but the ¢parplar and ¢pdropes of
Athens have in their political use no Latin cognates, though
we see in them the missing Greek cognates of the names of
kindred, brother and frater (47). So the Athenian BovAj
answers to the Spartan yepovela; but now mark that the
Spartan yepovsila translates the Latin Senatus. Mark too,
that the aristocratic order at Athens and at Rome are
respectively the immeis and the Equites, words which have a
philological connexion in the far-off kindred of mwos and
equus, but which in their actual shapes are distinct and
comparatively late formations (48). A whole flood of
analogies now pours in upon us. The yepovola and the
Senate are kindred institutions, institutions which, one can
hardly doubt, ae really part of the common heritage. But
the analogy of the names is simply a case of that kind of
analogy which springs from like causes producing like effects.
In an early state of society, age implies rule and rule implies
age; this is taught us by a whole crowd of words in all
languages. From the Elders of Midian and the dnpoyépovres
of Ilios, we have not only Spartan and Roman Senators, but
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npéaBeis, ambassadors, whose name of age has passed into a
name of office: we have Christiar Presbyters and English
Ealdormen ; we have the long string of names which spring
frorm the medisval use of Senior (49), Monseigneur, Monsiewr,
Sire, Si~, and endless others. And, to end as we have begun,
beyond the Aryan fold, we have the Sheitkkhs of the Arab,
and among them the most famous of his class, the Old Man
of the Mountain (50). So again the immjlarac of Homer,
the immets of Athens, the Equites of Rome, appear again in
the Caballeros, the Cavalieri, the Chevaliers, of Romance
Europe, and in the Ritterschaft of the Teutonic mainland.
Here again the names are simply analogous. Wherever,
as always will be in an early state of society, there is no
professional army, but an armed nation serves without pay,
if such an army uses horsemen as part of its force (51), that
force is sure to be made up of the noble and wealthy:
cavalry and chivalry will be the same. In the later days
of Rome the Eguites ceased to be a military body; but in
after ages, when the same state of things came again, new
words were made, no longer from the now obsolete equus, but
from the word caballus which had taken its place. In
Germany again the same causes again called forth the word
Ritter, and its English equivalent comes into use in the later
years of our national Chronicle, when King William dubs
his son Henry to 7ider (52). No such title is heard of in
the earlier days of England. The Thegn, the Ealdorman,
the King himself, alike fought on foot; the horse might bear
him to the field, but when the fighting itself came, he
strod ca his native earth to receive the onslaught of her
enemies (53).

All these are instances of the way in which, especially in
so young a form of research as this, we must ever walk
warily, and most carefully distinguish cases of likeness which
there is every reason to believe are really owing to inherit-
ance from a common stock, and cases where the likeness is
simply the likeness of analogy, the effect of like results
springing from like causes. We have seen how much
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is proved by the presence of cognate names of offices, how
little is proved by its absence. Our preliminary work is now
over. We have defined the nature of our method; we have
traced out the limits within which it will for the present be
wise commonly to confine its application. In the f-llowing
lectures I shall try to grapple with the leading analogies to
be found in the great institutions of the three races with
whom we have mainly to deal. In my next lecture I purpose
to deal with the State itself, with the primitive conception
of the commonwealth, as we see it in our first glimpses of
Greek, Roman, and Teutonic political life. I shall thence
go on to the head of the State, the King, and to its body,
the Assembly. And the course may well be wound up with
some instances of special analogiés in the institutions of the
three races, all helping to show, on the one hand, how truly
human nature is one ; how, without regard to races and times,
men are by like circumstances moulded to like forms; and, on
the other hand, to show how great is the common heritage
which the tribes of the common family bore away from their
primzval home, how many are the signs of ancient brother-
hood, which, notwithstanding distance of place and time,
notwithstanding mutual ignorance and mutual hatred, may
still be traced among them,
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I1I

THE STATE

IN my two former lectures we have, I trust, seen somewhat
of the general nature of that common political heritage a
share in which probably belongs to every member of the
great Aryan family, and most certainly belongs to each of
its three most illustrious branches. Our earliest glimpses of
the life of our forefathers and kinsfolk set them before us as
already gathered together in organized societies, as having
already developed the first principles of political government,
and, what is more, as already showing the germs of the
three great forms of political government,—as showing the
germs of monarchy, of aristocracy, and of democracy. Wher-
ever we find, in however rude a shape, the King or other chief,
the Council of elders or nobles, and the general Assembly
of the people, the substance of all three is there. Nor must
we in this matter be led away by mere names. The first
element, that of the King or other chief, may remain after
the kingship in the ordinary sense has been abolished, just
as the forms and titles of kingship may remain after the real
kingly power has passed away. The ari.tocratic element
again, the Council, may or may not take the form of an
hereditary body. Aristocracy, I need hardly say, in its strict
sense, is the rule of the best: indeed aristocracy would be
the rule of the ideally best, those who are really wisest,
bravest, and most upright. Any other standard, be it that
of age, of birth, or of wealth, is simply a substitute which

E
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«
is accepted because, in an imperfect world, the rule of
the ideally best is someshing which may be talked about,
but which will never be found in actual being (1). In the
most conservative society of men that ever was, the com-
munity which never wholly abolished any one of its ancient
institutions, in the Commonwealth of Rome, we see how both
the kingly and the aristocratic elements of the State, in the
common sense of those words, might be swept away without
at all sweeping away the substance of either the kingly or
the aristocratic power. Personal kingship was swept away,
but the kingly power was not swept away: it was simply
put into commission, entrusted to two men for a year, instead
of to one man for life (2). Afterwards, as the needs of the
State called for such a change, 1t was further divided among
various magistrates of various ranks, but to all of whom
some portion of kingly dignity still clave (3). So again,
when, as the monarchy had changed into a commonwealth,
so the commonwealth changed into a monarchy, the change
was not made by abolishing old offices, or by creating new
ones, but by gathering all the offices of State into the hand
of a single man. As the separation of the various duties of
the King created the various magistracies of the Common-
wealth, so in turn the union of the various magistracies
of the Commonwealth created the Emperor (4). So with
regard to the aristocratic branch, the object of all popular
movements at Rome was, not to abolish the Senate, not
even greatly to lessen the powers of the Senate (5), but to
break down the distinction of old and new -citizens, and
to throw the Great Council of the Commonwealti opca
to all its members. In this way the three powers went on,
though the hanas which held them might be changed. The
kingly power went on, though there was no longer a personal
King ; the aristocratic power went on, though it was no
longer confined to a particular order of the Commonwealth ;
and thereby for two glorious centuries Rome came nearer to
being aristocratic, in the literal sense, than any other
government that the world ever saw. If the rule of the best
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was ever reached in any political community upon earth, it
surely was in the commonwealth which strove against
Hannibal and overthrew him. If there ever was a time
when the ideal picture of the poet was to be found on earth,
the time when

None was for a party ;.
When all were for the state ;
When the great man helped the poor,
And the poor man loved the great,

that time was surely to be found in those brightest days of
the Roman Commonwealth, when the elder distinctions of
patrician and plebeian had passed away, and when the later
distinctions of rich and poor had not begun to show them-
selves (6). The great idea of the State, the City, the
Commonwealth, the great whole in and for which each of its
members lived and worked and fought and died, had never
reached to greater sway over the minds of men than in the
long struggle between the first of cities and the first of men.
Thus it was shown that the very greatest of men, in the
single strength of the wisest head, the stoutest heart, and
the strongest arm, was, after all, a power less mighty than
the enduring strength of an united people (7). To show
how the idea of the State—that is, in those days, the idea of
the City—could rule men’s heads and guide their actions, I
might find examples equally to the purpose in the history of
other commonwealths, in democratic Athens or in oligarchic
Venice. But Rome stands out above all, because in no
ovher commonwealth did the three primitive elements of
government live on so long side by side, with changed forms
indeed, but with the strength of all thre® undiminished.
Among the ranks of her own citizens, Rome had in those
days no elements of weakness: every citizen had his place,
and knew his place, and did his work in his place. Her one
element of weakness lay without her walls, in that she was a
city ruling over other cities (8). But here, as in all history,
and as pre-eminently in Roman history, the good and the
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bad, the strong and the weak sides, spring from the same
source, and can hardly be separated from one another. The
noblest and the vilest deeds of the true Roman went hand
in hand. To Rome, to the State, to the whole of which he
was but an unit, he was ready at any moment to sacrifice
himself and all that he had; and to the State, to which he
was ready to sacrifice himself, he was no less ready to sacrifice
all that came in the way of the greatness of the Roman
Commonwealth. To Rome he would sacrifice the laws of
eternal justice, the rights of other nations and common-
wealths, the very faith of treaties, and what we should deem
the truth and honour of Rome herself.

The State then, in what is in some sort the highest con-
ception of it, is a City; and it can hardly fail to be a City
bearing rule over other cities. Now the conception of the
State as a City is far from being the earliest conception of
the State; still it is one which has much in common with
the earliest conception of the State as opposed to the con-
ception of it which now prevails in modern Europe. The
modern conception of the State is a Nation. It is perhaps
not very easy to define a Nation; still the word conveys an
idea which, if not always very accurate in point of philosophy,
1s at least practically intelligible. Whatever else a nation
may be or may not be, the word suggests to us a considerable
continuous part of the earth’s surface inhabited by men who
at once speak the same tongue and are united under the
same government. Anything differing from this strikes us
as exceptional. Thus Switzerland and Scotland give us
examples of nations, which we feel to be nations, but which
are formed by the artificial union, through the circumstances
of their history, of parts of three adjoining nations which
have parted off from their natural brethren and have found
adoptive brethren among strangers. On the other hand, in
North America we see, in the United States and the adjoin-
ing dominions of the British Crown, a continuous territory
inhabited by men speaking the same language, but who,
being separated from one another by the circumstances of
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their history, no longer feel themselves to be members of the
same nation. By a process analogeus to the Roman law of
adoption, that law by which a man might artificially become
a raember of a family to which he did not belong by birth,
those parts of the German, Burgundian, and Italian nations,
which have joined together to form the modern Swiss nation,
and those parts of the Irish, English, and British nations
which have joined together to form the modern Scottish
nation, have cast away their original nationality and have
made for themselves a new one (9). But the Publius
Cornelius Scipio who finally overthrew Carthage was,
Amilius as he was by birth, as good a Scipio as the elder
Publius who had given Carthage her death-blow at Zama.
And so the artificial Scots, the artificial Switzers, have
formed a nation as real and true as if it had been a nation
strictly answering to some linguistic or ethnological division.
And, in the other case, the events which have caused the
English settlers north and south of the great American lakes
to part off into two distinct nations have the character of a
family quarrel, which, because it is a family quarrel,is harder
to heal than a quarrel between strangers. But we feel that
all cases of this kind either way are exceptional cases,
accounted for by exceptional causes; the normal nation is
one where the continuous speakers of a single tongue are
united under a single government ; such a nation forms the
ideal of a State, whether kingdom or commonwealth, which
forms the ground of all modern political speculation.

Now this fact that we expect, as a rule, the nation to form
a single government—the fact that political unity enters
into our general idea of a nation—shows how greatly we
have changed in this matter from the political ideas of earlier
times. Take Greece for example. There was in the Greek
mind a distinct idea of a Greek nation, united by a common
origin, speech, religion, and civilization. Every Greck was
a brother to every other Greek, as contrasted with the
outside Barbarian (10). But that the whole Greek nation,
or so much of it as formed a continuous or nearly continuous
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territory, could be united into one political community, never
came into the mind of any Greek statesman or Greek
philosopher. The independence of each city was the one
cardinal principle from which all Greek political life stared.
The State, the Commonvwealth, was in Greek eyes a Tity, an
organized society of men dwelling in a walled town as the
hearth and home of the political society, and with a surround-
ing territory not too large to allow all its free inhabitants
habitually to assemble within its walls to discharge the
duties of citizens. During the most brilliant times of the
Greek Commonwealths, the City, and nothing higher or
lower, was the one acknowledged political unit. A scattered
tribe was not enough, an unwalled village was not enough;
while, on the other hand, no Greek of those days willingly
merged his city in any greater aggregate (11). And the
higher was the civilization, the fuller was the political
developement, of any branch of the Greek nation, the stronger
was the feeling with which it clave to the full political
independence of every separate city. The feelings which we
bear towards the Nation, the Greeks bore towards the City
(12). We have heard in modern times of “oppressed
nationalities”—a form of words which, I suppose, means
much the same as oppressed nations. That form of words
implies that such nations are wronged by being put under a
government which is not of their own nation. With exactly
the same feelings did the old Greeks look upon those cases
in their own political world when it was not nation that was
subject to nation, but city that was subject to city. Forone
city to bear rule over another was common enough, wLen oi.e
city was stronger and another weaker; but such a relation
was always deeried to be unjust, at all events in the eyes of
the weaker city. And in such cases it was always, in the
strictest sense, city bearing rule over city; the subject city
still kept on its being as an organized political community,
and it therefore felt only the more keenly the loss of its full
political independence (13). The theory of the independence
of each city, the universal doctrine of Greece, was, though as
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we shall presently see in a very modified form, the political
doctrine of ancient Italy also. The feeling has affected
language in a way which makes it hard to represent some
fariiliar Greek and Latin expressions in any modern speech.
Harpis, patric, may often be well enough translated by
country, patrie Vaterland; but the true patria of the Greek
or the Roman was not a country in our sense: it was not
Grecce but Athens, it was not Italy but Rome, which was
the patria of the Athenian or the Roman (14). Scipio at
Liternum was held to be in exile as much as if he had
banished himself to Spain or Syria. And when Tiberius
removed his dwelling from Rome to Caprez, men wondered
that a Roman citizen, a Roman prince, could so long “ carere
patria” ; a phrase which, i we translate it “to be without a
country,” sounds strange indeed when applied to one who
had simply moved his dwelling from Rome to an island off
the coast of Campania (15).

But the idea of the City, on the face of it, marks in truth
a very advanced state in the political developement of any
people. If we look at the history of Greece only, we shall
find abundant signs that that political life of the city which
comes out with such brilliancy in the days of the Persian
and Peloponnesian wars, and which was already fully
established in the days of Homer, was far from being the
earliest social condition of the Greek people. The thing in
fact hardly needs proof: it needs no evidence to show that a
wandering tribe cannot build cities, nor is it likely that men
should gather themselves together in political societies within
walled towns till they have been long accustomed to the
practice of agriculture and of life in settlec: dwellings. As
the settled village is an advance on the wandering tribe, so
the walled city is an advance on the unwalled village; its
origin is often to be found in the hill-fort which formed the
rude citadel of the village, the primaval fortress where men
and cattle might seek shelter in case of a sudden inroad of
their enemies. The hill-fort might itself grow into the city,
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as so many ancient Gaulish hill-forts have grown into ancient
Roman and modern French cities (16), or as the greater
Athens of later times gathered round the holy rock of
Athéng, once itself the city, but now its venerable Akropolis
(17). Or again, as population grows and civilization acCvances,
the hill-fort may be wholly forsaken for some more tempting
site in the plain; as when the lofty Dardanié made way for
holy Ilios, the city of articulate-speaking men (18). Greck
city life could not have existed as long as the forefathers of
the Hellénes were slowly making their way from the head of
the Hadriatic gulf down to the peninsula of Attica and the
great island of Pelops (19). The point is that even the first
rudiments of Greek city life could hardly have come into
being till the Hellénes had long peen in possession of the
peninsular land between Mount Olympos and Cape Malea.
The Homeric poems contain passages which seem to contrast
the social state of the Achaian princes and people with other
races, at least not wholly alien, which were still on a lower
social level (20). It is worth noticing too that the familiar
word dfjuos, the people, seems to have first of all meant the
ground, and thence to have been transferred to the inhabit-
ants or tillers of the ground (21). This change of meaning
could hardly have taken place after city life was fully
established. And side by side with the greatest develope-
ment of the later meaning of the word, side by side with the
Athenian Démos himself, we see the local divisions of the
land, which still bore the same name, witnesses of the time
when Démos had meant the land itself, and not those who
dwelt upon it (22). But other proofs show that the siate of
society which we see in the Homeric poems succeeded, no
doubt by gradudf stages, to one far less advanced, which still
left traces of itself in historic times. In historical times the
cities are everything; treaties and leagues were, in the more
advanced regions of Greece, made only between city and
city. But the most ancient of common Greek institutions,
the great religious union of the Amphiktyons, was not an
union of cities. Athens and Sparta, as Athens and Sparta,
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had no part or lot in it. The Amphiktyonic body was an
union of races, races some of which had risen to greatness in
other parts of Greece, while others remained in their ancient
obs.urity in their old seats by Thermopylai. In that great
religious convocation, the Dorian and the Ionian race had
each its equal vote alongside of Malians and Phthidtic
Achalans. Athens and Sparta, as severally the greatest
Ionic and the greatest Dorian city, might practically command
the Ionian and the Dorian vote; but, as the cities of Athens
and Sparta, they had no formal place in the Council. This
feature in the Amphiktyonic body, a feature which could not
possibly have been introduced at any moment in the recorded
history of Greece, at once shows the vast antiquity of the
Amphiktyonic union, and % also shows that the system of
cities with which we are so familiar in Grecian history grew
out of an earlier system of tribes (23). So again, even in
the historic times of Greece, we find that there were large
districts, Atolia, Akarnania, some parts of Arkadia, in which
city life was very imperfectly developed, where walled towns
at special points were not unknown, but where the city had
not wholly swallowed up the tribe and the village, in the
way in which it had done in the lands of Athens, Corinth,
or Beeotia (24). We find also in the historic times more
than one instance in which a Greek city—Elis for example,
and Megalopolis in after times—was formed by the union of
several villages, or of towns so small that they hardly
deserved the names of cities (25). And we see too, in the
case of Mantineia and of Sparta itself, a tradition so strong
that it can hardly have been groundless, which told that
those cities had themselves been formed in a like sort, in
days which must have been older than the Humeric catalogue
(26). So again,in those neighbouring nations which were
not strictly Greek, but to whom the true Hellénes seem to
have stood in the relation of members of the same family
who had outstripped their brethren, among Epeirots and
Macedonians, we find much the same state of things as in
the ruder parts of Greece itself: the city is not unknown,
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but the tribe and the village still remain the leading
features of national life (27). We might have inferred
without historical evidence, from the very nature of the case,
that the Greek system of cities grew out of an ea-lier
system of tribes and villages, but there is in truth quite
enough of strictly historical evidence to prove the point.

The system of cities was thus, even in Greece, far from
being a thing which had been from the beginning. But it
became, as we all know, the great characteristic of Grecian
politics, the feature to which Greece owes at once the
brilliance and the shortness of its history. For the city,
according at least to Greek political ideas, kept on one
feature of the life of the tribe, even more strictly than it
was kept on by the tribe itself. The City, the State, the
commonwealth, was an assemblage of yévn, of gentes, of natural
or artificial families. Citizenship was thus a matter of
hereditary descent: mere residence, even to the ninth and
tenth generation, could never confer the civic franchise (28).
Once or twice in the history of a city, when the original
citizens had shrunk up into a narrow oligarchy, a large
admission of the unenfranchised classes to the rights of
citizenship might change the commonwealth from an oligarchy
into a democracy (29). Now and then too citizenship might
be bestowed by special decree on a stranger, whether a
resident on the spot or a distant prince who had deserved
well of the commonwealth (30). But there was no way by
which the necessary extinction of citizen families could be,
as a matter of ordinary course, supplied by new blood. A
Greek city might hold other cities in bondage; sho might
have other cities united to her on terms of either equal or
dependent alliance; but the breaking down of the citizen
barrier, the admission of allies or subjects to a common
franchise, was, we may say, unknown in the historical times
of Greece. It had been done once before history began,
when all the Attic towns were either persuaded or constrained
to merge their political being in that of the one city of
Athens (31). It was tried once in historical times, in a
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feeble and unsuccessful way, when the commonwealths of
Argos and Corinth were for a momeat thrown into one (32).
But, as a rule, through the most brilliant days of Greece,
eacu city clave to its separate political being. The higher
the policical developement the higher the material and social
civilization of any Grecian city, the more fervently, the more
obstinately, it clave to its distinct and independent being as
a sovereign commonwealth. It might be a ruling city, and
it never dreamed of granting its citizenship to its subjects;
1t might be a dependent city, and it dreamed perhaps of
throwing off the yoke of its too powerful neighbour, but
never of asking for its franchise.

From this cause sprang two results. Grecce never became,
in any political sense, a nation. And those parts of Greece
which, in her latest days of independence, came nearest to
becoming a nation were not those parts which had filled the
foremost places in her earlier and more brilliant days. In
the last, the Federal, age of Greece the parts of Greece
which showed the fullest national life were precisely those
more backward districts where Greek city life had never
developed itself in its fulness. tolia, Akarnania, even the
hellenized Epeiros, now show a truer national life than
Athens. But in those later days one great step in political
progress was taken. Federal principle had hitherto lurked
in Greece only in the parts where either city life was hardly
developed at all, or where the cities were small and of little
account in Grecian politics. It had long bound together the
fierce tribes of Atolia and the respectable but insignificant
towns of the original Achaia (33). It now became the
leading principle of Greek politics. The greater part of
Greece was mapped out among Federal ¢ommonwealths.
But the greatest cities of the olden time kept aloof from
a system which so greatly trenched on the separate inde-
pendence of each particular city. Athens never joined the
Achaian League; Sparta was enrolled in it against her
will (34). In these last days of independent Greece a new
form of political life arose. But it was simply a developement
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or modification of her old system of independent cities. The
cities gave up so much of their independent political being
as to group themselves into Confederations, to let several
cities form a single State in their dealings with other Stw.tes.
But the Confederation was still a Confederation of cities.
The internal constitutions of the cities remained untouched.
Each still remained a distinct and sovereign commonwealth
in all its domestic affairs. The form of a Federal Common-
wealth, a Bundesstaat (35), and that a Federal Common-
wealth formed, not of tribes or cantons but of cities, was
the nearest approach to national unity to which the most
advanced parts of Hellas in the days of her independence
ever reached.

Here then is one idea of the' State: that in which the
State, the Commonwealth, the body in which a man enjoys
political rights and discharges political duties, the body
round which all his patriotic feelings centre, is not a nation,
not a country in our sense, but a single city. There is no
doubt that such a system as this calls forth the powers of
man to their very highest point; there has never been
another political society in the world in which the average
of the individual citizen stood so high as it did under the
Athenian Democracy in the days of its greatness. The weak
point of such a system is that it is too brilliant to last; the
high-strung enthusiasm to which it owes its being, and
without which it cannot be kept up at the same level, is
not likely to last for many generations (36). Again, such
a system can last only as long as it forms the whole of its
own civilized world. Where the strength of a country is
cut up among a number of absolutely independent cities,
indifferent or even hostile to one another, they must give
way as soon as an united power of equal strength and equal
intelligence is brought to bear upon them. Greece drew
increased strength, and even increased union, from the
attacks made upon her by the brute force of Persia: she
could not bear up against the single power of Macedonia,
schooled in her own arts and discipline. The lesson did its
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work in the revival of Greek indepe)ndence in the Federal
period. But even then the degree cf union that was reached
was simply Federal, and even that degree of union was
nev.r extended over the whole land. Greece never became
a nation: a people whose idea of political life does not go
beyond the separate and independent city never can become
a nation; it never can endure when the forces of a nation
are brought against it. But it none the less shows the
powers of man in a higher form than they can reach under
any other system; and, although the system itsclf is one
which cannot last in its full force and glory through more
than a few generations of men, its history is none the less
rich in abiding lessons for all time.

From the idea of the State as the single independent
city, the idea which gave all its brilliance to the peninsula
east of the Hadriatic, we turn to another idea of the State,
or rather to a modification of the same idea, which was
worked out in the political history of the other great
Mediterranean land. Italy, no less than Greece, was from
the earliest times parted out into small commonwealths, or
rather it was occupied by distinct settlements, clans, or
tribes, which grew into distinct commonwealths. The idea
of the independent city may be said to have been the leading
political idea of ancient Italy, no less than of ancient Greece,
but it was never carried out in the same completcness. We
must set aside that part of Southern Italy which was in
after times directly colonized from Greece, and the history
cf who.e Greek cities is simply a part of the history of the
Greek cities elsewhere. In that much larger part of Italy
which was untouched by Greek colonization, though the
walled city seems to have been everywhere the ideal political
unit, yet true city-life, according to Greek notions, never
reached the same complete predominance. From the be-
ginning the towns were smaller, and they were more ready
to join themselves together by a Federal tie. There never
could have been more than a very few Italian cities, and
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those scattered at distances as great as that which separated
Rome from Capua, which could have had any claim to rank
alongside of the great cities which in Greece lay as near
together as Thebes, Athens, Corinth, Siky6n, and A~gos
(37). Hence the history of ancient Italy is a history of
confederations, far more than a history of single cities; and
the Italian confederations had from the beginning a closer
union and a nearer approach to national unity than the
later and more brilliant confederations of Greece. Latium,
Samnium, and the rest, had more in common with Atolia
and Akarnania than with the more strictly civic confeder-
ation of the Achaian League. The real elements of old
Italian life are the gens or clan and the tribe. The city
is rather the fortress, the plac® of meeting, the place of
shelter, of the tribe or collection of tribes, than the actual
home and dwelling-place which it was in Greek ideas (38).
At the same time it was in Italy that the idea of the city,
the single independent city—the ruling city—was carried
out on a scale in which it never was before or after. A
group of Latin villages grew together to form a border
fortress of Latium on the Etruscan march (39). That border
fortress grew step by step to be the head of Latium, the
head of Italy, the head of the Mediterranean world. The
idea of the city—the ruling city—gathering around it the
various classes of citizens, half-citizens, allies, and subjects
(40), all looking to the local city as the common centre,
whether of freedom to be exercised or dominion to be
endured, all this finds its greatest and mightiest develope-
ment in the Latin city of Rome. Rome alone amorg cit’2s
can rightly call herself eternal; but she won her eternity
by casting off, more than any other city ever did, the
trammels which narrowed the greatness and shortened the
life of the other ruling cities of the world. The course by
which Rome rose to her dominion was set forth by one of
her own Cesars in her own Senate; it was by granting,
step by step, equal rights with her own alike to faithful
allies and to conquered enemies. Claudius argued, with
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thorough insight into the history of the State over which
he ruled, that the dominion of Athens and Sparta had been
short, because they had failed to grant their citizenship to
thelr allies and subjects; that the dominion of Rome had
been lasting, because the allies and subjects of Rome had
been freely allowed to become Romans. The plebeian, the
Latin, the Italian, each in his turn, had been admitted to
the rights and honours of the conquering city. From Italy,
so Claudius argued, the same process should go on to Gaul
and Spain; and so it did go on till, when the franchise of
the Roman city had become nothing worth, all the free
inhabitants of the Roman world were admitted to it (41).
But mark that it was to the franchise of the Roman city,
to the local burghership of a single town, that Latium,
Italy, and the world, were gradually admitted. They were
admitted to a body of exactly the same nature as the
hereditary burghers of an old Greek or a medieval Italian
city, to a body essentially the same as the freemen of a
modern English borough. We may, in a sense, say that
a city grew into a nation, or into more than a nation, when
its citizenship was thus extended to the whole of the then
civilized world. Still it was the local franchise of a city;
it was a franchise which, as long as it remained any real
franchise at all, could be exercised nowhere except in that
city (42). The result was that, long before the world had
become Roman, even before all Italy had become Roman,
the municipal government of the Roman city had been tried
and found wanting as the government of so large a part
ol the world. The constitution which, for its own proper
use, had been one of the best that the world ever saw—a
constitution all the better because it grew up bit by bit
as it was wanted—broke down when it was put to an use
for which it was utterly unfitted. The burghers of a single
Italian city could not govern the whole world; they could
not even govern Italy. They could not even administer
the affairs of their own city, when they themselves were
numbered by hundreds of thousands. The despotism of the
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Caesars was the g{em ;’emedy for an incurable disease. As
regards the city itself,<if, as Mzaecenas thought, life even
in torments is better than death (43), the disease was a
smaller evil than the remedy. As regards the subject lends,
they gained by getting one master instead of mary. The
moral of QGrecian history is that a system of independent
cities cannot bear up against an united kingdom or common-
wealth. The moral of Roman history is that, if a single
city aspires to universal dominion, it may indeed become
the seat of a power which deserves to be called eternal, but
it can become mistress of the world only by the sacrifice
of its own freedom. The distinction between citizen and
subject may be swept away; but it will be swept away,
not by raising the subject to the level of the citizen, but
by bringing down the citizen to the level of the subject.

We thus see that, though Greece and Italy alike took
the independent city as their leading political idea, the
results which were worked out were widely different in the
two cases. The earlier and fuller establishment of the
Federal principle in Italy, the greater readiness in com-
municating the franchise to allies and subjects, both worked
to the same end. And I suspect that both of these were
different results of the same cause, and that that cause was
that the clan feeling, the tribe feeling, had by no means so
wholly given way to the city feeling as it did in Greece.
The truth is that, if we read history as chronology requires
us to read it, beginning with Greece, thence going on to
the Roman conquerors of Greece, and thence to the Tcu-
tonic conquerors of Rome, we are, for many purposes of this
inquiry, reading history backwards. We find the primitive
conception of the State in an earlier form among the
Italians than we find it among the Greeks, at all events
than we find it in those Greek states of which we have
most knowledge. And we find it in a still earlier form
amongst the Teutonic nations than we find it among the
Italians. The notion of the State as a city is, as we have
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seen and as it must be in the nature of things, a later notion
than the notion of the State as a trtbe, We have seen that,
even in some parts of Greece, the notion of the city—the
ruliag idea of fully developed Greek political life—grew
but slowly, and never bore the same fruits which it bore
in the great Greek city commonwealths. Among the Teu-
tonic nations we may fairly say that the city commonwealth
never became an essential element of political life at all.
The conception of the absolutely sovereign city common-
wealth is not a strictly Teutonic conception; it has never
been the ruling political idea of any Teutonic people. The
Greeks reached the city stage so early, they carried out its
leading idea to such perfection, that they never reached the
national stage. The Teutdns passed from the tribal stage
into the national stage without ever going through the city
stage at all. The Italians followed an intermediate course ;
they reached the city stage, but they never carried it to
the same perfection to which it was carried in Greece. The
older ideas of the clan and the tribe kept far more power;
down to the latest days of Rome’s freedom they exercised
an influence which they lost at a far earlier stage of Athenian
political history.

To trace out the difference in this respect between the
history of the three chief races which we are comparing, we
must go back to the very beginnings of political life. The
Greek philosophers themselves saw that the original element
of the State—of the City—was to be found in the family.
But they perhaps did not attach its full importance to the
siuge whaich comes between the family in the narrower sense
and the political commonwealth (44). The great practical
element in all early political societies is the fumily, but it is:
the family, not in the narrower sense of the mere housebold,
the father and his immediate children, but in the form which
the family takes when it has swelled into the clan. The
clan may take many forms: it may long keep up the wild
independence, the predatory life, the attachment to the
hereditary chief of the race, which distinguishes the Celtic
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clans and septs both in Britain and in Ireland (45). Ina
higher stage it may take the shape of the agricultural village
community, such as we see it in forms common to the Aryan
races both in East and West (46). The two things in suort,
the clan and the village community, are the same thing,
influenced only by those circumstances, geographical or other-
wise, which allow one clan or company to adopt a more
gettled life, while another is driven to linger in, or even to
fall back upon, a ruder state of things. The yévos of Athens,
the gens of Rome, the mark or gemeinde of the Teutonic
nations, the village community of the East, and, as I have
said, the Irish clan, are all essentially the same thing. All
are parts of the common heritage; all mark a stage in pro-
gress which is essentially the same, although the further
developements of each have branched off into such widely
different shapes. In each case, the community thus formed
1s the lowest political unit—it is the association next above
that of the mere household. It does not stand immediately
below the tribe, as we find between them the intermediate
association of the Awundred or curia. Still, the tribe on the
one side, the clan or gens on the other, stand out in such a
much more marked way than the intermediate group that
we may venture to say that, as the commonwealth, whether
city or nation, is formed by an union of tribes, so the tribe is
formed by an union of gentes.

The names yévos and gens at once proclaim that community
of blood is the idea which lies at the root of the association
so called. We have no English name which exactly expresses
the same idea (47); but the local nomenclature of our own
land makes it plain that this lowest political unit was at
first, here as eisewhere, formed of men bound together by
a tie of kindred, in its first estate natural, in a later
stage either natural or artificial. A large proportion of
the parishes of England bear names which come directly
from old Teutonic patronymics. Uffington, Gillingham, a
crowd of others—the same name not uncommonly repeating
itself in distant parts of the country—point beyond all doubt
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to the Uffingas, the Gillingas, and so forth, as their original
Teutonic settlers (48). These namés answer exactly to those
borne by the gentes of Athens and Rome, to the Alkmaidnidai
ana the Julii, and to those borne by the clans and septs of
the Scot both in his own island and in Britain (49). In all
these cases the name is strictly a patronymic; the race is
called after a supposed forefather. But in none of these
cases are we bound to look for actual kindred among all the
members of the body (50). Still it is none the less true that
the idea of the family runs through all. The family is the
starting-point : the common patriarch, divine or human, real
or mythical, Alkmai6n, Julus, Offa, Donald, is the tie which
binds together all the membem of his house, whether really
sprung of his blood or not.” The adopted son, the freedman,
the client, the favoured stranger, might be received in their
several degrees within the pale of the house, so that real
purity of blood would become a mere name, a simple legal
fiction (51); still it was into the house, the gens, the clan—
that is, into the family, to its name, its rights, its sacred
ceremonies and traditions (52)—that he was admitted. Both
at Rome and at Athens the gentes were joined together into
a higher union, that of the curia or the pparpla—that is, the
brotherhood, the name which still so strangely preserves
the common Aryan word which the Greek tongue has lost in
its older and nearer meaning (53). The gathering of curie
or ¢parplas again forms the tribe; the gathering of tribes
forms the State. But alike at Rome and at Athens, tribes
formed of curiee and gentes lost their political signiﬁcance
aud gave way as political institutions to tribes of later origin
founded on another principle. In the later stages of both
commonwealths, the elements of which the 'commonwealth'
was made up were no longer the primitive genealogical
tribes, but tribes which were essentially local. But the
smaller groups of which the tribes were immediately made
up, the gentes and the groups intermediate between the gentes
and the tribes, still lived on, though, by one of those accidents
which are to be found in all these histories of political growth,
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it happened that the element which kept most of its import-
ance differed in the twc cases. In the later stages of the
Athenian commonwealth we hear far more of the ¢parpia
than we do of the yévos. At Rome the curie sank in.o a
mere name at a comparatively early stage, while the gentes
remained and flourished, and had the most abiding influence
on the étional character and the national history.

At Rome then the influence of the family community was
far stronger, far more lasting, than it was at Athens. One
cause of this difference may seem a small one. There can
be little doubt that the fact that the gentes of Rome survived
longer and played a greater part in history than the Greek
and Teutonic unions which answer to them is largely owing
to an accident of Roman nomenclature, though we cannot
doubt that the apparent accident had itself some determining
cause. Megaklés the Alkmaionid, or Godric the Uffing,
remembered and boasted of the name of his real or mythical
forefather, but he did not bear it about with him as part of
himself, as his nomen to which his own personal name was
only a premomen, in the way in which the names of the
patriarchs of their house were borne by Titus Quinctius or
Caius Julius (54). But other causes were doubtless also at
work. There can be little doubt that the genealogical
associations at Rome drew much of strength and perman-
ency from the fact that they were, more largely than at
Athens, local associations also. No fact in what we may call
mythical history seems better established than the tradition
that the city of Rome grew out of the union of two or more
village communities. So, as we have seen, did many Greciau
cities, Sparta itself among them (55). But at Sparta the
origin of the @3al—the Spartan curiez—and tribes is not to
be looked for in the old Lacedsemonian local divisions, but in
the divisions which the Dorian conquerors brought with
them and which they established in all the Dorian cities of
Peloponnésos. These tribes, common to the Dorians every-
where, together with the &Bal of which they were formed,
lived on as divisions of the ruling Spartan people, alongside



ur EFFECTS OF ROMAN SYSTEM OF NOMENCLATURE 69
of the local divisions earlier than the conquest, just as, both
at Athens and Rome, we find the local tribes either sup-
planting or existing alongside of the tribes which were
purly genealogical (56). At Athens, if the city was formed
by the geographical union of earlier villages—a process
which must not be confounded with the political union of
the towns of Attica—it must have been at a time so early as
to have left no trace of itself either in legend or in tradition.
A prying eye may perhaps find out some slight and doubtful
traces of inhabitants of the soil earlier than the historic
Athenians, but they will hardly find traces of the fusing
together of neighbouring and kindred villages (57). We
find at Athens the four Jonic tribes, common probably to
the Ionians everywhere; but we have no such local
memories as those which connect the Ramnes with the
village of Romulus and the Titienses with the village of
Titus Tatius (58). Add to this the feeling of which I shall
have to speak in another lecture, the strong conservative
feeling which runs through the political revolutions of Rome
in a far higher degree than through those of Athens. It
thus came about that the old Ionic tribes at Athens were
swept away as political bodies, and that the ¢parplac and
gentes lived on only as family brotherhoods and religious
associations, no longer as component members of the com-
monwealth. The ancient genealogical tribes gave way to
the later tribes of the constitution of Kleisthenés, tribes
which were mere artificial divisions, and which had no
real tie either of descent or of locality. The Ten Tribes
were indeed made up of dfjuot, and the dfjuor were doubtless,
in the strictest sense, village communities; but care was
specially taken that the djuor which made up a tribe should
not lie geographically together (59). For such a chinge
there were good reasons in the political experience of the
time; but the substitution of a new local division for one
purely genealogical marks a great revolution in men’s ideas,
and shows how far real statesmanship could prevail over
mere traditional memories (60). The Démos often bore the
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name of the Gens (61). Still in the later political arrange-
ments of Athens the Gens had passed utterly away, and the
Démos was not itself a political unit, but a mere local
division of a new local tribe.

At Rome, on the other hand, the commonwealth, both in
its earlier and its later form, was made up of tribes which
were essentially local. Such, we can hardly doubt, were the
old Patrician tribes which represented the original com-
munities of which the city itself in its first estate was made
up. The settlement of Romulus and the settlement of
Tatius, that is the tribes of the Ramnes and the Titienses,
occupied two distinet hills amongthe famous seven (62). It
18 more certain that the new Roman people, the Plebs, was
made up from the beginning of strictly local tribes; it is
certain that, as the State grew, it grew by the addition of
fresh local tribes. When a new town or district was enfran-
chised, its territory formed a new tribe ; and of the thirty-five
tribes of the later commonwealth the local city of Rome
contained four only (63). And the local tribe too, like the
Attic dnuos, was often closely connected with the clan (64).
And though the djuos, as an element of the State, was
essentially a local division, yet, as the dfjuoc were in their
origin gentes or village communities, it was quite possible
that, at the time when the d7jmot were mapped out, the
dfjmos might nearly answer to some gens and its following.
And in the like sort, though the d7juot and the new tribes were
local in their origin, yet, when once established, they became
genealogical. So it was with the local Roman tribes also.
Their names show that they too were often connected with a
gens, and the connexion is marked in a special way in one
case which has been preserved to us either by history or by
tradition. When Attus Clausus and his following moved to
Rome, they formed the Claudian tribe as well as the Claudian
gens. But the Claudian tribe had not, like an Attic Démos,
sunk to be a mere local division ; it was a component part of
the Roman commonwealth, with its independent vote in the
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Assembly of the Roman tribes. Through all these causes,
the ideas which were at the root of every commonwealth—
the ideas of the clan and the tribe—lived on at Rome with
far yreater strength, and with a far closer connexion with
the political life of the commonwealth, than they kept at
Athens. But, because the ideas of the clan and the tribe
remained more lively, the idea of the city was less perfect.
The Roman commonwealth was a city commonwealth,
because the city of Rome was the one heart and home of
the State. But, in this like Athens, though unlike every
other Greek city, the life of the commonwealth was not shut
up within the walls of the city. Rome was a city common-
wealth ; we cannot call it a mere city commonwealth, when
the City itself had little more than a ninth part of the
voting power of the State—four votes only out of thirty-five.
In all these ways the conception of the city was less perfect
at Rome, less perfect in Italy generally, than it was in
Greece. For that very reason the political system of Rome
was more long-lived than that of Greece. Rome never, in
strictness, became a nation; but it came far nearer to
becoming a nation than either Greece as a whole or any
particular Greek commonwealth.

We now come to the institutions of our own forefathers
and kinsmen—to the primitive conceptions of the State as
held by the nations of the Teutonic race. Our own early
history is the true key to the early history of Greece and
Italy. Among the ancient Germans and Scandinavians, and
nov least among the Teutonic settlers in our own island, we
see many things face to face which in Greece and Italy we
see but darkly; we see many things for certain which in
Greece and Italy we can only guess at; we see many things
still keeping their full life and meaning, of which in Greece
and Italy we can at most spy out traces and survivals. It is
among the men of our own blood that we can best trace out
how, as in Greece and Italy, the family grew into the clan—
how, as in Greece and Italy, the clan grew into the tribe—



72 THE STATE LECT.

and how at that stage the developement of the two kindred
races parted company—how among Teutons, on either side
of the sea, the tribe has grown, not into the city but into the
nation. But, before I try to work out this comparisoﬁ and
contrast in any detail, I would first speak of two facts which
strongly illustrate the different political and social ideas of
those two great branches of the Aryan family, the Greek and
the Italian on one side, our own forefathers on the other. I
choose two facts, two formulee, two fashions of speech, stand-
ing out on the surface of those transitional ages when the
Roman and the Teutonic system stood side by side. They
will show how utterly unlike from one point of view, close as
is their likeness from another,qare the political ideas and
manner of speech of those in whose minds the city is every-
thing, and of those with whom the city is unknown or
secondary, with whom the tribe grew at once into the nation.
Both examples come from early ecclesiastical history. When
Christianity gradually became the religion alike of the
Roman Empire and of the conquerors who embraced its
civilization, those who obstinately clave to the old idolatry
were called, both in Latin and in Teutonic speech, by names
which in themselves expressed, not error in religion, but
inferiority of social state. The worshipper of Jupiter or of
Woden was called in Latin mouths a pagan, in Teutonic
mouths a heathen. The two names well set forth the two
distinct standards of civilization which were held by those
who spoke the two languages. The paganus was the man of
the country, as opposed to the man of the city. The Gospel
was first preached in the towns, and the towns became
Christian while the open country around them still clave to
the old Gods. Hence the name of the pagan, the rustic, the
man who stood outside the higher social life of the city, came
to mean the man who stood outside the pale of the purer faith
of the Church (65). But in the England of the sixth
century, in the eastern Germany of the eighth, no such
distinction could be drawn. If all who dwelled without the
walls of a city had remained without the pale of the Church,
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the Church would have had few votaries indeed among the

independent Teutons. In their id&as the opposition between
the higher and the lower stage was not the opposition between
thc man of the city and the man of the country; it was the
opposition between the man of the occupied and cultivated
land and the wild man of the wilderness. The cities, where
there were any, and the villages and settled land generally,
became Christian, while the rude men of the heath still
served Woden and Thunder. The worshippers of Woden
and Thunder were therefore called heathens (66). Pagan and
Heathen alike mark the misbeliever as belonging to a lower
social stage than the Christian. But the standard of social
superiority which is assumed differs in the two cases. The
one is the standard of a people with whom the city is the
centre of the whole social life ; the other is the standard of a
people among whom the city, if it was to be found at all, was
simply the incidental dwelling-place of a part of the nation
which was in no way privileged over those who dwelled
beyond its bounds.

The other instance from the same period is this. In the
organization of the Christian Church the ecclesiastical
divisions always followed the civil divisions of the time; a
fact which, as they commonly outlived those divisions, makes
the boundaries of ecclesiastical provinces and dioceses of such
primary importance in historical geography. But in Roman
and in Celtic or Teutonic Europe—for in this matter we may
class Celt and Teuton, Scot and Englishman, together—the
ecclesiastical divisions represent civil divisions of quite dif-
ferent kinds. In Italy, Gaul, or Spain, the Bishop was
placed in the city; the city was his hearth and home, the
chief seat of his spiritual labours; it was from the city that
he drew his title, and the limits of his spiritual Jjurisdiction
were marked by the limits of the civil jurisdiction of the
city. In Britain and Ireland, on the other hand, either
there were no cities at all, or, where there were any, they
were not, as under the Roman system, the centres of all
political and social life. Hence the Bishop was not the
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Bishop of the city, but the Bishop of the tribe or nation:
the limits of his diocese were fixed by the limits of the
principality ; his see, his bishop-stool, was not necessarily
fixed in the most populous spot in his diocese, and the title
of the Bishop, like the title of the King, was more commonly
taken from the people than from any place in their territory
(67). Titles like Meath, Ossory, Argyll, and Galloway are
vestiges of the days when men spoke also of an Archbishop
of the English and a Bishop of the South-Saxons (68). And
all bear witness to a state of things when the tribe and not
the city, the people and not the territory, was the source and
limit alike of temporal and of ecclesiastical rule.

That our own forefathers and kinsmen, in the picture
which Tacitus gives us of their earliest state, lagged behind
their kinsfolk in the two southern peninsulas, as we see
them in the Homeric poems and in the earliest traditions
of Rome, is a matter neither of shame nor of regret. Our
political developement has been slower, but it has also been
surer. By never reaching to the highest civilization of one
age, we have been able to reach to a yet higher civilization
in another age. By never passing through the exclusive
city stage, we have been better able to reach the national
stage. In a word, when we compare Teutonic history with
the history of ancient Greece and Italy, we see that what
we have lost in brilliancy we have gained in permanence.
The commonwealths of Greece shone with a meteoric bright-
ness too glorious to be lasting. Her isolated cities were
not—they could not be—wrought together into a single
nation. Rome founded, not indeed a lasting nation, but a
lasting power, by bringing the whole of the then civilized
world under the dominion of a single ruling city. But
the nations of the Teutonic race, alike in Germany, in Britain,
and Scandinavia, grew from tribes into nations without ever
going through the Greek stage of a system of isolated cities.
The first glimpse which Tacitus gives us of the men of
our own race sets them before us as being still in a distinctly
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lower stage of society than the Homeric Achaians. Their
state answers rather to the state of those races on which
it is plain that the Homeric Achaian looked down as being
in a social state inferior to his own. They had risen far
above the mere hunting and fishing stage, far above the
pastoral stage; they have not reached the stage of the
city, but they have reached the stage of the village com-
munity. The lowest unit in the political system is that
which still exists under various names, as the mark, the
gemeinde, the commune, or the parish (69). This, as we
have seen, is one of the many forms of the gens or clan,
that in which it is no longer a wandering or a merely
predatory body, but when,,on the other hand, it has not
Jjoined with others to form one component element of a
city commonwealth. In this stage the gens takes the form
of an agricultural body, holding its common lands—the
germ of the ager publicus of Rome and of the folkland
of England (70). This is the markgenossenschaft, the village
community of the West. This lowest political unit, this
gathering of real or artificial kinsmen, is made up of families,
cach living under the rule, the mund, of its own father,
that patria potestas which survived at Rome to form so
marked and lasting a feature of Roman law (71). As the
union of familics forms the gens, and as the gems in its
territorial aspect forms the markgenossenschaft, so the union
of several such village communities and their marks or
common lands forms the next higher political union, the
hundred, a name to be found in one shape or another in
most lands into which the Teutonic race has spread itself.
As an intermediate union between the gens and the tribe,
the hundred would seem to answer to the Roman curia, the
Athenian ¢parpla, the Lacedemonian &Bd. But there
is one Roman division, standing alongside, as it were, of the
curice, whose name, as in so many other cases, exactly
translates the Teutonic name of which we are speaking.
It seems almost impossible but that the Teutonic hundred
and the Latin century, in the earliest usage of each, must
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have answered to onc another. Both names, in their actual
historic use, are mere survivals. Neither the hundred
nor the century, as we know them, answer to a real hundred
of anything ; but every name must have had a real meaning
when it was first given, and there was a time when
the hundred or century must have been a real hundred
or century of something, whether of houses, or families,
or fighting men (72). Above the hundred comes the pagus,
the gaw, the Danish syssel, the English skire, that is, the
tribe looked at as occupying a certain territory (73). And
cach of these divisions, greater and smaller, has its chief.
In a primitive society, where patriarchal ideas still live
on, age implies rule and rule imvlies age, and the Teutonic
chiefs, great and small, bore a name of that large class of
which we have alrcady spoken, as showing how, in early
times, length of days was looked on as the natural source of
dominion. In England, at least, the chief, greater or smaller,
bore the common title of ealdor; in the mere family the
father is at once the caldor, without further eclection or
appointment from above or from below. We have the
hundredes-ealdor, the curio; but the name in its special
meaning belongs to the common father, the common chief,
of the whole tribe. He bears, in his peaceful character,
the long-abiding title of Ealdorman, which in war time
he exchanges for that of Heretoga, in later form the Herzog,
the Dux, the leader of the army (74). He is the highest
chief, the community over which he bears rule is the
highest political unit, which we see in our earliest glimpses
of Teutonic polity. For the whole history of our land and
our race will be read backwards, if we fail always to bear
in mind that the lower unit is not a division of the greater,
but that the greater is an aggregate of the smaller. The
hundred is made up of villages, marks, gemeinden, whatever
we call the lowest unit; the shire, the gaw, the pagus, is
made up of hundreds ; and in the same sort the pagus is not
a division of the kingdom, but the kingdom is an aggregate
of pagi.
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Of the kingdom and its growth I shall have to speak
more fully in my next lecture. We are now speaking
of the state of things in which the tribe, the gau, the
univn of marks and of hundreds, is the highest strictly
political conception. In the days with which we have
now to deal, the tribe was the State, the gaw was the
territory of the State. The tie of kindred between various
tribes of the same stock might be strongly felt, they might
be capable on occasion of common action, their common
origin and its claims might be kept in memory by the
recognition of a common name ; still the several tribes had
not been fused into the higher political unit, the nation.
Each tribe was a distinct commonwealth; its union with
other tribes was temporary, or at the most federal; each
had its own chief, its own Faldorman or Heretoga, whose
rule in ordinary times did not extend beyond his own
tribe, though in times of danger a common Hereloga—
the germ of the future King—might be chosen to lead
the common forces of all the tribes which acknowledged
any common tie (75). A more lasting union of several
tribes of this kind formed the nation, the highest con-
ception of the State or commonwealth in Teutonic political
language, from whence it has become the ruling idea
in the political ideas and language of modern Europe.
The Gens, the Curia, the tribe, of Greece or Italy, each
has its close Teutonic parallel; but here the lines diverge,
the parallelism ceases. In Greece and Italy the union of
tribes formed only the city; among all the branches of
vue Teatonic stock the union of tribes formed the nation.

I shall show in my next lecture how, as the Ealdorman
or Heretoga was the chief of the tribe, so the King was the
chief of the nation. And the process of the joining toggther
of tribes into nations may be best traced out by marking
how the rule of independent Ealdormen gave way to that
of a common national King. In some lands the old system
lingered on longer than others. Among the Continental
Saxons it lingered longer than it did anywhere else on
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so large a scale. The Old-Saxons, the long-abiding foes
of the Frankish power,*the men who clave so stoutly to
their old freedom and their old Gods, never coalesced so
closely as to have a common King. Yet we may say that
they learned to become a nation by another process. They
contrived a form of national unity which dispensed with
a personal head. It was theirs to form an union which,
rude as it may seem beside the more finished constitutions
either of earlier or of later days, may fairly claim the name
of the earliest Teutonic confederation (76). In other lands
too, on the northern moorland or among the southern moun-
tains, by the mouths of the Elbe and the Eider or by the
sources of the Rhine and the Reuss, smaller portions of
the Teutonic race either kept or won back again the old
freedom, the old political system, of the earliest times.
In Frisian Ditmarsen the old system of the mark and the
gow lived on from the days of Ceesar and Tacitus to be
overthrown by the Danish Kings of the House of Oldenburg
(77)- In the Three Lands of the Alemannian mountains,
in the valleys of the young Rhine and the young Rhone,
it was won back to live on to our own days (78). Else-
where tribes grew into nations, Ealdormen grew into Kings,
and, in some cases, nations and their kings have grown into
dominions and rulers greater still.

This old Teutonic constitution, the constitution once
common to the whole race, but which lived on longest
among those Continental branches of the race which were
most closely akin to ourselves, was brought into the Isle of
Britain by its Teutonic conquerors. Our forefathers, tu.
Angles and Saxons brought over with them the divisions,
the institutions, the titles, of their old land into the land
which became their new home. This is one of the dis-
tinctive features of our island history, one which we share
with a small part only of the Teutonic lands on the main-
land. The change between the Germany of Tacitus and the
Germany which, less than a hundred years later, began to
send forth Franks and Saxons, Burgundians and Lombards,
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must have been a change indeed. The tribes had been
gathered into nations (79). But the swarms which parted
off from the central hive carried their own institutions with
ther into every land where the Roman influence was not
too strong for them. Wherever they found or made a land
empty of inhabitants, wherever they really became the
people of the land and not merely a conquering class among
their Roman subjects, all the old divisions and the old
institutions sprang up again on the new soil (80). In our
own island above all, settled as it was bit by bit by small
parties of Teutonic invaders, before whom, in all those parts
of the island where they really did settle, everything British
and everything Roman was utterly swept away, the process
had to begin again from the beginning. In all that was
strictly England things started utterly afresh: marks grew
into hundreds, hundreds into shires, shires into kingdoms,
separate kingdoms into one united kingdom, on the soil
of England itself. In Britain therefore we can actually look
upon the process, while in Germany we can see only the
results. The ancient system was doubtless modified by the
circumstances of men who found themselves in a land where
they had to win and hold every inch of ground with the
sword’s point. The mark and the gaw show themselves
again, but they do not show themselves by the same names.
The village community with its common land, the joint
possession of a clan reverencing a supposed common ancestor
of the Basingas or the Wellingas, is as clearly to be marked
in England as in Germany. But, as in later times the mari:
nas been almost stifled between the ecclesiastical parish and
the feudal manor (81), so we may suspectJthat from the
beginning it showed some points of difference from the same
institution on the Continent. We may suspect that thd tie
of kindred, everywhere to some extent artificial, was more
largely artificial in England than it was on the mainland.
And we may be sure that small settlements planted in a
hostile land would from the beginning show a special ten-
dency to unite into larger wholes. Marks and hundreds
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planted in Kent or Sussex by the followers of Hengest and
Zlle could never have bten wholly independent ; they must
from the beginning have acknowledged the supremacy of
the common Heretoge under whom their settlers had n.ade
their way into the land. In England therefore the system
must from the beginning have been touched with some
shadow of the coming kingship. Still the same elements
were there, and in England, as in Germany, the larger
bodies were formed by the union of the smaller. By a
strange chance, the group answering to the German gau,
the English shire, bears a name which expresses the exactly
opposite idea to that of union. But there is reason to
believe that both the name and its meaning are due to
events in English history some centuries later than the first
settlement. The later English pagi, to use the name by
which they appear in Latin writers, were strictly shires,
divisions shorn off from a large whole. But they werc
formed in imitation of those earlier English pagi which were
formed by the process of union. The oldest pagt of England
do not, in ancient usage at least, admit the name of shire.
They bear strictly tribal names, whether, like the East-
Saxons, the pagus itself has become the kingdom, or
whether, as with the Sumorsetas and Dorsetas, several pagi
joined to form one larger kingdom of the West-Saxons (82).
The aggregate of tribes was thus able to form, what the
aggregate of cities never could form, a nation in the highest
sense.

I might go on almost for ever on the fascinating, but still
somewhat obscure, subject of the old Teutonic polity, wheth. -
in Germany, Britain, or Scandinavia. But my main business
now is only to insist on the one great difference between
Teutonic and Hellenic politics; the presence of the city as
the leading political idea in the one system and its absence
in the other. We see how closely the primitive elements
correspond ; so closely that we cannot doubt for a moment as
to their being portions of a common Aryan inheritance. But
we see also how they were modified by the one great dis-
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tinction between village and city life. The Greek common-
wealth grew, flourished, and decayed as a city, amazing the
world perhaps alike by the splendour of the days of its great-
nes® and by the long wretchedness of the days of its decay.
Meanwhile among the despised Barbarians, scorned by kins-
folk who had forgotten their kindred, slowly and obscurely,
shires were melting together into kingdoms and tribes into
nations. Thus were formed those nations of Teutonic blood
which settled within the Continental provinces of the Empire,
and foremost among them the nation to whom, in course of
time, the Empire itself was to come as part of their inherit-
ance—the mighty people of the Franks (83). So too in our
own island we can see the steps by which the English nation
in Britain, and that greater nglish whole of which the English
in Britain are now but a part, grew out of those endless
Teutonic settlements on the British coast, of which the keels
of Hengest and Horsa brought the earliest. We can see,
though somewhat dimly, a crowd of petty States under their
separate chiefs, whether bearing the title of King or Ealdor-
man, gathered together into the great kingdoms of North-
umberland, Mercia, and East-Anglia. We can see more
clearly the confederated West-Saxon principalities fused to-
gether into the one West-Saxon kingdom, and we can see
the West-Saxon kingdom grow into the Kingdom of England
and into all that the Kingdom of England has added to it in
later times (84). All the events of our history, election, com-
mendation, conquest, all help in the work of fusion ; till, instead
of a system of isolated cities, instead of a single city bearing
= ale over subject cities and provinces we have a political work
more lasting than the other, more just and free than the
other, the nation which knows no distincfions among its
members, and ‘which gives equal rights to the dwellgrs in
every corner of its territory.

In this way we see that the Teutonic history is in some
sort the key to the history of the two southern peninsulas.
We see the institutions of the Teutonic people, domestic,
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social and strictly polit{ical, at an earlier stage than we see
those of the Greeks anc Italians, While therefore we see
the general likeness, the evident common origin of all, we
see also something of the different steps by which these two
great divisions of the Aryan family shaped their several in-
stitutions out of the common stock. Among the Germans of
Tacitus we see a state of things in which the elements com-
mon to all have been less changed than in any other picture
that we have of any European people. In the Homeric
Achalans we see a stage somewhat more advanced in itself,
and still further modified, even then, by the tendency of the
Greeks to centre all their political life within the walls of a
city. Out of the state of Homeric Greece the state of his-
torical Greece grows by pure and natural developement. Out
of the old Teutonic state of things the institutions of modern
Europe have also grown, but not by the same unmixed course
of developement. Everywhere the original Teutonic stock has
been more or less modified by an infusion of Roman elements.
I speak of Western Europe in general, of the Romance-speak-
ing no less than of the Teutonic-speaking lands, for I am not
now speaking of language but of political institutions. In
the languages of Southern Europe, Latin is, of course, the
main stock ; the Teutonic element which all of them have in
a greater or less degree is a mere infusion, just as, in the
languages of Northern Europe, the Teutonic is the main
stock, and the greater or less Romance element is a mere
infusion (85). But with regard to political institutions, we
may, even in Southern Europe, look upon all that came from
a Roman source as an infusion into a Teutonic body. Oue
spot alone in Western Europe—if it has any right to be
reckoned as part of Western Europe—the island common-
wealth of Venice, never acknowledged a Teutonic master,
and kept on its unbroken connexion with the elder state
of things (86). Everywhere else Teutonic kingdoms were
founded ; and though their institutions were largely modified
by the laws and institutions of their Latin-speaking subjects,
yet, even in Gaul, Spain, and Italy, we must look on the rule
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of Gothic, Frankish, Burgundian, Lombard, and Norman
Kings as a rule essentially Teutonic, though largely modified
by the Roman traditions of the several countries. And, on
the cther hand, there is no Teutonic country, not the Scan-
dinavian kingdoms themselves, which has, even in its political
institutions, kept wholly clear of the influence of Rome.
Throughout Western Europe we may set down the strictly
political institutions as Teutonic, but as everywhere modified,
in some countries very slightly, in others very largely, by the
traditions of Roman times, and by the influence of that
undying Roman Law which has been the foundation of the
later jurisprudence of every European nation but our own.
And, besides this general influence of the elder state of
things on the political institutions of the Teutonic kingdoms
of modern Europe, there has been one case at least in which
the direct continuity of Roman institutions, strengthened:by
that other source of likeness which brings like events out of
like causes, went far to bring about a revival of an elder state
of things. These causes made medizval Italy, with its system
of city commonwealths, a living revival of the political story
of ancient Greece. On the points of likeness and unlikeness
between the two I will not here enlarge, as it is a subject
which I have done my best to deal with in detail in another
shape (87). I will only say here that, though the Teutonic
political system did not, like that of Greece, assume the city
as the necessary starting-point of political life, yet it showed
itself quite able to take in the city, even the virtually inde-
pendent city, as one important element among others in its
putitical system. In all lands but our own the Roman cities
lived through the storm of Teutonic invasion: and presently,
both in our own land and in the lands where the Roman
had never dwelled, cities of purely Teutonic birth begad to
arise (88). In our own land, the strong feeling of national
unity, the strong central authority of the Crown, the work
which was begun by the great West-Saxon Kings, and which
was carried to its full perfection by the Norman Conqueror,
hindered English municipalities from ever growing into
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sovereign commonwealths. Yet it is a thought worth bearing
in mind, how near the Fi¥e Boroughs of Danish England once
were to forming an independent confederation of city com-
monwealths, how near Exeter once was to being, like Thebes
or Sparta, a city ruling over neighbouring and weaker cities
(89). Here, as in every other part of Western Europe, a new
element, unknown to the ancient Teutonic institutions, gra-
dually arose—the element of cities which everywhere enjoyed
a certain measure of self-government and local independence,
a measure which, wherever the central government was weak,
came in practice very near to absolute freedom. In Italy it
reached its highest point, and Florence was for some ages as
truly an independent democracy ps Athens. In the Teutonic
lands themselves the developement of the independent cities
seems less brilliant ; but it perhaps seems less brilliant only
because the Italian cities have a special charm of their own.
They have that combined charm of classical, of medi®val,
and of modern associations, which appeals to a wider range
of sympathies than aught that attaches to the cities on the
Rhine or the Danube, to the Teutonic Rome girded by the
Aar or to the Teutonic Carthage girded by the Trave (90).
Yet the German cities have their history too, their history
artistic, social, mercantile, religious, as well as strictly political.
And, in their strictly political aspect, the history of the
League of the Northern Hansa and of the Old League of
Upper Germany (91) is as rich in political teaching as the
history of the Italian cities themselves. We may learn more
from the Bern of Berchthold and the Erlachs, where no King
or Tyrant ever dwelled, than we can learn from the Bern of
Theodoric and Can’ Grande (92). The internal histories of
the Teutonic cities, their internal disputes and revolutions,
the origin of their exclusively patrician governments, the
more rare aspirings of their democracies, teach us better to
understand the history of Rome and Athens themselves.
But between the cities of the elder Greek and Italian world
and the cities of medieeval Europe one great point of differ-
ence must always be borne in mind. In ancient Greece the
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cities were everything; their territory took in the whole
land, they acknowledged no super.ority, even of the most
formal kind, in any earthly power. But in Germany the free
cities and their dominions were always mere oases in a land
of princely rule; and even in Italy the city commonwealths
never wholly covered the whole surface of the land, and never
wholly threw off the formal superiority of the King of Italy
and Emperor of the Romans.

In all these inquiries the question is ever suggesting itself,
how far we are to see in the analogies between ancient and
medigeval city commonwealths merely the working of the law
that like causes should produce like effects, and how far we
are to see any tradition, any imitation, of Roman institutions
in the municipalities of the*purely Teutonic parts of Europe.
This 1s a question far too wide for discussion here. In England,
in this as in other matters, there was no room, no opportunity,
for direct Roman influences. Many of our English towns
are simply Teutonic village communities which grew and
prospered so as to outstrip their neighbours. But where
an English town arose—even after an interval of desolation
—on the site, often even within the walls, of a fallen Roman
city, there was at least the memory of the past to influence
the history of the restored erection. Yet it is certain that
nothing in the institutions of any English city can really be
traced to a Reman source; there is nothing Roman in the
municipal institutions of Bath or Chester, or even Exeter,
any more than there is on such purely English sites as Read-
ing or Northampton (93). In Italy and Southern Gaul, on
.iie other hand, whether there be any direct transmission or
not, there is, as we have already seen, not a little of that
natural and inevitable imitation which closely borders on
direct transmission. In Germany, on the other hand, in guch
cases as the common use of the name Patrician for the ruling
families, we see imitation of another kind. It is not such
a dead imitation as the consulship of Buonaparte, because
there is a real analogy between the patricians of Rome and
the patricians of Bern or Niirnberg; but it is not the same
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kind of natural imitation as the consulship at Milan or Alby.
We may be satisfied with saying that in the medi®val city
commonwealths there is a Roman element clearly shown—
even we in England have what we may call the elemert of
suggestion—but that its nature and degree varies widely in
different lands and times. But it is the likeness from analogy
between the ancient and the mediaval cities which gives the
comparison of the two its real historic interest and value.
What amount of likeness between them may be due to direct
transmission is little more than a matter of antiquarian
research in each particular place.

We have thus traced the origin and history of the two
great ideas of the State, the conéeption of the State as a city
and the conception of the State as a nation. We have seen
how the common elements developed up to a certain point
side by side among the southern and northern branches of
the European Aryans, and how, after reaching a certain point
in common, the developement of the Greek and Italian nations
and that of the Teutonic nations branched off in different
directions. We have traced the course of the jfamily, the
gens, the hundred, and the ¢ribe, till they grow into the
Greek or Italian city and into the Teutonic nation. The
causes of the divergence hardly belong to our present subject.
Those causes are many and various, and not least among
them are those geographical causes which made the Mediter-
ranean lands take the lead in European civilization, and
which made Greece take the lead among Mediterranean lands.
In those lands a political growth, quicker, more brilliant, bu.
less lasting, led them to the developement of the city; our
growth, slower, obscurer, but steadier and more lasting, led
us to the developement of the nation. Andin this develope-
ment we, the great Teutonic colony in this once Celtic island,
have assuredly played no mean part among our brethren and
kinsfolk of the common stock. It is, as I have already said,
in our land that the old Teutonic institutions have really had
the freest play, that they have grown and developed with the
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most unbroken continuity down to our own day. Nowhere
else have both liberty and national unity received so few
checks. The Scandinavian nations have drawn even less
tha.i ourselves directly from Roman sources; their national
life has been more unbroken than our own, but their political
life has been far less so. Germany has split asunder, and is
being welded together again before our eyes. So has Italy.
In both cases perhaps the nation has split asunder because
the real power of the local kingdom was crushed between the
weight of the Imperial dignity which was joined to it (94).
We have had no such breaks: the causes of the difference
belong to quite other branches of historical research ; but the
fact is in its place here. The stages by which the Teutonic
tribe, by admitting tribe afler tribe to equal fellowship, grew
into the modern European nation—a process at once the
parallel and the contrast to that by which a single Italian
city came to embrace whole kingdoms and nations within the
pale of its municipal franchise—can nowhere be so well
studied as in the history of our own land.
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v
THE KING

FroMm the State itself we come to its head, to its chief, above
all to the chief in his most clearly defined and fully developed
form, when he holds the rank of a King. Now, whatis a
King ? The question is far more easily asked than answered.
We commonly know a King when we see him; but it is
quite another matter to say offhand in what his kingship
consists. Some Kings are hereditary; others are elective.
Some Kings reign with absolute power; the power of others
is narrowly limited by Law. Some Kings acknowledge no
superior on earth; others admit a greater or less superiority
in a feudal or federal chief. In some kingdoms the kingly
office, like most other offices, is confined to the male sex;
in others it is open to both sexes alike. Some Kings go
through an ecclesiastical ceremony of consecration; some
dispense with any such rite. Yet, amidst all this unlikeness,
1t is plain that there is a common idea of kingship, which
is at once recognized, however hard it may be to define i
This is shown, among other things, by the fact that no
difficulty is ever felt as to translating the word King and the
words which answer to it in other languages. Between any
Romance and any Teutonic language, Rex and its derivatives,
Cyning and its cognates, are felt to answer to one another.
No man ever doubts as to using Rex or Roi to translate
King or Kontg, in any of the possible changes which may be
rung on the two sets of words. If we go on into Greek,
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we find that, in those stages of the language with which
most of us are chiefly familiar, in 1ts classical and in its
modern stage, Bacikels answers to Rexz and King as exactly
as taey answer to one another. For some ages indeed
Bacilels bore the special sense of Emperor; and, to express
the lowlier rank of King, the word pf¢ was imported bodily
from the Latin (1). But this was a change of meaning
which rose out of distinct and known historical causes, and,
when these historical causes came to end, the usage of
the Greek language fell back upon what it had been before
they began. Even now that the constitutions of most
European kingdoms are so constantly verging towards a
common model, there is still a good deal of difference between
one King and another ; and within our own memories, indeed
within a very few years, there was a greater difference still.
Yet no one doubts as to who is a King and who is not. Or,
if any such doubt is raised, the question is always as to the
claim of this or that particular person to be a King, not as
to his right to be called a King if he can make his claim
good. Till 1806 the rank of Emperor of the Romans,
King of Germany and -Jerusalem, was in theory open to
every baptized man (2). Till 1795 the rank of King of
Poland was, not only in theory but in practice, open to all
men of princely birth in other lands and to the whole nobility
of the Polish Kingdom. The Polish King often rose from a
private station and his children often went back to a private
station. His powers within his own kingdom were narrowly
limited, perhaps beyond those of any other single ruler that
ever bore the kingly title. Yet no one ever doubted that a
King of Poland was a King, that he was entitled to the rank
and style and other privileges of a King, as much as if his
kingship had been at once hereditary and absolute. In
short, wide as have been the differences between one King
and another in different times and places, there is still a
common idea which runs through all the various types
of kingship, and which stamps all Kings everywhere as
members of the same class. In modern Europe, taken alone,
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the definition of kinéship would perhaps not be very hard
to make. As a rule, w& may set it down that the King is
the head of a nation, accepting the rough definition of
a nation which I have tried to give in a former le: ture.
The chief exception to this definition is found in those
German princes who within the present century have
taken the kingly title. I think that we all must feel that
they are an exception. We somehow cannot help feeling
that a King of Bavaria or Saxony is hardly, in the Homeric
phrase, so much of a King (3) as a King of Spain or Sweden.
In the case of Wiirttemberg this is felt still more strongly;
for Saxony and Bavaria answer, in name at least, though not
in boundaries, to divisions of the German nation so great and
ancient that they might almost' pass for nations themselves
(4). In Italy, on the other hand, if there was any incon-
gruity in the separate kingdoms of Sardinia and the Two
Sicilies, that incongruity has come to an end (5). On the
whole, speaking roughly—and it is only very roughly that
we can speak on the whole matter—it certainly seems that
we expect g King to be the chief of 3 natign. It seems also
to belong to the idea of a King that he should be, both in
rank and in power, the first person in that nation. That he
must be the first in rank need hardly be argued, and I think
we may say, that, however narrowly the power of a King
may be limited by law, he still remains first in power. Even
where the royal authority had sunk to the lowest ebb, as in
Poland and at one time in Sweden, though the power of the
King was less than that of some other powers in the State,
yet he had no personal superior or equal. Then again, ..
seems implied in the idea of a King that he should hold his
office for life, as distinguished from the President or other
republican magistrate who is appointed only for a fixed term
(6). And I think it also belongs to the idea of kingship
that the office should be permanent; that is, that the King
should be succeeded by another King, whether the law of
succession be hereditary, elective, or of any other kind. Sulla
and Cesar, as Perpetual Dictators, held more than royal
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authority for life; but, as the office was a special creation for
their own lives, they were not Kings, as we very clearly see
by Ceesar’s longing to be a King (7). Again, in modern
congeption, the King, whether his power be great or little, is
irresponsible. The royal command is no excuse for an illegal
act done by another, but there is no legal way of punishing
an illegal act done by the King himself. History indeed will
show that this last is a very modern conception (8) ; still it does
seem now to be part of the idea of a King which isas fully
recognized as any other. On the whole, we should perhaps
not be far wrong if we define a King as a chief of a nation,
first in rank and power in that nation, holding a permanent
office for life, and, in modern conception at least, personally
irresponsible for his actions. To this we must, till very
lately, have added that he must be admitted to his office
with ecclesiastical rites. I am not sure that it is not here
that the true mystery and dignity of kingship really lay.
The crowned and anointed King was something different from
any other mortal, however high in rank and power. A
divinity hedged him in which did not hedge in either the
republican magistrate or the hereditary prince of less than
kingly rank. The ecclesiastical consecration of the King
is the expression in a Christian shape of the same feeling
which, among most heathen nations, has made it essential
that the King should be the child of the Gods (9). In
either case the King is sacred in a way in which other rulers
are not. But this religious sanction of kingship, which was
its very essence a few centuries back, seems to be gradually
aying out in Europe. Two causes have brought this about.
One is the separation between ecclesiastical and temporal
matters which prevails in many countries, and the general
unwillingness in all countries to acknowledge any ecclesiastical
influence in temporal things. The other cause is of quite
another kind. When lawyers ruled that the King never died,
that the throne never could be vacant, that the new King
was King as soon as the breath was out of the last King’s
body, they took away all the force and meaning of the
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ancient crowning rite’  Whatever a coronation is now, it is
no longer the actual atlmission to the kingly office. No
wonder then that in several kingdoms of Europe the rite has
been dispensed with altogether.

The modern or lawyers’ theory of the Crown as the
fountain of honour, the fountain of justice, the original
grantor of all property in land, the source from which the
Assembly of the Nation itself derives its being, is, I need
hardly say, simply a lawyers’ theory. History has nothing
to do with it, except, as was done long ago by the strong
hand of John Allen, to trace the steps by which it grew
up (10). The primeval kingship, whether Greek, Latin, or
Teutonic, was something of quit® another kind. The King
was not the lord of the soil, but the chieftain of the people.
The origin of modern kingship can easily be traced up, as
Allen has traced it, to the gradual infusion of doctrines
borrowed from Imperial Rome—indirectly therefore from the
monarchies of the East—into the simple political creed of
our forefathers (11). And it is among our forefathers and
kinsmen, both in our own island and on the Teutonic main-
land, that we can best trace the growth of kingship, the
chieftainship of the nation, out of the chieftainship of the
smaller elements out of which the nation was formed. We
have scen that both in Greece and in Italy the growth of
strictly national life was checked by the early growth of the
city life. The same cause equally hindered the growth of
kingship, according to our conception of it. In Greece and
Italy, when we get our first glimpses of those lands, we sc.
a fuller developement of kingly government than we see
among the Teutonic nations at the time when we get our
first glimpses of them. But the same causes which led to
this speedy growth of kingship in Greece and Italy also
brought it more speedily to an end. In Greece, above all,
as we see it in the Homeric picture, every settlement has its
own King. But then, at least in the more advanced parts
of Greece, every settlement is a city, and kingship in a single
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city is not a form of government which is likely to last.
The Greek King is a King in the fullest sense of the word ;
he is, in truth, far more of a King than either his Italian or
his Feutonic parallel. His claim to his throne might satisfy
a Court divine of the reign of Charles the First. He is no
mere chief, no mere magistrate, either chosen by the people
or responsible to the people; the mortal King on earth is
the living image of the immortal King on Olympos. He is
at once his child and his representative among men. The
Homeric King is Zeus-born and Zeus-nourished ; he comes
of the divine stock, and he rules by the divine commission.
The sceptre which he wields is the gift of the God from
whom alone he holds his right to wield it. That sceptre
passes on from father to son by a right as strictly hereditary
as the sceptre of David or of Hugh Capet (12). The
succession may be disturbed by foreign conquest or, more
rarely, by domestic revolution ; but no Comitia, no Gemdt,
was ever held in any Hellenic city, to decide, by an ordinary
process of the law, who should be placed by the will of the
people upon a vacant throne (13). The divine origin, the
divine authority, of the Kings of heroic Greece, stand out in
strange contrast with the narrow extent of their territory,
with the narrow range of their powers, and with the
unpretending simplicity of their manner of life. The King,
Zeus-born and Zeus-nourished as he is, does not rule by his
own will. We are dealing with a state of things too early
to speak of law and constitution, but the King can rule only
according to the customs and traditions of his people (14).
e can rule only by the help of his Council of Elders and
with the good will of the general Assembly of his whole
folk. Nothing of the pomp and circumstance either of
modern or of Eastern kingship surrounds him. His house
is accessible to all; his personal life is spent in the same
way, at once simple and public, as the life of any other
member of the Commonwealth. Divine as he is, no wide
barrier parts him off from the other chiefs of his people.
He is perhaps only one among many bearers of the kingly
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title. Even within thé narrow bounds of Ithaké, there were
many Kings besides th¢ divine Odysseus (15). We have
the picture of this form of government only in a legendary
and poetical shape; but of the reality of the state of tlings
described in the Homeric poems, and among them of the
real existence of the heroic kingship, I at least have never
entertained a doubt.

From Greece we will turn to Italy. We have there no
Homer to set before us a living picture of the earliest
civilized times of the country, but we have the universal
tradition of all time that there had been Kings both in
Rome and in other Italian cities, although, in the historical
days of Rome, kingly rule had, both at Rome and in other
Italian cities, become a thing of the past. And here I will
bring in another argument, in case any sceptic should be
found daring enough to hint that the existence of Kings,
whether at Rome or at Athens, rests so wholly on the
evidence of poetry and legend that it cannot be made a
matter of serious political argument or comparison. To
discuss the value of the sources either of old Greek or of old
Italian history would carry me too far away from my subject ;
but the existence both of the early Hellenic and the early
Italian kingship can be proved by a line of argument almost
stronger than contemporary evidence itself. The existence
of the early kingship can be proved by the argument from
survivals, from the traces which it left behind among the
institutions of later times. Had Rome never had Kings, the
names Interrce and Interregnum could never have been
found among her republican institutions down to the last
days of the Commonwealth. No one would ever have given
the name of Interregnum to the time which sometimes came
between two consulships—no one would ever have given the
name of Interrex to the magistrate who held the chief power
during such an occasional vacancy—unless there had been
a time when the Interregnum had been the time, not between
the terms of office of two Consuls, but between the reigns
of two Kings, unless there had been a time when the Inierrex



v SURVIVALS OF KINGSHIP 95

really was, as his name implies, the magistrate who was to
preside at the election, not of Consuls, but of a King (16).
These names would of themselves be enough, in the absence
of hiegory or tradition, to prove that Rome once had Kings.
And we may add that they prove, not only that Rome once
had Kings, but that those Kings were elective and not
hereditary. So again, the fact that the title of King still
remained at Rome as the style of one of the priests of the
national religion proves that there once had been Kings who
more truly deserved the name. There could never have
been a Rex sacrificulus unless he had been a survival of a
real Rex (17). No one would have given the kingly name
to a petty priestly functionary, unless the received legend
had been true. That title shows of itself there once had
been Kings who were judges and rulers and generals, as well
as priests. It shows that their civil and military functions
had been transferred to others, while some religious motive
made it needful that there should still be one who bore
the title of King, in order to do those priestly acts which
a King alone could do. We may be surc that, however
meaningless a name may become, it is never meaningless
in its first use, and that the words Interregnum, Interrex,
and Rex sacrificulus, could never have been found except in
a State which had once been governed by Kings. These
survivals of kingship under the Commonwealth prove that
there had been an earlier time of real kingship, just as the
phantom Consuls and Tribunes under the Empire would of
themselves be enough to prove that Consuls and Tribunes
k~d once been active powers in the State (18). Had we no
record of the deeds of either Caesar, the Fasti alone would
teach us phat the Empire had grown out of an earlier
commonwealth. -So in Greece, the Spartan Kings were
something more than survivals; they held the kingly office
itself, greatly shorn of its ancient powers, but keeping up
all its ancient religious sanctity (19). Still they are survivals
so far as this. It is inconceivable that the Spartan king-
ship, as we see it in the historic times, could ever have been
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devised as a new thing; the existence of Kings with such
small powers shows of itself that there had once been Kings
with greater powers. But besides the Kings of Sparta,
there was a King at Argos as late as the Persian War.
We know nothing as to the exact extent of his powers,
and we may suspect that his kingship had been greatly
cut down from the kingship of Diomédés and Témenos.
Still, as he is put on a level with the Spartan Kings, it
may seem that he still retained the functions of general
(20). And at Athens we have in the King Archén, the
Bachels of the days of the democracy, the exact parallel
to the Rex sacrificulus at Rome (21). No people would have
given the title of King to a magistrate appointed by lot for
a single year, if it had not once been ruled by real Kings—
if there had not been functions which, it was held, could be
rightly done by no one but a King, and which the nominal
King of later times was appointed in order to discharge.

The existence of kingship then in the early days both of
Greece and of Italy may be set down as an undoubted fact.
But such light as we have sets before us the old Italian
kingship as something widely differing from the kingship
of the heroic days of Greece. The difference is, no doubt,
partly owing to the difference in the character of the two
nations, partly to the different nature of the evidence from
which we have to learn anything about their early polity.
And again, the difference in the nature of our evidence is,
in some degree at least, owing to the difference in the
character of the two nations. In Italy we have no Homer;
we have not even such approaches to a Homer as we have
among our own forefathers and kinsfolk; but it is doubtless
owing to the difference between the Greek and Italian
character that we have no Italian Homer. It is no wonder
then if an old Achaian King comes before us surrounded by
a poetic halo, while the Roman King seems a person almost
as prosaic and matter-of-fact as the Consul who follows
after him. A desperate attempt to transfer Greek ideas
into Latium may call Romulus the son of a God and Numa
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the husband of a Goddess (22); but the constitution-making
of Ancus and of Servius is as much a matter of everyday
life, of everyday truth and falsehood, as the constitution-
ma'zing of Licinius or of Sulla (23). But on one point
tradition cannot well have gone astray, and on that point
we have seen that the unerring argument from survivals
steps in to confirm the tradition. The Greek kingship was
hereditary ; the Italian, at all events the Roman, kingship
was elective. The Roman kingship was not confined to any
divine race ; it was not even confined to the citizens of the
Commonwealth ; it was open to the stranger, to the captive,
perhaps even to the slave (24). Such a system might in
practice give Rome much better Kings, but it swept away
all the mystery and divimty of kingship. A Roman King
might be the worshipper, the favourite, of Jupiter Optimus
Maximus; but he was not his child. Ancus and Servius
might be Jove-nourished, as well as Agamemndn and
Achilleus; but they were not Jove-born. It may be that
we see the Roman kingship only in a later form. It may be
that an earlier hereditary kingship had gone before it, and
that the elective kingship of our traditions was only a step
in that course the next step in which exchanged elective
Kings for Consuls. But it is just as likely that the two
modes of succession, the hereditary and the elective, stood,
each alone in its purity, in the old Achaian and in the old
Italian polity, while in the old Teutonic polity we find the
mingling together of the two. At all events, it is a thing
to be noted that, in a Commonwealth like Rome, where
family traditions, family influences, and family character
play so great a part, there should have been no one among
the proudest patricians who dared to claim a descent from
the first founder of the city (25).

Now the great distinction between the history of kingship
in ancient Greece and Italy and its history among the
Teutonic nations lies in this: the Teutoni¢ kingship went
on and flourished, and grew into the kingship of modern
Europe, while the Greek and Italian kingship for the most

H
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part died out, and left <() ly survivals such as those which I
have just been speaking bf. This, it seems to me, was the
necessary fate of kingship, when the kingdom was confined
to a single city. The tendencies of a city community are
essentially republican. They may be aristocratic or they
may be democratic, but in either case they are opposed to
the government of a single person for life. The awe and
mystery of kingship are out of place when a King goes in
and out before the eyes of all his subjects, as the King of a
single city must do. At Rome, where the King had less
divinity about him, the change from Kings to Consuls was a
mere constitutional change; it was hardly so great a change
as when the exclusive patrician government was broken
down, and the consulship was thrown open to plebeians. If
it was thought that the State would be better governed by
placing at its head two Consuls chosen for a year, rather
than a King chosen for life, there was no reason why the
change should not be made. In Grecce, where the King
had a greater share of divinity about him, the change was
probably harder; it was certainly more gradual. In Sparta,
the most conservative of Greek States, kingship always went
on. The power of the King might be lessened; he might
cease to be the real head of the State ; he might be provided
with a colleague, and might be made responsible to other
powers in the Commonwealth ; but the kingship of the sons
of Héraklés was something too holy to be utterly swept
away. Small as might be his real powers, the King, living
or dead, was the object of a reverence which was shared by
no mere elective magistrate; and bitter was the taunt when
the deposed King, who had sunk to the discharge of some
lowlier function, was asked by his former colleague how it
felt to be a magistrate after being a King (26). Thus the
Herakleid kingship lived on, and, living on, it was able in
the last days of Sparta to win back its ancient powers, and
the last Kleomenés could staund forth in the eyes of Hellas
as a King indeed (27). Even in the less conservative Athens
kingship died out but slowly, and it is to be remarked that
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3
the cause which tradition gives for the abolition of kingship
at Athens is exactly the opposite o that which tradition
gives as the cause for its abolition at Rome. The Athenians
decr.ed that they would have no more Kings because Kodros
was so good ; the Romans decreed that they would have no
more Kings because Tarquinius was so evil (28). In the
former reason, whether it be historical or not, we can see a
sign of that religious reverence which belonged to kingship
in Greece, but which did not belong to it at Rome. The
Athenian tradition went on to say that the first change still
left the supreme power held for life by a member of the
ancient kingly family. But the Archon was now responsible ;
he was doubtless also elective ; he was chosen, like our own
ancient Kings, from a single royal family. Next, the post
was held for ten years only, but it was still confined to
members of the same house (29). It was not till the rule
of a single person was abolished, till a board of nine Archons
took the place of one, that other families were allowed to
share the supreme dignity with the house of Kodros. And,
when we remember that one of these nine elective magistrates
still held a nominal kingship, we may believe that the title
of Baocleds had all along gone on, in some secondary way,
alongside of the vaguer name of dpxwv (30). The rest of
Athenian history consists in a series of changes by which
the powers of the Archons were gradually transferred to
other bodies in the State, to the popular assembly, to the
popular courts of justice, to the magistracy of the Ten
Generals (31). The Archonship, the vestige of ancient
kingship, might be cut down to a shadow; but it was too
holy a thing to be altogether swept away. It lived on
through all changes, till at last, when it was a shadow indeed,
it was again fof a moment united with more than kingly
power. There came a time when Hadrian, Imperator and
Augustus of Rome and of the world, did not deem it beneath
him to be also, for a single year, the Archon by whose name
that year was marked in the annals of the democracy of
Athens (32).
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The Roman kingshi}é fared otherwise. The revolution
which swept away the thing itself swept it away far more
thoroughly. There were no such gradual stages to break
the fall of the elective kingship of Rome as broke the fall
of the hereditary kingship of Athens. It isamere conjecture
that a special right to a share in the chief magistracy was
for a moment reserved to the house of the fallen King (33).
At all events, Rome had nothing answering to the archonship
for life or for ten years. Into the place of the King chosen
for life there at once stepped the two Consuls, or rather
Praetors, chosen for a single year. But the point is that
the Consuls did step into the place of the King, and that
they kept it. Where kingship had nothing specially divine
about it, where kingly government was put an end to, not
because of the virtues, but because of the crimes of the
King, there was no need to deal very tenderly with the
kingly house or with the kingly office. But, on the other
hand, there was not at Rome any such wish as there was
at Athens to do away with the kingly power. At Athens
the archonship went on, but its duties were gradually cut
down to a routine of religious and lesser judicial functions.
The Archons neither commanded the armies of the State
nor presided in its Assemblies. The Polemarch, with his
warlike title, became as mere a survival as the Basileds with
his kingly title (34). But at Rome-the kingly power
remained ; it was indeed put into commission, but nothing
was taken away from its authority, and not much from
its dignity. On great emergencies, the single kingship
rose again for a six months’ space in the person of the
Dictator ; Pretors, Censors, Curule Adiles, arose by the
side of the Consuls: as all shared somewhat of kingly
power, so all shared somewhat of kingly worship. Magistrates
who still bore about them such badges of dignity as
¢“The purple gown,
The axes and the curule chair, the car and laurel crown ;”

magistrates who presided in the assemblies of Senate and
People (35), and who commanded the armies of the common-
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wealth with all the authority of the ancient Kings, point
to a far different state of feeling from that which was ever
lessening the power of the Athenian Archons. Athens and
Ronee alike abolished the kingly title and office, but at
Athens the kingly power was abolished as well as the kingly
office; at Rome the kingly power went on, held for short
terms, and divided among many holders, but still never
wholly swept away. And mark the consequence. In Greece
the kingly power, and more than the kingly power, came
back again in many of her cities under the form of the
tyranny. But the tyranny was ever unlawful ; the definition
of the Tyrant is that he held kingly power in a common-
wealth where there was no King by law. But just as at
Sparta the lingering on of a nominal kingship made
Kleomenés able to change the shadow into a reality, so
at Rome it was found that the great powers with which
the magistrates of the commonwealth were clothed opened
the way for bringing back the rule of one under another
form. Had the same man at Athens been at once Archon,
General, and Prytanis, he would still have been far from
being King or Tyrant; but at Rome, when all the great
powers of the State were gathered together in the hands
of a single man, it was found that their union made an
Emperor. .
The heroic kingship then died out in Greece, and in
Italy too, if it ever existed there in its strictly heroic form.
But it is well to mark that it went on in those kindred and
neighbouring lands which had so much in common with
Greece, but in which the fully-developed system of Greek
city life was never established. The Macedonians, and
the people of the land vaguely called Epeiros, the Molossians,
Chaonians, and Thesprotians, are best looked on as unde-
veloped Hellénes, as Greeks among whom the tribe never
altogether gave way to the city. Among them then the
ancient kingship went on in the historic times. But we
may see how, as they came more and more within the range
of directly Hellenic influences, they gradually approached to
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Hellenic political life.y This might have happened in
Macedonia, if her great Kings had thought it enough to
become the pupils of Greece, instead of becoming at once
her pupils and her conquerors. In Epeiros it did happen.
By the time of the Peloponnesian war, kingship had been
done away with both in Chaonia and in Thespr6tia. Chaonia
indeed was passing through a stage through which Athens
and other Greek states had passed. She chose two annual
chief magistrates ; but she chose them out of a single ruling
house (36). Among the Molossians kingship lived on, but
it lived on to supply, in the Epeirote Alexander and the
more famous Pyrrhos, Hellenic champions against the
Barbarians of the West. But in the end kingship was
swept away there also, and in the latest days of Grecian
freedom, Epeiros, now fully acknowledged as a Greek State,
holds an honourable place among the Federal Common-
wealths of Hellas (37). Such a national promotion was
well deserved by a nation among whom King and people
met face to face, where the King swore to obey the laws,
and where the people swore to preserve the kingdom to
him as long as he obeyed them. In Macedonia itself,
the kingly power was kept within bounds, if not by so
well-balanced a constitution as this, yet at least by the
frequent gathering, whether at set times or only when
occasion called for them, of armed assemblies of the
Macedonian people (38). But a Macedonian republic was
unheard of, till it suited the crooked policy of Rome to part
out the conquered kingdom into four dependent Common-
wealths (39). But long before that time, Macedonian Kings
in other lands had set themselves free from the fetters of
Macedonian kingship, and indeed from most of the restraints
of European life. In the Macedonian kingdoms of -Asia and
Egypt we see the old limited kingship of the house of
Témenos strangely changed into the full despotism of the
East, and yet more strangely allied with the full intellectual
culture of Greece, though, save here and there in an outlying
colony (40), without any trace of her political freedom.
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But, before Ptolemies and Selevkids had founded their
lesser thrones, an union of functions no less incongruous had
been seen in the person of him of whose dominion they were
glad to part out the fragments. Strange indeed was the
mixture of powers which Alexander held when he was at
once King of Kings on the throne of Cyrus, lawful King
of the free people of Macedonia, and elective chief of the
Hellenic confederacy by the vote of the Corinthian Synod (41).

Another union of functions no less strange arose in after
times, which leads us, in this inquiry into the forms of early
Aryan kingship, from one main branch of our subject to
another. The partition of the ancient powers of the Roman
Kings had formed the various magistracies of the Roman
Commonwealth. They formed a strong and dignified
Executive, alongside of which Senate and People alike
could hold their fitting place. In after days, when Senate
and People alike had shown themselves unworthy to rule,
the union of the various powers of the State in a single
hand again brought back a monarchy, though a monarchy
now no longer constitutional, but despotic. Ceesar, Father
of his Country, High Pontiff of the Gods, Consul of the
Commonwealth, Prince of the Senate, Imperator of the
Army, and himself wielding also that Tribunitian power
which was meant to be the check on all the other powers,
was, in truth, master of Rome and of the world (42). By
his side the old magistracies went on as shadows, and the
Imperial Consul himself deigned to take one of his own
subjects as his colleague in that ‘temporary dignity (43).
That dignity lingered on, till at last it was again by chance
united with something of real power and honour; and the
consulships of Theodoric (44), of Boétius (45), of Belisarius
(46), may at least count for more than the Athenian archon-
ship of Hadrian and the Athenian generalship of Constantine
(47). And the master of Rome and of the world could still
say, like Julius himself, “I am Casar, not King” (48). He
might be Bacikeds in the tongue of his Greek subjects (49);
he might clothe himself with the robes and diadem of
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Eastern kingship ( 50);‘ iven in his own city his dominion
might be regnum (51), his house might be regia (52), his
wife might be regina (53), but he himself never dared to
call himself, Yo flatterer ever dared to call him, by the
forbidden and dreaded title of Rex (54). Since the Regifu-
gtum of the Tarquins, Rome never had a King, till a King
came to her from quite another stock and in quite another
guise. Step by step, she took Kings of Teutonic race within
the pale of her honours; she had Alaric to her general (55);
she had Chlodwig to her Consul; she had Pippin to her
Patrician (56); till at last the spell of spells was broken,
and she had Charles to her Cesar and Augustus. The
Imperial style of Rome and the kingly style of Germany
were joined in the hands of the Emperor of the Romans,
the King of the Franks and Lombards. Still Rome herself
had not yet a King; it was a later stage still which joined
into one style the powers which were as yet distinct in the
same hands, and which gave the world that long line of
Reges Romanorum which reaches from Henry of Franconia
to Joseph of Austria, and which there may still be some
living who remember (57). The Empire of Rome and the
Kingship of Germany were now fairly merged in one; we
have traced the one to its ending; we must now trace the
other from its beginning.

Nothing can be plainer, both from the description given
by Tacitus and from the narrative in our own English
Chronicles, that kingship, in the distinctive sense, was
not universal, and therefore we may safely infer not imme-
morial, among the Teutonic nations. He distinguishes those
tribes which had Kings from those which had none, and
he distinctly marks one most important difference between
Kings and lesser chieftains: the Kings were chosen for
their nobility, the lesser chieftains, the duces or principes, for
their personal merit (58). We here see plainly enough the
practice as to the appointment of Kings which was universal
among all the Teutonic, and, as far as I know, among the
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Slavonic nations also, and which scems the most natural
in an early state of society. On the one hand there is no
strict law of hereditary succession; on the other hand the
kingly office is not put up to indiscriminate competition
among the whole nation. As at Rome, the people have
a voice in choosing their ruler, but as in Greece, the King
must come of a special and a divine stock ; the ruler of men
must be the child of the ruler of the Gods; the patriarch to
whom he traces up his pedigree must be no other than
Woden himself (59). Thus far our fathers felt with the
Achaians of the days of Homer. But they felt too with the
practical mind of the Roman, that the rule of men could not
be safely trusted to the chances of mere hereditary succession ;
the sentiment of kingly descent was satisfied if the King
came of the divine stock, while some degree of fitness for his
office was secured by a free choice among those in whose veins
the sacred blood of Woden flowed. The King was the noblest
among the noble; he was, as his name speaks, the embodi-
ment of the kin; he was the leader of the nation, the choice
of the nation, the nation, as it were, itself incarnate in the
person of a single man. Kingship was an office; it was an
office which, like any other office, the nation gave and the
nation could take away (60). But it was something more than
an office; it was the privilege of the chosen house which
extended itself beyond the actual holder of the office to all
the members of the cynecyn, the stock of stocks, the stock
from which alone Kings could be chosen, and of which every
member was in some sort kingly (61). A kingship which was
hedged in by such divinity as this might seem as if it must
have been in the strictest sense immemorial. as if it would
be wholly impossible to fix the time or the cause of its
beginning ; and yet, as I just before said, it is certain that
the Teutonic kingship, as a form of government, was not
immemorial. In the days of Tacitus, kingship was still the
exception among the German nations, and it is quite certain
that among one great division of the German people kingship
remained unknown till national independence came to an
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end. The Old-Saxond never had Kings till they had to
acknowledge one who was King of the Franks and Lombards
also (62). And among the Saxons who crossed over the sea
to Britain, as well as among their Anglian and Jutish fellows,
kingship was unknown till after they were firmly established
on British ground (63). Mighty and worshipful as was the
Teutonic King, clothed as he was with the mysterious
holiness of a child of the Gods, he and his office were still,
in some sort, novelties. There had been a time when
kingship had been unknown; there were branches of the
race in which it always remained unknown. In fact there
can be little doubt that, wherever a Teutonic King is found,
his kingship had displaced an earlier government of chiefs
who bore the lowlier, but more ancient, titles of Ealdormen
or Heretogan.

The key to this seeming contradiction would seem to be
found in this, that the King represents the national as
distinguished from the tribal stage of political developement.
The lowlier chiefs, Ealdormen or Dukes, were the chiefs
of separate tribes ; as the union of tribes grew into a nation,
the nation chose a King as the chief of all. They chose him
perhaps because he was in some sort a King already. Some
faint signs may be seen in our glimpses of the days of our
earliest fathers which look as if there were kingly houses
before there was such a thing as kingly government. It would
seem that the kingly house, the cynecyn, the noblest among the
noble, the house which most truly embodied the whole being of
the race, was called, when the nation felt the need of a common
chief, to take its place at the head of all. The house which
was already kingly in point of descent became kingly in point
of political power. That is to say, kingship is the rule of the
noblest, the rule of those who spring from the cynecyn, the rule
of the cyn itself embodied in its highest members. In this
way we may say that the King became a King because he was
a King already. He became Rex, because he was, before all
men, generosus ; he became the ruler of men, because he was
already the highest among them. In the far-off Sanscrit a
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kindred line of thought has producec® a cognate title, and we
see in the distant Ganaka a closer approach in name to our
own King than in the nearer Rex and Baciheds (64). The
Teutonic King reigned—rizode—over his 7ice, his regnum ;
but he took his title, not from his office, but from his
dignity. He was not the mere Rez, the mere ruler; he was
the King, the chief of the kin on earth, the man who could
boast of kindred with the powers of Heaven.

With the introduction of Christianity, the King’s claim to
reverence as the child of the Gods came to an end. The
pedigree of the kingly house was still traced up to Woden;
but, as the Cretans showed the tomb of Zeus, so it was now
found out that Woden had been only a mortal man, the
descendant of Noah and Adam in such and such a degree
(65). But the King must still have a sacred character
of some kind about him. The Hebrew rite of anointing had
come into use as the inauguration ceremony of the Emperors,
and from them it was extended to Kings of lower degree.
The King’s commission was still divine; but its divinity no
longer consisted in descent from the false God of the
heathen; it was divine, because it was bestowed with
ecclesiastical rites by the highest ministers of the Church
within his kingdom. Now, how far did this change affect the
real nature and extent of the kingly power? It swept away
one form of mystery and sanctity, but it put another form in
its stead. We might perhaps say that it swept away the
sanctity of the race, while it increased the sanctity of the
person. Of all doctrines the most opposed to any kind
or Christian teaching is that which sees any exclusive
virtue, which acknowledges any exclusive privilege, in
particular races or families. In a Christian commonwealth,
the law may decree hereditary succession, whether to the
Crown or to anything else; but the law decrees it simply
because such hereditary succession is deemed to work for the
common good, not because there is any inherent excellence in
this or that particular line. Christianity has had to struggle
with exclusive prejudices of this kind, just as it has had
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to struggle with the +vorld-wide sin of slavery, itself only
another outgrowth of the same exclusive feeling. Under
Christian influences, the sentiment of birth may remain
as a sentiment; it may remain in the form of peiitical
institutions, whether we deem them good or bad; but its
inherent sanctity passes away. When Athelberht plunged
beneath the waters of baptism, his special privileges, his
special sanctity, as a son of Woden were washed away for
ever. The sanctity of the Christian King, the Anointed of
the Lord, was of another kind; it was a sanctity of person
and office, not of descent. The King was admitted to
share somewhat of the official holiness of the priest and
the Bishop. But that holiness was purely official; it was
a ‘holiness bestowed and measured according to an acknow-
ledged law; it was bestowed by a competent authority, and
by a competent authority it might be taken away. The
change from the son of Woden to the Anointed of the Lord
clothed the King with even higher personal worship than
he had held before. But it brought out more strongly the
notion that the King held an office, a trust, bestowed on
him for the common good of his people. Christianity there-
fore made it easier to choose freely within the royal house;
it made it easier, in case of need, to choose beyond the
bounds of the royal house; it made it easier, in case of
need, to remove by legal form a King who had shown
himself unworthy of the trust which the law had bestowed
on him. It was by a later change again that the King
gradually changed from the chief of the people into the
lord of the land, that the notion of office began again to
be lost in the notion of possession, and that the kingdom
began to be looked on as a personal estate, which must,
like any other estate, pass on from father to son, according
to some rule of hereditary succession strictly laid down
beforehand. A strict law of hereditary succession, if it be
inconsistent with the theory of popular election of the King,
1s no less inconsistent with the theory of his ecclesiastical
consecration. The object of the crowning and anointing is
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to make a man full King who up to that moment is at
most only King-elect. But according to the strict doctrine
of hereditary right, the King is full King already, and his
crowusing and anointing sinks into a mere pegeant, empty
or edifying, as men choose to look upon it.

The kingship which went through these stages, heathen
and Christian, came in, as I have already said, gradually.
In some lands, the Heretogan or Eeldormen, the Duces,
Principes, Judices, Satrape, and so forth, of the Latin
writers, long held their ground. Even the smallest king-
dom was probably formed by the union of several small
states of this kind. For this process we may find parallels
far beyond the range of the Teutonic race and even of the
Aryan family. The Old Testament history sets before us
the many Kings of Canaan, reigning each one in his own
city, much like the Kings of heroic Greece. But it also
sets before us, in the case of Gibeon, at least one city which,
though not ruled by a King, was a great city, as one of
the royal cities (66). It tells us how there were Dukes
of Edom before there were Kings (67); and the history of
Israel itself shows, perhaps more clearly than any other,
how a confederacy of kindred tribes might pass into an
united nation, and how the Judges of the Hebrews, like
the Judges of the West-Goths, might pass away before the
power of a single King over the whole folk. And not only
were there Dukes, Ealdormen, and Judges before there were
Kings, but, in some cases, nations which had already tried
kingly government, fell back upon the earlier rule of Dukes,
Laldormen, or Judges. I leave Agyptologers to say what
amount of historical truth there may be in the tale
told us by Herodotus, how the single kingdom of Egypt
was once split ‘'up among twelve confederate Kings. But
be the tale true or false, the state of things which it
describes is one that has several parallels in undoubted
history. The Lombards, after experience of kingly govern-
ment through several reigns, fell back upon the government
of separate Dukes, and, according to one account, the
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same thing happened vmong ourselves in the West-Saxon
kingdom (68). This process must be distinguished from
another, which has something in common with it, and
which may Le looked on as a sort of transition between
the government of separate Dukes or Ealdormen and -the
fully established monarchy of later times. In the view
which we have taken of the origin and nature of kingship,
it is plain that kingship does not imply monarchy in the
literal sense. Indeed it should be remembered that, in
days when the meaning of words was strictly cared for,
the words “monarch” and “monarchy” were never applied
to the rule of ordinary Kings, but were reserved for the
universal dominion of the Emperor (69). Long after an
union of tribes had reached a feeling of national unity so
strong that it bore a common name and was capable of
something like common action—a feeling strong enough to
lead them to forsake the rule of mere Dukes or Judges
for that of Kings—it still did not follow that there should
be only one King in the nation. It was an easy result
from the original nature of Teutonic kingship, that, where
the whole house was kingly, where the kingliness of the
house was the source of its claim to rule, it should be held
that every member of it had a right to be kingly in office
as well as in birth, Hence came the constant subdivision
of a kingdom among a King’s sons, either at his death
or during his lifetime—a process which fills up nearly
the whole history of Frankish kingship under Merwings
and Karlings alike. Hence too the constitution of the
West-Saxon kingdom among ourselves, the confederate
principalities each ruled by an Under-king of the kingly
house, all of them admitting the superiority of the head
King of the whole people. The notion of a Heptarchy in
England has long been cast to the winds, but; had men
chosen .to talk of a Pentarchy in Wessex, there would have
been something to say for.the name (70). So again, in the
Scandinavian North, in almost every great expedition we
find mention of several Kings and of several Earls—the
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Earls of course answering to English Ealdormen or Here-
togan—joined together as leaders of a confederate host.
And mark that, among the invaders who fell in the great
slaughter of Brunanburh, among the seven E.rls and the
five Kings who stayed to feed the wolves and ravens of
Northumberland, we are told that the Kings were young;
we hear nothing of the age of the Earls. Surely this is
another form of the distinction drawn long before by
Tacitus. The Kings were chosen for their birth, for their
kingliness; they might thereforc well be young. The
Earls, we may well believe, were still chosen for their
personal strength and valour; they therefore might well
be dnuoyépovres, sentores, Ealdormen, in the literal sense of
the words. '

In all this,in the crowd of petty Kings who were dis-
placed to make room for the great kingdoms of later times,
be it in the very beginning of English kingship under Ida
in Northumberland or in its later Northern stage under the
fair-haired Harold of Norway (71), we sec the living image
of the same state of things as we see in the many Kings
within the little isle of Ithaké, or in that other royal crowd
whom Odysseus dealt with so tenderly in the hour of trial
before Ilios (72). But, while Greek kingship died out in
Greece itself, while even in Macedonia it lived on only to be
swallowed up in the dominion of Rome, the kindred Teutonic
kingship has gone on and flourished down to our own times.
It has gone on and flourished in modern Europe, while it
died out in old Greece, mainly because tribes could be
g.thered into nations, while cities could not. But its fate
in different European lands has been widely different. In
all, kingship itself has been more or less afrected by the
influences which I have already spoken of as working a
change in its original Teutonic character. In all it has been
affected by the ecclesiastical ideas which gather round the
ecclesiastical rite of consecration ; in all it has been affected
by ideas borrowed from the Roman Civil Law; in all it has
been affetted by feudal and territorial netions which taught.
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men to look on kingship as a property rather than an office;
in all it has been affect®d by the developement of those ideas
which grew out of the union of the Teutonic comitatus with
the Roman ‘tenure of lands by military service (73), The
sacred character which the King received from the new
religion was perhaps only a fair exchange for the sacred
character which he lost by the abolition of the old. But
the Teutonic King was neither a despot nor a constitutional
abstraction ; he was not a lord of the soil, nor was he a mere
head of an ascending series of feudal chiefs. In different
ages and countries he has become all these things. In one
age he became an absolute master, by dint of clothing the
hereditary King with those attributes with which, in the
theory of the Civil Law, the Ruman people, at each election
of an Emperor, clothed its Imperial Tribune (74). In
another age the personal relation of lord and man swallowed
up the relation in which each member of the commonwealth
stands to its head. But in all the King changed from the
chief of a people, wherever that people might be found, into
the ruler of a certain portion of the earth’s surface, by
whomsoever that portion of the earth’s surface might be
inhabited. New-fangled territorial titles—King of England,
King of France, and the like—displaced those ancient titles
of national chieftainship which were borne alike by the
King of the Macedonians and the King of the Medes and
Persians, by the Emperor of the Romans and the King of
the West-Goths, by the King of the English and the Duke
of the Normans (75). And as kingship changed from the
chieftainship of the people to the lordship of the soil—as .t
changed from an office to a property—as the territorial
kingdom came to be looked on as a vast estate—so men
began to think that it was not enough that the King should
have about him the sentiment which clave to the descendant
of former Kings, that it was not enough that he should be
chosen out of the one kingly house; lawyers and courtiers
began to dream that the territorial property into which they
had changed the kingly office ought to pass, like any other
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territorial property, according to some’ fixed law of hereditary
succession. They devised for us ali those lawyers’ subtleties
of primogeniture, representation, and the like, which gave
our; Crown for a season to Edward of C .ernarvon and
Richard of Bourdeaux, but which would have bidden Alfred
to stand aside, and to forbear from touching the inheritance
of his brother’s child. All these various influences have
affected kingship in every European kingdom; but it has
been affected by these several influences in very different
degrees in different lands. And, if the nature of kingship
1tself has thus come to differ under different circumstances,
the degree of power attached to the kingly title has differed
no less. Kingship has come, in different lands, to wear all
the different forms with a sketch of which I began the
present lecture. There is still one European land where, as
in the days of the old Cesars, what seems good to the Prince
has the force of law (76). There are other lands in which
the law still clothes the sovereign with vast, though strictly
defined, powers, but where some of those powers are exercised
only through advisers in whose choice the sovereign has
hardly a personal voice, while there are other powers which
neither sovereign nor minister would for a moment dream of
exercising at all. If we look to the history of our own land,
we find in this matter of the developement of kingship, as in
most others, a stronger historical continuity than elsewhére.
At no stage of the process which changed the Ealdorman or
Heretoga of a corner of Hampshire into the King of the
English and Lord of the Isle of Britain did he ever wholly
lose the old character of the chief of the people (77). Every
change which in other lands affected the primitive nature
of Teutonic kingship was slower in reaching us, and had
less effect when it did reach us, than it had elsewhere. The
coming of the Norman handed over the English Crown to
Kings of foreign speech; but it did not wholly break the
continuity of English political traditions. Nay rather, it
was the firm hand of the great William which put the last

stroke to the work of Ecgberht and thelstan, and which
1
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made England for ever e\drealm which, since his day, no man
has thought of parting hsunder. And the Conqueror, who
claimed the Crown by English Law, who professed to rule
according to Iinglish Law, handed down the tradition of
English Law to all those who came after him. The King
has been mighty, but the Law has ever been mightier. The
Laws of King Eadward grew into the Great Charter; the
Great Charter grew into the Petition of Right; the Petition
of Right grew into that fuller establishment of our liberties
which marked the great day when Englishmen for the last
time chose themselves a King (78). If we look through all
the stages of our history, we shall, I think, sce that of all
European nations we have fallen away the least from the old
heritage of our fathers, and that, when we have fallen away
from it, we have in many cases only come back to it in other
forms. We have never wholly cast aside either the hereditary
or the elective principle; our sovereign is still crowned and
anointed with the same rites as Eadward, Harold, and
William, and is still clothed with those powers, ecclesiastical
as well as temporal, which William knew how to defend
against Hildebrand himself (79). Even in so small a matter
as the descent of the Crown among members of the old
kingly house, no other land can show a succession of Kings
so nearly unbroken. Nowhere clse, even by help of female
succession, can any royal house trace up its descent to the
chiefs who, fourteen hundred years back, led the nation into
the land in which they still dwell. Under Cerdic and Cynric
the people of the West-Saxons made their first settlement
in the Celtic land. And ever since—save when for a moment
the old stock gave way, twice to foreign conquest, once to
popular election—the children of Cerdic and Cynric have
ruled over the people of the West-Saxons and over all into
which the realm of the West-Saxons has grown. Every
sovereign of Wessex or of England, before and since the
age of Cnut, of Harold, and of William, has been, at least
on the female side, the offspring of the first founder of the
nation (80).
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Among our kinsmen on the mainland kingship has run
another course. Nowhere but in our own island had the old
Teutonic kingship, like other old Teutonic institutions, the
same-chance of growing and improving, of modifying itself
by a purely native growth, on a soil which the utter sweep-
ing away of an earlier state of things had made as fully
their own as the land from which our fathers set forth to win
it. In our island—a world of its own—the Teutonic State
and the Teutonic kingship could grow up undisturbed by
Roman influences, till Roman influences came to show them-
selves in their later forms, ecclesiastical and feudal. Else-
where, wherever the Teutonic nation and its King established
themselves on the conquered Roman soil, they stepped at
once within the magic circle of Roman influences. Some of
the Teutonic kingdoms which were thus founded on Roman
soil fell back again, like those of the Vandals in Africa and
the Goths in Italy, within the grasp of the reviving Roman
power. The Goth in Spain, himself for a while cut short by
the Roman revival (81), lived on to fall beneath the yoke of
invaders foreign alike to Aryan speech and to Christian faith.
Others were absorbed one by one into the dominion of a
kindred people mightier than themselves. Step by step, a
single Teutonic nation rose to the first place, and united
under the Frankish sceptre the ancestral land of Germany
and the conquered land of Gaul. But, in so doing, the
Frankish kingship lost the power which the English king-
ship still kept, of handing on the unmixed Teutonic traditions
of earlier times. The fact that the Frankish power never
vecame wholly Gaulish, that the Teutonic lands of the
Eastern Franks and of the dependent Allemani and Bavarians
still formed part of the Frankish dominion, saved that
dominion from becoming wholly Roman: it saved the Frank,
even on Gaulish soil, from wholly casting away the speech
and traditions of his fathers. Still the great territorial
conquest won by the Franks on Roman ground did not fail
to do its work. When the nation, King, nobles, freemen, sat
down in the new homes which they had won among a
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conquered people whose civilization was higher than their
own, they could not keep their old simple social state, their
old simple political traditions, free from all foreign inter-
mixture. Me.e increase of dominion cannot fail to add to
the kingly power (82), and it adds to it still more when
increase of dominion takes the form of foreign conquest.
The King who rules according to his own will over the
greater numbers of the conquered strangers will insensibly
take to himself a greater share of power than of old, even
over his own countrymen. Add to this that, in the Gaulish
land, the Franks found an elaborate system of law, ecclesi-
astical and civil, fully established ; and the Frankish King
lent no unwilling ear to the Roman priest or the Roman
lawyer who taught him that he need not look on his power
as bounded by the restraints put upon it by the customs of
his own people. The Lord of Gaul, the Advocate of the
Orthodox Church, might claim to himself all the powers
which had been exercised by Constantine and Theodosius,
which were still exercised before his eyes by Justinian or
Heraclius. At last, under a new and mightier dynasty, the
two natures of Roman and Teutonic rule were joined in one:
the Frankish King became the Roman Cesar. But, step by
step, the kingship of Germany was crushed in pieces beneath
the weight of the Imperial dignity, and the Lord of the
World (83) came, as Lord of the World, to have less of real
power than the lords of very small portions of its surface.
Between domestic weakness and foreign aggression, the once
united German Kingdom broke up into a lax Confederation,
and out of that lax Confederation the kingdom of Henry ot
Saxony and Rudolf of Habsburg has again sprung to life
before our eyes (84). Meanwhile the Western part of the
old Frankish realm fell away from the common centre, and a
small principality by the Seine, peopled by a fragment of the
old Celtic race, grew, under the borrowed name of France,
into one of the foremost powers of the European -world.
While in the Eastern (85), the German, realm, the Crown
first became purely elective and then practically hereditary
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under elective forms (86), the Crown of the Western France
became more purely hereditary than that of any other
kingdom, because there never was lacking a male heir of the
first patriarch to claim it. But, perhaps partly for that very
reason, when the magic spell of that long succession was
once broken, it has been found harder than in any other land
to find a stable government of any kind to take the place of
the unbroken kingship of eight hundred years. In Germany,
as I have said, the royal power came to nothing, because the
kingdom split asunder into states which were virtually inde-
pendent. In France the same thing happened at an earlier
time; but the Crown contrived to annex the separate
principalities one by one, and so to establish, step by step,
a despotism over the whole land. England, after its final
union, never split asunder. The policy of William secured
that, though the Crown might be weaker than the united
nation, yet each single man in the nation, the very highest
not excepted, should be weaker than the Crown (87).

In the constitutional monarchies of modern times, the
Crown is the Executive power; but its free action as such is
more or less hampered by the conventional necessity of acting
by the advice of Ministers who are approved by a majority
of the Legislature. Kingship has lost nothing of its dignity ;
it has lost little of its legal powers; what modern practice
does is to provide the Sovereign with a Mayor of the Palace
whom the Legislature can practically remove at pleasure. I
mention this now, because it is of some importance to
uistinguish between kingly dignity and kingly power. We

_have seen how, in the Roman Commonwealth, the ancient
powers of the Kings were not so much taken away as put
into commission in the hands of the Consuls and other
magistrates. Something of the same kind has happened in
some republican states in later times. It is worth noticing
how, in popular talk, the notion of a Republic seems natur-
ally to suggest the notion of a President. That is to say, it
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is taken for granted that the State must have a personal
head, even though that personal head may be chosen for a
definite term, and may be subject to legal punishment in
the case of proved crime. That such a way of speaking
leaves out of sight most of the great Commonwealths of
history, that it leaves out of sight the most successful
Commonwealth of modern times, is a slight matter. It is an
established maxim among political talkers that the one State
in Europe where republican institutions are immemorial, the
one State where they have been fairly tried and have
thoroughly succeeded, should be left out of sight in all such
inquiries. People who would be ashamed not to know all
about the political condition of every other European nation,
would deem it beneath them to stop and think whether the
Swiss Confederation or any of its Cantons is governed by
King, President, or Council (88). History shows that the
tendency of republican states in general is against vesting
the Executive power in any single person. There has indeed
commonly been a chief magistrate, under some title or other;
but he has been only the chief of the Executive ; he has not
been himself the whole of it. He has been, like the Swiss
President, a mere Chairman of a Council, not, like the
American President, an independent power in the State.
The notion that a republic must have a President at its
head is simply a shadow of kingship. Men have been so
accustomed to kingly government, to a personal head of the
State, that it seems natural, even in getting rid of kingship,
to keep the personal head, and simply to make him elective
instead of hereditary, appointed for a fixed time instead or
for life. The American President, in the original conception
of his office, is a four years’ King; and the early Presidents
ruled with far more of personal kingly power than the King
of any kingdom where the modern theory of constitutional
government is fully established. The cause is obvious:
hereditary succession gives nmo guaranty for any personal
qualifications in the King. His power is therefore not only
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limited by law, but it is held that, even in the exercise of
his legal powers, he is bound to follow the advice of Ministers
who are practically appointed and removed by the popular
bradch of the Legislature. But the Presidevt, it might be
thought, need be bound by no such fetters. He is chosen
for a fixed time: he is chosen, it might be hoped, on account
of his personal fitness to rule. It might therefore seem to
follow that, while his office lasts, his personal power ought to
be greater than that of a constitutional King ; it might seem
to follow that such authority as the law gives him he may
use purely according to his personal discretion, and that his
Ministers should be his servants, and not his masters, But
it is clear that there is a tendency at work to hamper the
personal freedom of action of the Presidents of the United
States, in nearly the same way, so far as the different forms
of the Constitution allow, in which the personal freedom of
action of the constitutional Kings of Europe is hampered.
That is to say, though the President is not a King, though
his position has nothing of kingly dignity, of kingly mystery,
or of kingly duration, yet his powers are in themselves so
essentially kingly that it seems an obvious thing to treat
him as a King, and to give him, like a King, Ministers who
shall control rather than obey him. The Executive Council,
such as we see in the Swiss Confederation, alone avoids
every tendency of the kind. To a body of seven men, chosen
by the Legislature for the term of its own being, no scrap or
rag of kingship can cleave (89).

There is one feature in which it might seem that the
modern conception, I will not say of kingship, but of royalty,
has gone back to the ideas of the very earliest times. In
fully developed constitutional States, the notion of kingship,
either strictly as an office or strictly as a possession, has well-
nigh died out. But the notion of royalty as a dignity belong-
ing to royal personages, as something which cleaves, not only
to Kings themselves, but to all their kindred and belongings—
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the notion that such kindred and belongings form a separate
class or order apart from other men—is stronger now than it
ever was since men reverenced in their Kings the son of
Zeus or of WoMen. In no time or place was kingship, as an
office or possession, more highly magnified than in the days
of Elizabeth and her father. But the notion of royalty in
the modern sense could have no place where the sovereign
was the child of an English mother, and could trace back her
descent to ancient Kings through a long succession of un-
crowned ancestors (90). We have seen that the notion of
the kingliness of the race is probably older than kingship,
either as an office or as a possession. It would seem also to
be more lasting. The feeling which binds all the royal
houses of Europe together, as members of one class, would
hardly have been understood by the followers of Thomas of
Lancaster or Henry of Richmond. It would perhaps have
been more intelligible to those who, when a number of tribes
were welded together into a nation, placed, as a matter of
course, a son of Woden at its head. It would have been
least of all intelligible in the days when personal rule was at
its highest in point of real power, at its lowest in point of
outward dignity. Men marched off into a distant banish-
ment, or opened their veins to die without a thought of
resistance, at the mere bidding of a Caesar who, in outward
form, was simply the first magistrate of the Commonwealth.
The successors of that Cwesar, Lords of the World, waited on
by Kings and sovereign Dukes, commanded no such obedi-
ence. The notion of mere rank and dignity and the notion
of real power are in themselves distinct. There are times
when the two are joined together; there are other times
when they would seem to be not only distinct, but actually
hostile.

I have now dealt with the general notions of the State
itself in its two great forms: as the city and as the tribe
growing into the nation. I have dealt with its chief, in his
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various forms, sometimes the King sinking into the republican
magistrate, sometimes the republican magistrate growing
into the King. The next time I come before you I shall
have to deal no longer with the head of the S‘ate, but with
its body, with the Assembly of the city or nation in all its
forms, from the Agoré of the Homeric Achaians to the
Parliament of the United Kingdom.
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THE ASSEMBLY

WE have now dealt with the general idea of the State,
whether as a tribe growing into a nation or as shut up
within the walls of a single city. From that general idea
we have passed to the head of the State, to the King. We
have seen in old Greece the power of the Kings of particular
cities vanish away, as those cities changed into common-
wealths, first aristocratic and then democraticc. We have
seen the powers of the Roman Kings put, as it were, into
commission among the great magistrates of the Republic,
and then gathered together again, in far more than their old
strength, in the hands of the Emperors. We have traced
the origin and growth of Teutonic kingship; we have seen
how, as the tribe grew into a nation, its chief grew into
a King; we have seen how the various forms of modern
European royalty started off from this primitive source, and
how strangely the greatest among them became for ages
allied, or rather identified, with the still abiding dignity of
the Roman Augustus. We have now to turn from the head
of the State to its body, from the King to the Assembly of
the People. The body follows the same law as its head.
Where the city is the commonwealth and the commonwealth
never stretches beyond its walls, the Assembly may shrink
up into, or it may never develope itself beyond, the gather-
ing of a mere oligarchic body. As the highest franchise of
the city may be shared by all the citizens, or may be con-



v . NO REPRESENTATION IN CITY CO. IMONWEALTHS 123

fined to the members of an exclusive order, so the sovereign
Assembly of the commonwealth may be less or greater in its
numbers. The sovereign body is the Assembly of all those
citizens who hold the highest franchise, whetter they form
the narrowest oligarchy or the most open democracy. In
either case, each member of the ruling body discharges his
own duty in the Assembly in his own person, and not
through a representative. In a city commonwealth the idea
of representation, of choosing certain citizens to act on
behalf of the whole body, is not likely to come into any
man’s head. Where all the citizens in a democracy, or all
the citizens of the ruling order in an oligarchy, can
habitually come together in their own persons, as in a city
commonwealth they can, it is not likely that they will
willingly give up their highest right to a few members of
their own body. They may entrust greater or less powers to
smaller Councils and to individual magistrates; and the
Councils and magistrates of an oligarchy will commonly be
entrusted with far larger and more independent powers than
the Councils and magistrates of a democracy. But in either
case the Assembly of the whole people, or of the whole
privileged class of the people, remains the sovereign power
of the commonwealth. And, as the Assembly of the city is
not likely to change itself into a representative body within
its own walls, so it is not likely to merge its own being as a
sovereign and independent Assembly in any body beyond its
own walls. If the city be connected with other cities by a
Federal tie, it may give up to the general Assembly of the
whole Confederation, the right of deciding on the relations of
the Confederation to foreign powers, and all other such
matters as naturally come within the range of Federal
authority. But the Assemblies of the several cities did not
in such a case cease to exist; they did not cease to be
sovereign and independent within the range of all powers
which they did not expressly give up to the Federal body (1).
And, stranger still to our notions, among the Confederations
of Greece even the Federal body itself did not assume a
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representative character; as every citizen of the individual
city had his place in the sovereign Assembly of that city,
so each citizen of the Confederation had his place in the
sovereign Aisembly of the Confederation (2). Wherever
the independent city is the leading political idea, whether
the city remain absolutely independent for all purposes or
it is content to yield part of its sovereign rights to a Federal
authority—whether it strictly confines its citizenship to the
dwellers in its own walls or freely grants it out to all the
inhabitants of a large country—in either case alike each
citizen keeps his personal right to attend and vote in the
sovereign Assembly of the State of which he is a member.
It seems to be a law of its being that the primary Assembly
of the city should never grow'into or merge itself in the
representative Assembly of a nation.

Where, on the other hand, the tribe and not the city is
the leading political idea, the case is widely different. We
have seen how tribes grew into nations, how, from being
independent political bodies, they sank into mere divisions
of a greater body. In this process the Assemblies of the
State follow the same law as the State itself. The tribe and
the city start from the same point, for in truth the city is
only a tribe, or more than one tribe, surrounded by a wall.
In the Assembly of the tribe, no less than in the Assembly
of the city, every man who enjoys the full franchise, every
freeman of the tribe, has the right to appear in person.
But, as the tribe merges itself in a greater whole far more
easily than the city, so the Assembly of the tribe shares a
like fate. As the tribe ceases to be the State, and becomes
a mere division of the State—as the chief of the tribe
becomes a mere subordinate deputy of the King who is the
chief of the nation (3)—so in the like sort the sovereign
Assembly of the tribe merges itself in the sovereign
Assembly of the nation. It may cease to exist altogether,
or it may go on as a purely local body; but if so, it has
ceased to be sovereign; it is merely the Assembly of a
certain division of the State or of its territory; it does not,
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like the several members of a Confederation, retain its
independent sovereignty within its own range. It is only
under the most exceptional of circumstances that the tribal
Asserably can live on through all changes, and- after having
sunk into the Assembly of a mere corner of a vast kingdom,
can come forth again as the sovereign Assembly of an
independent State. In one lucky corner of the world things
have taken this exceptional course. We cannot see the
Démos of Athens on his Pnyx; we cannot see the Comitia
of Rome in the Forum or on the field of Mars; but any man
who chooses may, on the first Sunday of next May, sce the
Germans of Tacitus with his own eyes (4).

It must be constantly borne in mind that the true
difference between an aristoctatic and a democratic govern-
ment, as those words were understood in the politics of old
Greece, lies in this. In the democracy all citizens, all who
enjoy civil rights enjoy also political rights. In the aris-
tocracy political rights belong to only a part of those who
enjoy civil rights. But, in either case, the highest authority
of the State is the general Assembly of the whole ruling
body, whether that ruling body be the whole people or only
a part of it. Two great examples of the aristocratic Assembly
went on into modern times, the Great Council of Venice
and those great and tumultuous comitia of the whole nobility
of Poland which came together for the election of a King.
This aristocratic Assembly, when it came together, was far
more truly to be called a mob than the Assembly of demo-
cratic Athens. But it might be argued in return that, if
the Polish Assembly was an oligarchy as opposed to the
excluded classes of the nation, the Athenian Assembly was
also an oligarchy, as opposed to the excluded classes of
slaves and strangers. It is certain that, in Athens or in
any other democratic commonwealth, those who enjoyed
the political franchise were far fewer in number than those
who were shut out from it. But, according to Greek ideas,
this in no way interfered with the democratic character
of the commonwealth and its Assembly. The shutting out




126 THE ASSEMBLY LECT.

of slaves and strangers was as much a matter of course,
according to Greek ideas, as the shutting out of women
and children is according to the ideas of nearly every State
in the world. The constitution of the city community,
whether aristocratic or democratic, rests wholly on the
principle of hereditary burghership. The slave of course
has no rights; that is involved in the very nature of
slavery (5); neither has the resident stranger who has not
been adopted into the burghership, even though he and
his forefathers for generations may have lived and been born
in the land. The answer to any claim on his part would
have been that he had his own hereditary burghership.
somewhere else—let him go and enjoy his civil and political
rights there. The slaves and strangers who were shut out
at Athens were, according to Greek ideas, no Athenians;
but every Athenian had his place in the sovereign Assembly
of Athens, while every Corinthian had not his place in the
sovereign Assembly of Corinth. But the aristocratic and the
democratic commonwealth both agreed in placing the final
authority of the State in the general Assembly of all who
enjoy the highest franchise. From this point all the political
assemblies of the world, all at least of that part of the world
with which we are concerned, take their start, and the
democratic model is the older and purer of the two (6).
The ways in which distinctions arise between different classes
in the same State are various, and of some of them I shall
have to speak in my last lecture. But it is plain that,
whether we take the city or the tribe for our starting-point,
the oldest and purest model is that in which the sovereign
Assembly takes in all who are members of the State. That
it shuts out those who from any cause are not members of
the State must be taken for granted. We must not bring
in modern ideas, which belong wholly to a state of things
in which nations have taken the form of territorial kingdoms.
With us every one born in the land is of right a British
subject, and the rights of a British subject may be obtained
with very little trouble by those who are not born in the
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land. The like is the case in most other modern kingdoms
and commonwealths. This is because they have all become
territorial, because they have learned to put birth within
the lend in the place of descent from the original stock.
In a tribe, as long as it retains the feelings of a tribe, in a
city, as long as it retains the principle of hereditary burgher-
ship, naturalization must always remain a matter of special
favour. No length of residence, not even birth in the land
of other than citizen parents, can ever give it of right.

I have wandered to some extent from the subject of
Assemblies, but it was not foreign to my subject to clear
away one or two difficulties which might arise from the
seemingly twofold character of some commonwealths, and
of their sovereign Assemblies®’ In the primitive conception,
the Assembly is the gathering of the whole people, the
gathering of all the men of the tribe, of all the citizens of
the city. Now in all primitive societies the distinction
between soldier and civilian is unknown. To fight when
called on is not the special profession of any particular class;
it is the duty of all men alike who are able to bear arms.
And we may add that, in some states of society, fighting
is not merely every man’s duty when called on; 1t is some-
thing very like the chief business of life. From this it
follows that, in all early states of society, the army is the
Assembly, and the Assembly is the army (7). The same
body of men, if called together for a peaceful purpose, form
the political Assembly; if called together for a warlike
purpose, they form the army. But the men are the same
in either case, and it 1s not till political refinement has
made great advances that any distinction is drawn between
the members of the State in their civil and in their military
character. It is plain that such a distinction was likely to
be first drawn among the greater civilization and more
complicated relations of city life. As long as the tribe
remains the ruling idea, nay, even long after the tribe has
grown into, or merged itself in, the nation, the nation is
still the army and the army is the nation. The Assembly
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meets in arms, ready to act as an army, if need should so
demand ; and the army, whether under Agamemnon beneath
the walls of Ilios (8), under Alexander far away in Bactria
(9), or under our Eadward on the shores of Kent (1c), can,
in the like case of need, discharge the duties of the Assembly.
But in the city commonwealth it is gradually found that,
though every citizen 1s bound to serve in arms when called
on, yet there is no need for every citizen to be called on
to serve at the same moment (11). An army, though only
a temporary army, is thus formed, distinct from the whole
bady of the people. Those citizens who are in arms give
up for a while their full rights as citizens; the authority
of the General without the city rises far above the restraints
which fetter the authority of the Magistrate within the city ;
and the citizens who form the army are content to receive
orders from the citizens who remain at home and can go
through the accustomed forms of a peaceful Assembly (12).
And in the case of a city commonwealth another element
comes in. In the city everything is local; the Assembly
must be held in the accustomed place, perhaps within the
precincts of some revered temple; if it were held elsewhere,
it would lose all its virtue, and its acts might seem to be
of no force. Hence, while in other states of society the
military Assembly is common, among the settled city
commonwealths of Greece it is rare, and under the stern
discipline of a Roman army it was unknown. Alexander
brought his traitors before the assembly of his soldiers, but
Titus Manlius struck off his son’s head by the sole authority
of the Consul and father. In Athenian history the military
Assembly is heard of only in cases of some desperate emer-
gency, when the Mede holds the soil of Athens but when
Athens herself is in her ships by Salamis (13), or when, in
the days of the Four Hundred, the fleet at Samos, cleaving
to the old laws and freedom, declares that the city has
revolted from them (14). In the Federal period we hear
more commonly, though still rarely, of military assemblies,
of the nation in arms on foreign service exercising, under
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the walls of a besicged city, the authority which, under
common circumstances, it would have exercised in the
regular place of Federal meeting (15). The cause of the
differance is obvious. The citizens of a Confederation were
used to exercise political powers at a distance from their
own homes; the place of Federal meeting at Megalopolis or
Aigion could never become surrounded with the same sacred
and exclusive associations which to the mind of the Athenian
gathered round the holy rock of Athéné. To discharge the
rights of citizens on an unusual spot, or under unusual
circumstances, was a slighter shock to a body of men gathered
together from several confederate commonwealths than it
was to men whose every political idea centred within the
walls of a single city.

But we must go back to earlier times, to the very first
glimpses which we get of the political life of thosc three
branches of the Aryan family with which we are now specially
concerned. If there is anything which we can fairly look
upon as a common political heritage, as something handed
on from the days when Greek, Latin, and Teuton were still
one people, it is surely to be seen in the great elements of
political life which are common to all three, in the gencral
Assembly of the people presided over by the King or other
chief, and guided rather than restrained in its deliberations
by the working of the smaller Council, whether of hereditary
nobles, of elders serving for life, or of magistrates or senators
clothed with a temporary authority by the Assembly itself.
The exact constitution, the exact limits of the authority,
of the three great political elements vary from time to time
and from place to place, but the three elements themselves
are always there. It may be that the Achaian King in
Homer exercises a greater control over the course of things
in the Assembly than the German King in Tacitus. Differ-
ences of this kind will be found everywhere, but the
cssential elements remain the same under all varieties
of detail. Everywhere alike we find the general Assembly,

K
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the smaller Council, and the King himself. In those
states in which kingship has either not yet arisen or has
given way to magistrates periodically renewed, we find his
forerunner or his successor. In every page of the Houneric
poems, in every gathering which they sct before us, political,
military, festive, or religious, the three elements come before
us with more or less distinctness, according to the circum-
stences of the case. The Zeus-born and Zeus-nurtured King
is ever surrounded by the chiefs, the clders, the lesser Kings,
who form the nearest circle round him. And thesc again
arq surrounded by the wider circle of the whole body of the
tribe, the city, or the army. We sce them, not only
in the mortal world of Hellas, but in the lands called
into being by the play of Hell&nic fancy, in the mythie isle
of the Phaiakians and among the Gods themselves on
Olympos. To the mind of the Greck the Gods whom
he worshipped were beings who shared the nature and
the passions of man. They were in truth men: they were
mighticr indeed and happicr than the mortal men on earth,
free from the toils and pains and cares of carthly life, and
with no doom of coming decath before their eyes (16). But
they were still Gods after the likeness of men, Gods
who shared the loves, the hates, the counsels, of their
worshippers, who had spots which they loved on earth,
and of whose blood the Kings and heroes of mortal birth
were sprung. The immortal people on Olympos, like
the mortal people in Ithaké or like the confederate host
before Ilios, had their supreme King, their smaller Council,
their general Assembly of the whole divine race. The
will of Zeus in heaven, like the will of Agamemnon on earth,
may be a will which it is dangerous to disobey, but it is not
the will of a despot who is obeyed without dispute or criticism.
The great Gods and Goddesses who form the inner Council,
the Senate, the Gerousia, the Areiopagos of Heaven, at
least speak their minds freely before the Father of Gods
and Men. And, when need calls for such a gathering,
once in the course of the Homeric tale, the summons
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goes forth which gathers the Agoré, the Comitia, the
Mickle Gemdt of the immortal nation, to come together to
share the counsels of the Lord of that triple world. From
that great Himmelsgemeinde, if I may coin a word in the
one modern speech on which the inheritance of old Hellas
has fallen, which came together at the summons of Themis,
none stay away; the river-Gods come, and the nymphs
from the groves and fountains and grassy meadows, to
sit in council on the seats which Hephaistos has wrought
for them in the house of Zeus (17). The same word
dayopr is used to express the divine and the human Assembly ;
the constitution of the two is exactly alike, unless any
one should argue that the importance of Héré and Athéné
in the inner Council, and the marked attendance of all
the Nymphs in the general Assembly, show that political
progress had made wider strides in Olympos than it had
on earth (18). But the overwhelming power of the will
of Zeus in the Assembly, where Poseidon alone dares to
question him (19), and where no one ventures a word
in answer to him, brings me to one point in the character
of the Homeric Assemblies which has given rise to a
good deal of discussion, and about which I myself, among
others, have had my own say clsewhere (20). This is the
alleged cxtreme submission of the Assembly, and even
of the chiefs, to the supreme King, Zeus on Olympos
and Agamemndn on earth. It is, I think, undoubtedly
true that the primitive Greek Assembly, as set before
us by Homer, does show far more of deference to the
King than is to be found in the primitive Teutonic
Assembly as set before us by Tacitus. We have seen
that the whole conception and position of the Greek
King was something higher than that of the Teutonic
King. This is the kind of difference which we must always
expect to meet with between one age and people and
another. But we may remark that the Agamemndn of
the Iliad is something more than an ordinary King. The
King of Mykéné who reigned over many islands and all
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Argos was, as it were, the Bretwalda of Hellas, Basileus
in the later as well as in the carlier sense (21). And
when we add that he is general of the confederate army
on actual service, the fact that the Assembly slould
go on and retain any kind of independence, amid the
discipline of actual warfare, is in itself no small matter.
It surely proves more onc way than is proved the other
way by the fact that the King’s power is more arbitrary
in war-time than it was in time of peace. As for the
polity of Olympos, the poet was clearly divided between
twe opposite ideas. Zeus the human God, who shared
the feelings and passions of man, who hearkened to the
prayer of Thetis and felt his heart moved with human sorrow
for the fate of Sarpedon (22), could be conceived only
as a human King with all the surroundings of a human
King. But Zcus in the elder conception, Zeus the God
of the sky, the power spread over all and ruling over
all, must spcak with a voice of command which neither
men nor Gods can gainsay. And, again to come down
to carth, if the camp before Ilios might tend to give us
an overwecning idea of the authority of the Achaian King
in the face of his Assembly, the Odysscy shows us, on
the other hand, how low Achaian kingship could fall when
the King himself was absent, and when his person had
to be represented by the old age of his father and by
the youth of his son. But it should be marked too that,
in the anarchy of Ithaké, as long as the kingly power
is in abeyance, the Assembly is in abeyance also (23). It
might seem that King and Assembly were the two essential
elements of lawful government, neither of which could stand
without the other. But, afterall, I think that the submission
of the mass of the Achaian freemen to Agamemnén and
a few other great chiefs has been, if not exaggerated, at
least misunderstood. It is not the submission of slaves, but
the submission of children. It is not the submission of men
who wish to oppose but who dare not; it is the submission
of men who have not yet formed the wish to oppose. The
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speaking, to be sure, is mainly confined to a few great
chiefs, and the opposition speaker Thersités is roughly
handled. But this is, I venture to think, not altogether
pecwiar to the military assembly of the Achaians. The
real thing to be marked is that there should be any
opposition speakers at all. There is no formal reckoning
of votes; but I suspect that any formal reckoning of
votes 1s a refinement belonging to a much later stege
of political life. To shout or to clash the arms is the
primitive way of declaring assent (24). Ages afterwards
the will of the Spartan Assembly was declared, not b a
formal vote, but by a shout (25); nay, down to our own day,
in our Houses of Parliament, in the deliberative Assemblies
of our Universitics, the vote, the division, the scrutiny, is a
mere secondary refinement; the Assembly first speaks its
mind in Homeric fashion by a shout, and then it is open %0
any member to appeal—for an appeal it is in the strictest
sensc—ifrom the primitive decision by the shout to the
more certain test of actual voting. The Achaian King, to
put the powers of the Assembly at their very lowest, cannot
reign without gathering his people together, without
setting his purposes before them, without at least learning
whether his own will is the same as the will of his people.
And herein is the essence of freedom. An Assembly of
this kind will gather strength as it goes on; men whom
their King has to persuade will some day refuse to be
persuaded; men before whom Kings and chiefs speak
and argue will some day speak and argue for themselves.
The Assembly which, not in the feebleness of age but in the
simplicity of childhood, still cries Aye to whatever is set
before it will assuredly learn to cry No, whenever the time
for crying No shall come.

We should better understand the nature of the Greek
Assemblies in the Homeric times, if we had fuller accounts
of the internal affairs of those kindred nations among whom
the Homeric kingship went on after it had come to an end in
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Hellas itself. The Epeirot and Macedonian Assemblies,
assemblies which, at different stages of their growth, were
assemblies, first of tribes and then of nations, but never
strictly assemblies of cities, must have had more in cornmon
with the early Teutonic Assemblies than anything to be
found among the proper Hellénes. But we hardly know
more of them than that they existed. Of the solemn pledge
which bound together the Molossian king and people in the
Assembly of Passardn 1 have already spoken. The Mace-
donian Assemblies of which we read in history are either
military asscmblies which come together to hear charges
brought before them by Alexander, or else they are assemblies
held in the revolutionary times which followed Alexander’s
death to accept some successful candidate for the Crown, or
to condemn some one whose carcer has been less lucky (26).
M that we know is that there were such Assemblies, and
that they did exercise a will of their own, since those whom
Alexander himself accused were sometimes acquitted (27).
But we must remember that of the internal state of Mace-
donia and Epeiros we know absolutely nothing. We hear of
their foreign relations and of their dynastic revolutions, but
of the ordinary working of government in those countries not
a word is recorded. The precious notices that we have as to
the political constitution of the Chaonians and Thesprotians
come to us only from a short and incidental notice in
Thucydides, which we should never have had, if he had not
been called on to describe a military expedition in which
those nations took a share. Our ignorance on these matters
is specially to be lamented. It is plain that in these
countries therc was an opportunity for free government on a
large scale, for the political life of a nation and not of a mere
city, such as did not arise again for many ages. Of the local
institutions of those lands and of their every-day working we
have no account whatever. We know a great deal less of
the Macedonian monarchy than we should know of the
Frankish or the Old-English monarchy, if we had only their
chroniclers, and not a single word of laws, charters, or letters.



v THE ASSEMBLY IN MACEDONIA 135

But without these last we should have a very vague notion
indeed even of our own land. We should sce that there
were Kings and that there were Assemblies, but we should
not see much more. Of the every-day working of local
institutions we should know absolutcly nothing. We are
therefore quite unable to say what points of likeness or
unlikeness the internal state of Macedonia or of Molossis
may have shown to that of medizval or of modern kingdoms.
But the mere facts that there was a King, and that there
was a national Assembly of some kind or other, are enough
to show that the approach to the state of things in modern,
or at least in mediwval, Europe must have been far ncarer
than anything else to be found in the early history of the
Greek and Italian lands. It would seem as if the first steps
had been taken towards a work which was only begun and
not finished, and which had to be begun again ages after-
wards. The conquests of Philip and Alexander, the close
relations into which they brought their kingdom alike with
the intellectual culture of Greece and with the political
despotism of the East, doubtless did much to check the
natural developement of national Macedonian life. The whole
subject is a disappointing onc; we sec that something was
begun and never finished, and we do not sce in detail what
was begun, or what hope there was of finishing 1t. But we
do sec that Macedonia stood alone among the chief nations
of the ancient world, as the one which most nearly fore-
shadowed the political life of modern Europe, as the one
great nation which had Kings and which is yct allowed to
have been free (28).

The chance then of the developement of a constitutional
government for a whole nation scems to have been lost in
the one case in the ancient world where therc was most hope
for it. The political civilization of the two great peninsulas
took the city as its ruling idea, and the political assemblies
of Greece and Italy were assemblies of cities, or, at most,
assemblies of confederations of cities. One of these, the
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most illustrious of all, the Assembly of the Democracy of
Athens, still lives before us in its minutest details. We
know the laws which regulated its constitution; we know
the rules which were followed in its procedure. We have
living pictures of the course of its debates; we can listen to
the very words by which it was stirred as they fell from the
lips of the greatest of orators and statesmen. In the
Ekklésia which listened to Periklés and Démosthenés we
feel almost as much at home as in an institution of our own
land and our own times. At least we ought to feel at home
thege; for we have the full materials for calling up the
political life of Athens in all its fulness, and within our own
times one of the greatest minds of our own or of any age has
given its full strength to clear away the mists of error and
calumny which so long shrouded the parent state of justice
and freedom. Among the contemporaries and countrymen
of Mr. Grote it is shame indeed if men fail to see in the
great Democracy the first state which taught mankind that
the voice of persuasion could be stronger than a despot’s will,
the first which taught that disputes could be settled by a
free debate and a free vote which in other lands could have
been decided only by the banishment or massacre of the
weaker side. It was the Democracy of Athens which taught
the world that there was, in the words of its own great
historian, such a thing as constitutional morality. The man
who, in any age or in any land, does aught for the cause of
right or freedom, may cherish as his brightest thought that
he is walking in the path in which Solon, Kleisthenés,
Aristeidés, and Periklés walked before him. They walked
before us, but there were none who walked before them.
The Assembly of Athens, called together and guided in its
procedure by established and written laws, grew doubtless
step by step out of the more irregular assemblies of the
heroic times; but we now for the first time come across
the personal agency of living men; we now have no longer
to talk vaguely about growth and tendencies and develope-
ments ; we stand face to face with men who, each in his own
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day, wrought a great and noble work for his own age and for
all ages. That the glory of such a work was too bright to
last we have already seen. The life of a nation is less
brilliunt than the life of a city, but, for that very reason, the
natlon outlives the city. Our national life has been spread
over fourteen hundred years, and we trust that it is still far
from being run out. The real life of Athens lasted at the
most for two hundred years (29) ; and yet there are momenrts
in which all that we have won by the toils of so many
generations seems as if it would be felt to be but a small
thing beside a single hour of Periklés.

The Democracy of Athens was in truth the noblest fruit
of that self-developing power of the Greek mind which
worked every possession of the common heritage into some
new and more brilliant shape, but which learned nothing,
nothing of all that formed its rcal life and its real glory,
from the Barbarians of the outer world. Men tell us that
Greece learned this or that mechanical invention from
Pheenicia or Egypt or Assyria. Be it so; but stand in the
Pnyx; listen to the contending orators; listen to the
ambassadors of distant cities; listen to each side as 1t 1s
fairly hearkened to, and sec the matter in hand decided by
the peaceful vote of thousands—here at least of a truth is
something which Athens did not learn from any Assyrian
despot or from any Egyptian priest. And we, children of
the common stock, sharers in the common heritage, as we
see man, Aryan man, in the full growth of his noblest type,
we may feel a thrill as we think that Kleisthends and
Periklés were, after all, men of our own blood—as we think
that the institutions which grew up under their hands and
the institutions under which we ourselves are living are
alike branches sprung from one stock, portions of one
inheritance in which Athens and England have an equal
right. In the Athenian Democracy we see a popular
constitution taking the form which was natural for such a
constitution to take when it was able to run its natural
course in a commonwealth which consisted only of a single
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city. Wherever the Assembly really remains, in truth as
well as in name, an Assembly of the whole people in their
own persons, it must in its own nature be sovereign. It
must, in the nature of things, delegate more or less of - power
to magistrates and generals; but such power will be simply
delegated. Their authority will be a mere trust from the
sovereign body, and to that sovereign body they will be
rerponsible for its exercise. That is to say, onc of the
original elements of the State, the King or chief, now
represented by the elective magistracy, will lose its inde-
perdent powers, and will sink into a body of men who have
only to carry out the will of the sovereign Assembly. So with
another of the original elements, the Council. This body
too loses its independent being ; it has no ruling or checking
power; it becomes a mere Committec of the Assembly,
chosen or appointed by lot to put measures into shape for
more casy discussion in the sovereign body. As society
becomes more advanced and complicated, the judicial power
can no longer be exercised by the Assembly itself, while it
would be against every democratic instinct to leave it in the
arbitrary power of individual magistrates. Other Com-
mittees of the Assembly, Juries on a gigantic scale, with a
presiding magistrate as chairman rather than as Judge, arc
therefore set apart to decide causes and to sit in judgement
on offenders. Such is pure Democracy, the government of
the whole people and not of a part of it only (30), as carried
out in its full perfection in a single city. It is a form of
government which works up the faculties of man to a higher
pitch than any other; it is the form of government which
gives the freest scope to the inborn genius of the whole
community and of every member of it (31). Its weak point
is that it works up the faculties of man to a pitch so high
that it can hardly be lasting, that its ordinary life needs an
enthusiasm, a devotion, too highly strung to be likely to live
through many generations. Athens in the days of her glory,
the Athens of Periklés, was truly “the roof and crown of
things;” her democracy raised a greater number of human
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beings to a higher level than any government before or
since ; it gave freer play than any government before or
since to the personal gifts of the foremost of mankind. But
against the few years of Athenian glory we must set the
long ages of Athenian decline. Against the city where
Periklés was General we must set the city where Hadrian
was Archon.

On the Assemblics of other Grecian cities it 1s hardly ncaed-
ful to dwell. Our knowledge of their practical working is
slight.  We have one picture of a debate in the popular
Assembly of Sparta, an Assembly none the less popula» in
its internal constitution because it was the assembly of what,
as regarded the excluded classes of the State, was a narrow
oligarchy. We see that therc, as might be looked for, the
chiefs of the State, the Kings, and yet more the Ephors,
spoke with a degrec of official, as distinguished from personal,
authority, which fell to the lot of no man in the Assembly of
Athens (32). Periklés reigned supreme, not because he was
one of Ten Generals, but because he was Periklés. From
another cause a greater weight of official authority was placed
in the hands of the magistrates of the Federal Democracy of
Achaia than was ever entrusted to the magistrates of the
single city Democracy of Athens. The meetings of the Federal
Assembly were far less frequent than those of the Assembly of
Athens: it was therefore needful to clothe the Senate and
the magistrates, above all the chief magistrate, the General,
with far higher powers than were held at Athens by Senators,
Archons, or even Generals (33). And there is another differ-
ence which brings the later, the Federal, form of Greek
democracy into the closest relations with the political develope-
ments of modern times. The Federal democracy was as far
from hitting ‘on the subtle device of representation as the
city democracy was. Every citizen had a right to appear in
the general Assembly of the League as well as in the local
Assembly of his own city. But it is plain that such a right
as this, when applied to a League spread over all Pelopon-
nésos, and some cities beyond Peloponnésos, was a right which,
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by the mass of those who held it, could seldom or never be
exerciscd. The Assembly seems, as a rule, to have been
attended mainly by those who had wealth and leisure enough
to take distang journeys, and by the inhabitants of the par-
ticular city in which the Assembly was held. Somctimes the
Senate seems to have acted as the Assembly; it might so
happen that an Assembly was summoned, and that none but
Senators came.  Those who are familiar with the constitution
of the University of Oxford know very well that it often
happens that a Convocation—that is, an Assembly of all
Dogtors and Masters—is really attended by none but mem-
bers of Congregation, the smaller resident and official body
(34). In cases of this kind the larger body docs not lose its
right as long as its members take care to exercise it on
occasion ; but it may be easily lost, if the right is not at least
occasionally exercised, and, even where it is not lost, its exercise
is apt to be looked upon with a certain degree of jealousy on
the part of the smaller body. Thus we find an unusually
large meeting of the Achaian Assembly spoken of with a kind
of surprise, if not of dislike (35); and it is not uncommon to
hear an outery against the appearance of non-resident mem-
bers in the academical Convocation. No pretensions of this
kind on the part of a smaller body could possibly arise in the
Assemblies of Athens or of Uri.

In fact the Federal period of Grecian history is one
which is richer than almost any other in analogies bearing
directly on the developement of our own constitution. It
illustrates the law by which, unless the device of repre-
sentation is brought in, an originally democratic constitution,
if it is applied to a large territory, can never kecp its true
democratic character. Its citizens cannot come frequently
and regularly together, so as to carry on an orderly govern-
ment like that of Athens. Perhaps the Assembly becomes,
as that of Rome did in the end, an ungovernable multitude,
incapable of debate, whose meetings are always accompanied
by acts of violence, and are at last put an end to in the in-
terests of order, if not of freedom. Or perhaps the democracy
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shrinks up, I will not say into an oligarchy, but into an aris-
tocracy, simply because it is impossible that the mass of the
nominal members of the Assembly should ever really attend
its meetings. The Achaian League, in its form as pure a
democracy as Athens or Uri, became, in its practical working,
the best model of a liberal aristocracy, ruling by sufferance.
And a process exactly the same went on in the early Assem-
blies of England and other Teutonic countries. As marks
grew into shires and shires into kingdoms, the general body
of freemen who had been accustomed to attend in the
Assemblies of the smaller body were not formally deprived
of their right to attend in the Assemblies of the larger
body. But as tribes grew into nations and Ealdormen into
Kings, the Assemblies of their kingdoms grew into bodies
which were yet more incapable of really coming together
than the general body of the frec citizens of the Pelopon-
nesian cities. I can sce nothing to show that the right
of the common freeman to take his place in the gencral
Assembly of the nation was cver formally taken away
in our own country. But I can seec that, in the nature of
things, it gradually died out. I can scc that, as in Achaia
the Federal Assembly shrank up, as a rule, into an Assemnbly
of the Senators and a few other leading men, so in England
the national Assembly, the Mickle Gemdt of the whole nation,
shrank up into a gathering of few besides the King’s Thegns
(36). But I can see also, in both cases, that, on special
occasions, the Asscmbly again swelled into something far
greater. The citizens of London or Corinth, of Winchester
or Aigion, asserted and exercised their old right when the
Assembly was held within the walls of their cities. And, on
a few great days, when the heart of the nation was stirred to
its depths, we-see armed multitudes which no building, no
city, could contain, taking part, as of old, in the election of
Kings, in the banishment of public cnemies, in the declara-
tion of war and peace (37). That in our own land the right
was exercised only by fits and starts is simply what was to
be looked for from the unfixed and informal nature of our early
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institutions in general. But the right went on; it cannot
be said to have wholly vanished, as long as the pcople were
called on to cry Yea, Yea, even though there was no thought
of their crying Nay, Nay, at the election and consecration of
Kings. It must not be forgotten that Henry the Eighth was
chosen King by the shout of the assembled people as truly
as Hengest or Cerdic could have been (38).

What took place in our own land took place also in the
kindred lands beyond the sea. Among the Franks, as has
been traced out by the great constitutional historians of Ger-
maay, the old Assemblies, national and local, went on after
the Frankish conquerors had settled themselves on Gaulish
soil. And we see, from the language constantly used under
the Carolingian Emperors and*Kings, that the right and
duty of the common freeman to attend in the general Assem-
bly was never formally taken away, that the great gathering
of the Mdrzfeld or the Mazfeld was still in theory the gather-
ing of the whole Frankish people, deciding the affairs of the
nation by the voice of the nation itself. But we can see too
how the general Assembly of the whole Frankish realm lost
step by step the real life, the practical power, the cffective
control over the royal will, which had belonged to the mili-
tary Assemblics of the immediate followers of Chlodwig.
The right of the Assembly to say Yea or Nay is not taken
away by any formal act, but it sinks at the outside into
giving a formal Yea to what the King and his inner Council
have already decreed (39). In this, as in so many other
things, there is a real cycle in human affairs. As there is
an early time, an early stage, in which the Assembly has
not yet formed the wish to oppose, so there is a later stage in
which it has perhaps lost the wish and has certainly lost the
spirit and the power. So in the lesser Assemblies of the Gaw or
the Hundred, the judicial functions which had once belonged
to the whole Assembly came gradually to be vested in a
select body which grew up through the sheer unwillingness
of the general mass of the freemen to attend and exercise
their rights in their own persons (40).



v STARTING-POINT OF POLITICAL SOCIETIES 143

In short, experience shows that the purely democratic
system, which does such great things for a wandering band,
a single city, or a small district, becomes out of place when
it is applied to all the inhabitants of a large country.
Unless the happy device of representation is hit upon,
the primitive democracy, directly by the working of its
democratic character, shrinks up into despotism or oligarchy.
The primary Assembly is the natural form of free govern-
ment for the wandering band, for the group of households
settled in their mark, for the tribe gathcered within the
walls of a city. It begins to break down when it is applied
even to a Gaw or Canton of a larger size: it utterly breaks
down when it is applied to a nation. The representative
Assembly is as much the natural form of free government
for the greater society as the primary Assembly is for the
smaller.

The analogies which have crowded on me in the course
of the present lecture have hindered me from following so
strict a chronological order as I have done at other times.
I have been dealing with Greek and Teutonic matters at
once. But it is my special business to point out the
analogics between them. And in no case is the analogy
more striking than in the point with which we arc now
dealing. All European political socicties start from the
onc common possession, the Assembly of the tribe. This,
among a people who take to the common life within a
walled town, goes on as the Assembly of the city. The
constitution which, under these circumstances, grows out
of the primitive elements, may be aristocratic or democratic,
as may happen, but kingship in a city-commonwealth cannot
last long after the political instincts of the people are fully
awakened and sharpened. If many cities join together
in a League, the Federal Assembly of the League will most
likely be formed after the type of the Assemblies of the
particular cities, modified by all those consequences which
flow from the greater distance at which the place of meeting
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will now be from the mass of the citizens. So, among a
people who do not adopt the city-life, who at least do not
make it the ruling principle of their political life, the
old state of things goes on as long as the tribe, the ..nark,
the hundred, the shire, still keep any distinet political being.
As the tribes grow into a nation, the national Assembly,
if by no other cause, yet through the mere working of
the law of distance, shrinks up into a gathering of a few
chief men, and the smaller Assemblies go on simply as
subordinate local bodies, and perhaps themselves die out
altegether in course of time. But in the system of city-
commonwealths, there was one means of keeping up a greater
vitality in the old institutions than could be kept up in
the tribal or national system.. In the gcneral Assembly
of the Achaian League, each city had a single and equal
vote (41). In the later Lykian League, by a refinement
which forestalls some very modern political controversies,
the vote of cach city, according to its size, counted as one,
two, or three (42). But in either case the vote of the city
had its fixed value, which was no way affected by the number
of its citizens which might happen to appear in any particular
Assembly. In the Assembly of the League Corinth had one
vote, whether one Corinthian or a thousand were there to
give it.  This refinement seems never to have been adopted
in the Teutonic Assemblies; it is in truth a refinement
far too refined for the stage of things to which they belong.
But it is plain that this mcthod of voting made the
Assembly come as near to the nature of a representative
body as it could come without actually being one. When
Corinth had a single vote, whether few or many Corinthians
were there to give it, it might casily be arranged that those
citizens of Corinth who actually appeared in the Assembly
might practically be the representatives of the greater
number of citizens who stayed at home. The lack of
the real representative system would hardly be felt; the
grievance, if any, would be one which experience shows that
the representative system docs not necessarily heal, but
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which the Lykian constitution did heal, the grievance that
Corinth had no greater weight in the Assembly than the
smallest town in the League (43). Thus, though the
Assembly might shrink up into a gathering of a small
body of chief men, those chief men migh. practically be
the delegates of the local Assemblies of their several cities
(44). But there is no sign that in the Teutonic Assemblies
any such refinement was ever thought of as that which
gave separate votes to the separate cities of the League.
It is a refinement far more likely to arise in a system of
cities, with the sharply-defined separatc being of each,
than under the larger system of tribes or districts. When
therefore a Teutonic Assembly shrank up into an Assembly
of the King’s Thegns and other chief men, there could
be no such softening of the oligarchic process as the
Achaian system allowed. But, for that very reason, the true
representative system was all the more needful, and, by
the process inherent in all healthy and really living con-
stitutions, it grew up as it was needed.

I have spoken of the allotment of separate votes to the
separate cities of the Achaian and Lykian Leagues as one
of the characteristics of the Federal period of Greece. It
certainly distinguishes the Federal democracy of Achaia
from the single city democracy of Athens. But it also
appears in all its fulness in the Assemblies of the Roman
Commonwealth. In the Comitia of the Centuries, the
military Assembly, where the People came together in
military array, where the value of each man’s vote was
decided by the nature of his military service, and the nature
of his military service was decided by the amount of his
property, the votes taken were not the votes of individuals,
but the votes of the artificial units, the Centuries. So in
the Comitia of the Tribes, where men were ranged, not
according to their place in battle but according to the local
divisions of the State, it was again the votes of the Tribes

that were taken. So again, in that later form of the Comitia
L
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in which Tribes and Centuries were intermingled, the only
point which concerns us is that here too the votes were the
votes of Tribes and Centuries, not of single citizens (45)
At Rome then, as in Achaia, it was perfectly possible that
those citizens of a distant tribe who appeared in any
particular Assembly may have practically been representatives
of their neighbours who stayed away, commissioned to vote
ow their behalf. This is one of several points in which the
Roman Commonwealth, with its city franchise extended
over so large a territory, has more in common with the
Federal than with the single commonwealths of Greece
Another point in which Rome bears more likeness to Achaia
than to Athens is to be found in the independent powers
which were kept to the last by the Senate and by the severa
magistrates. Nowhere indeed did the three elements—thc
kingly power, held in commission by the curule magistrates
the power of the Senate, and the power of the People—stanc
out more distinctly than they did at Rome down to the last
days of the Commonwealth. The forms of Roman politica
partizanship are a witness to their vitality. At Rome we
hear of a Popular party and of a Senatorial party. Af
Athens such names would have been meaningless. There was
doubtless at Athens an aristocratic, or more truly ar
oligarchic, party, which would have been well pleased tc
overthrow the popular government altogether. But such ¢
party could in no wise profess itself the champion of the
yearly Senate of Five Hundred, nor could it shelter itsel:
under its authority (46). A truer analogy to the Romai
Senate would be found in the Senate of Areiopagos, whost
members sat for life, and which was formed, in a manne
nearly the same as that in use at Rome, out of those citizen:
who had held the highest magistracies. But, for that ver)
reason, the course of change at Athens gradually brough
down this ancient Senate to be little more than a venerabl
shadow (47). Two facts distinctly show how strong the
traditions both of the kingly and the senatorial powe:
remained at Rome during the whole time of the common
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wealth. A check was needed on the arbitrary powers of the
Consuls. Rome found the remedy, not in lessening the
powers of the Consuls, but in setting up an opposition
magiatracy as the embodiment of plebeian rights, the Tribune
no less powerful to forbid than the Consul was powerful to
command. Again, it is almost more striking that the
Senate, made up as it was of men who had been in the first
instance chosen to their offices by the voice of the Pecnle
(48), could ever come to be looked on as a power antagonistic
to the People. In the later days of the Commonwealth, if
the Senate was an aristocratic body, it was purely by the
sufferance of the People that it was so. Those who had the
choice of Consuls, Pretors, Censors, and High Pontiffs had
the remedy in their own hands. A jealousy of the Senate
may indeed have lingered on as a mere survival from the
far-gone days when the Senate was a purely patrician body.
But I believe also that one most important cause of the
difference in this respect between Rome and Athens was
that, as I have before said, Rome was not in the same strict
sense a city commonwealth, but that it had in it something
of a Federal element. As long as the Roman Commonwealth
lasted, the popular Assembly remained the supreme elective
and legislative body, the highest and final authority of the
Commonwealth. But it never, like the Assembly of Athens,
drew to itself all the powers of the State; it never brought
down the Senate to be a mere Committee of its own body,
and Consuls and Censors to be mere instruments of its
will. It was not in the nature of things that it should do
so. Setting aside the effect of any difference between the
Roman and the Athenian national character, the Roman
Assembly could not become what the Athenian Assembly
became. The free inhabitants of so large a district must
have formed, even in early times, a body too large either to
be gathered together so often as the Athenian Assembly
was, or in the same way to discharge the duties of a
deliberative Assembly when it did come together. It could
not allow the same free power of debate and amendment.
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It could not do more than say Yea or Nay to the proposals
of the magistrate by whom it was summoned. It could not
possibly exercise the same constant care over all the depart-
ments of the State. It could not take points of detail into
its consideration in the same way that the Athenian Assembly
did. Ina word the Athenian Assembly was the Government.
Démos was sovereign; he was, as he rather liked to be
cailed, King or Tyrant (49). The Archons had sunk to such
mere routine functions as hardly to be political officers at
all. The Generals were the ministers of the Sovereign
Asembly; the Prytaneis were merely its chairmen; the
Senate was merely its committee. The real ruling power
was the Assembly itself But at Rome, as in Achaia, the
Assembly was simply the power which acted for legislative
and elective purposes, when legislative and elective acts
were needed. The Senate was the Government, the body
which carried on the ordinary management of the State,
with the Consuls and other great magistrates as its
ministers. At Rome, as at Athens, the power of pcace and
war rested with the Assembly. But its power in this, as in
other matters, did not go beyond the final power of saying
Yea or Nay to a definite proposition laid before it. All the
preliminary steps, the receiving and listening to foreign
ambassadors, the listening to the arguments of private
citizens on one side or the other, all which at Athens formed
such an important part of the business of the Assembly, was
at Rome part of the business of the Senate. Under the
Roman system, the great speeches of Periklés and Démo-
sthends, like the great speeches of Cicero, might still have
been addressed to the people. But the debate between
Kleén and Diodotos (50), between Nikias and Alkibiadés
(51), between Euryptolemos and the accusers of the Generals
(52), which at Athens were spoken to the people assembled
under no roof but the sky, must at Rome, like the debate
between Cato and Casar, have gone on only within the walls
of the senate-house (53).

The Roman Assembly died of the disease of which every
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primary Assembly in a large country must die. It became
too large for its functions; it became a mob incapable of
debate, and in which its worst elements got the upper hand.
But its death-blow came from those pretended popular chiefs
who made use of the mutual jealousies of Senate and People
to trample both Senate and People under foot. Yet it is
to the honour alike of the Roman Senate and of the Roman
Assembly that the Ceesars dreaded both of them. And it
is to the special honour of the Roman Assembly that, while
the Casars kept on the Senate, which they deemed that they
could turn to their own ends, they found it needful utterly
to swecp away the Assembly (54). Be it an aristocratic
Senate or a democratic Assembly, there must be some good
thing in any institution which a despot fears. The Teutonic
Assemblies on the other hand simply died out; there were
no Julii or Claudii to trample them out. In nearly every
Western country the old primary Assemblies gave way to
representative Assemblies founded on the principle of Estates.
Those Estates were in most countries three—the Clergy,
the Nobles, and the Commons, the Commons being for the
most part only the citizens of the chartered towns. In some
cases however, where there was a numerous and independent
yeomanry, they also had a share in the representation.
Thus in Sweden, the four Estates, the House of Peasants
being one of them, lasted, whenever the genuine constitution
‘of the country was in force, down to within a very few years
past. As in all such cases, the constitution of the Estates
differed in different countries; there were perhaps hardly
any two countries where their constitution was exactly the
same in every detail ; but one general principle runs through
all, the principle that the Assembly should consist of repre-
sentatives of all the Estates or classes of men of which the
body-politic is held to consist. In England, on the other
hand, the course of things was somewhat different; the
primitive Assembly never died out; it never was trampled
out; it simply—through the natural working of causes of
which I have already spoken—shrank up into a narrow
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body. Through that law of shrinking up, the old democratic
Assembly lived on to become the aristocratic element in a
new form of the constitution. That is to say, I believe that
the primitive Assembly was, by lineal personal succession,
continued in the Witenagemét, and that the Witenagemét
is, by lineal personal succession, continued in the House of
Lords. I will not here enlarge on this seeming paradox, on
wh.ch I have spoken at some length elsewhere (55); but I
think that, if we grasp this doctrine, we shall better under-
stand some of the points in which English history differs
from the history of most other European nations. The
doctrine is that, while elsewhere the old Assemblies actually
died out and the constitution of Estates arose in its stead
as something new, in England the Assembly, in its contracted
form, itself lived on to form one of the Estates. That is to
say, the Lords are simply those among the members of the
old Assembly—that is, those among all free Englishmen—
who never lost the right of personal attendance. These
were the Bishops and parliamentary Abbots, the Earls, and
such other persons as the King chose personally to summon.
This free right of summons in the King has been hampered
by the strange doctrine of lawyers that, if a man is summoned
once, his descendants must needs be summoned for ever
and ever. Alongside of the body so formed another body
gradually arose, in which those who had failed to keep on
the right of personal attendance made their appearance by
representation (56). Hence we better see how it came
about that in England there is no Nobility, no Noblesse or
Adel in the foreign sense. Seats in the House of Lords
have become either official or hereditary; but there is no
noble class, such as there is or has been in other lands.
Hence also we can better understand how it came to pass
that the true system of three Estates never could be
established in England. Besides other reasons which made
it hard to establish a real parliamentary Estate of the
Clergy, one clearly was that the highest members of that
estate already had official seats in another branch of the
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Parliament. Through this accident, as I said in my first
lecture, came the bicameral constitution of the English
Parliament, the fact that it is a Parliament of two Houses,
and ‘not of one, three, or four., What arose in England by
the circumstances of our history has been reproduced in
other lands by direct imitation. The good or evil of such
a system is a question which does not belong to Comparative
Politics, but to the practical politics of our own day. But
it is not out of place to say that we have a great advantage
in the fact that our system has come down to us through
the facts of our history and has not been the invention of
any clever constitution-maker. No one perhaps, if he had
to make a constitution afresh, would invent exactly such a
body as our House of Lords. But the fact that our House
of Lords exists gives 1t a great advantage over Upper
Chambers whose constitution may be theoretically much
better, but which have to be artificially called into being.
And one thing I think is often forgotten when these matters
are discussed, but which cannot be too constantly borne in
mind. In an ordinary kingdom or commonwealth the ques-
tion between one and two Chambers is simply a question in
which way the Legislature is likely to do its duty best. In
a Federal State the two Chambers are absolutely necessary.
Where there is a twofold sovereignty, the sovereignty of the
united nation and the sovereignty of the States or Cantons
which make it up, each sovereignty must be represented in
the Legislature. There must!be the House of Represent-
atives, the Nationalrath, representing the nation, and with
its numbers apportioned to the numbers of the nation, and
there must be the Senate or Stinderath, representing the
States, and in which each State, great or small, must have
an equal voice. To abolish or modify the English or the
Prussian House of Lords might be a wise or a foolish step;
but it would not be the utter overthrow of the existing
political system. Notwithstanding such a change, the
constitutional monarchy of England or of Prussia might go
on untouched. But to abolish, or essentially to modify, the
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American Senate or the Swiss Stdnderath would be the
utter overthrow of the existing political system of the
American or the Swiss Confederation. The House of
Representatives or the Nationalrath standing by itself would
represent the united nation only, without any representation
of the independent States. The happy device of the two
Federal Chambers gets rid of all the difficulties which beset
all ‘he ancient confederations and the Swiss and American
Confederations themselves in their earlier forms. The
Achaian system distinctly sacrificed the greater cities to the
smaler. The Lykian system, wonderful step as it was, had
a tendency to sacrifice the smaller cities to the greater.
But with the two Federal Chambers one representing the
sovereignty of the nation, the other representing the sove-
reignty of the States, numbers cannot be sacrificed to cantonal
rights, neither can cantonal rights be sacrificed to numbers.
Each element in the Federal State is a check upon the
other; each can throw out any measure which would hurt
its own interests; neither can carry any measure which
would hurt the interests of the other. The American Senate,
with the special executive powers which it holds apart from
the House of Representatives, has a further strength and
dignity of its own, beyond that which belongs to it as one
House in the Federal legislature representing one element
in the Federal State. The Swiss Stdnderath has no such
special powers; it rests solely on its general position as one
necessary element of the Federal system. As such, the loss
of it would at once upset the balance between the two
elements of the State. In a word the Federal system would
be destroyed.

In most parts of the world the primary Assembly,
democratic or aristocratic, is now a thing of the past.
Since the kingdoms and commonwealths of Europe began
to settle down into something like their present shape,
the old primary Assemblies have gradually died out or
have lingered on only in the form of survivals. In this
form we can still point to them in our own land. It may



v SURVIVAL OF THE ASSEMBLY OF THE MARK 153

be held that the Scirgemdt has come to an end by the
bill which takes away the ancient election by the show
of hands, from which the later refinement of taking the
poll was a mere appeal. The ancient election of the King
by the voice of the people at his crowning has, since the
sixteenth century, sunk into the mere form of an acknow-
ledgement. But, as long as the parish vestry ever comes
together, the Assembly of the Mark has not utterly di~d
away. Older than the Assembly of the Shire and of the
Kingdom, it has, in its primitive form, outlived both of
them. In other lands more important traces of the old
state of things may be seen. But it should be noticed
that, even in the free cities, though primary Assemblies
were by no means unknown—the Parliament of Florence
was one famous example among many—yet they never
played the same important part which they played in the
commonwealths of old Greece. No medieval city that I
know of was regularly ruled by a democratic Assembly in
the way that Athens was. The form which the democratic
principle took in most of the Italian cities was rather that
of making all citizens eligible for office, perhaps of giving
all citizens a share in the great offices in their turn, rather
than the Athenian principle of giving the people as a body
the gencral direction of the affairs of the Commonwealth.
Provided magistracies were filled by men freely chosen or
drawn, by men to whom the people thought that it could
safely trust its affairs, it did not fear to clothe them with
very large legal powers, and even to wink at vigorous and
arbitrary action beyond the letter of the law. The people
itself in its Parliament met only now and then, when it
suited those who were in power to call it together.
And, when it ‘came together, its first and only act most
commonly was to bestow a special commission with ex-
traordinary powers on some corporate Pittakos or Sulla
(57). Where the ancient state of things lingered on
longest, where it lingers on still, was, not within the walls
of cities, but in those homes of freedom at either end of
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the great Teutonic realm where men never fall away from
the institutions of their earliest fathers. In the lowlands
of Friesland and on the heaths of Ditmarsen, the old
freedom and its embodiment, the old primitive Assemblies,
lived on till tne fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. In the
mountain dales of Uri and on the hill-sides of Appenzell
they live on still. Do not suspect me of any yearning for
tte exploded dreams which once saw in the primitive
Switzerland a land peopled by a separate race, enjoying
a separate freedom, altogether distinct from the rest of
th(ir brethren around them. Uri, Schwyz, and Unterwalden
are' but three small districts—they hardly amount to tribes
—of the Alemanni in which, through a strange and happy
combination of circumstances, the ancient freedom never
wholly died out. The three lands were members of the
Roman Empire, of the German Kingdom, of the Swabian
Duchy. Parts of them even were, at various times, in
subjection to lesser lords. For ages their highest ambition
was to win the Reichsfrethert, to be released from all such
intermediate lords, and to be able to boast that they had
no King but Cesar. But allegiance to inferior lords, much
less allegiance to the Empire, in no way interfered with
the popular constitutions of the three lands within their
own bosoms. By a number of favouring circumstances,
the mere local freedom of a mark or a hundred grew into
the absolute freedom of a sovereign commonwealth. As
such it still abides, modified only by the obligations of the
Federal tie. Of those primitive Assemblies, which I hold
it as one of the great privileges of my life to have looked
on with my own eyes, I have often spoken elsewhere. I
will now only say that it is a moment when all that one
has read and thought comes before him as a living thing,
when, beneath the canopy of heaven, he hears the mighty
voice of an assembled people binding themselves in solemn
form to obey the laws which they themselves have made (58).

The democratic Assembly therefore to this day still remains
in its fulness. Of the aristocratic primary Assembly Europe
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now contains no example; but we must remember that,
in the last century, it too existed in all its fulness. Poland
and Venice, no less than Sparta and Corinth, still kept
that form of Assembly in which, not every member of the
nation, but every member of a privilegea body within
the nation, had a right to appear in his own person. The
great meeting of the whole Polish nobility which came
together to choose the Polish King, oligarchic as it was
with regard to the excluded classes, came, after all, nearer
to a primary Assembly of a whole nation than anything
to be found elsewhere. It was the gathering of a body
far greater than the whole body of citizens in the small com-
monwealths where alone the democratic primary Assembly
still lingered on. Its military character, the fierceness and
turbulence ascribed to it, its gathering in the open air, all
form a marked contrast with the otherwise kindred in-
stitution which formed the supreme authority of the island
commonwealth. The civic aristocracy, if it was narrow
and unscrupulous, was at least calm, regular, and orderly.
No contrast can more plainly point out -the city life as
the life of the higher civilization. But neither in Venice
nor in Poland could the aristocratic primary Assembly
boast of having its roots in any remote past. Both were
comparatively modern; but both were natural political
developements of the state of things which gradually grew
up in the two commonwealths (59). Both are bodies
which show that, as a democratic Assembly may be re-
presentative, so an aristocratic Assembly may be primary.
In fact, as I have before said, the difference between
aristocracy and democracy is a difference which simply
concerns the excluded classes, The ruling order in either
case, whether it consists of all the citizens or only of part
of the citizens, may develope every variety of political
institution within its own bosom.

The primary Assembly, of whatever kind, is in its own
nature sovereign. It is the gathering together of the whole
nation, or of the whole ruling part of the nation. The
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whole power of the nation is therefore vested in it. It is
only gradually and by slow steps that there arises that dis-
tinction between legislative, executive, and judicial powers
on which such stress is laid in the refined political theories
of modern tinfes. And in no country perhaps is the dis-
tinction fully carried out. It certainly is not so in our
own. The primitive Assemblies described by Tacitus were
ccrts of justice as well as deliberative bodies. So were
all Assemblies of the kind, great and small. In the
Frankish Assemblies we have seen that it was only step
by, step, as the great mass of the freemen began to grow
sladk in their attendance and to deem their duties a burthen,
that a separate class of judges arosc in order to ensure that
there should always be some one ready to do justice between
man and man (60). That great offenders were called upon
to-answer for their crimes before the general Assembly of
the whole rcalm, was a matter of course. So in our own
land, our ancient Witenageméts not only made laws, not
only chose and deposed Kings, Ealdormen, and Bishops,
but sat in judgement on state offenders and pronounced
sentences of outlawry or confiscation. And that branch of
our Legislature which is the personal descendant of the
ancient Gemot still keeps its judicial authority in matters
both criminal and civil (61). The newer, the more popular,
branch shares the judicial authority only in an indirect way.
It exercises it by its share in Acts which are judicial in
substance though legislative in form, bills of attainder and
of pains and penalties. It exercises it too by its share in
that anomalous jurisdiction by which each House under-
takes the defence of its own privileges. In the smaller
local Assemblies, after they had ceased to be sovereign,
the business must always have been mainly judicial. We
must remember that, carefully as we now distinguish the
functions of legislator, judge, juror and witness, it was only
by slow degrees that they were distinguished. All grew
out of the various attributes of an Assembly which, as being
itself the people, exercised every branch of that power which
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the people has, at sundry times and in divers manners,
entrusted to the various bodies which, directly or indirectly,
draw their authority from that one sovereign source. In
all times and in all places power can have no lawful origin
but the grant of the people. The difference between a .
well and an ill-ordered commonwealth lies in this. Have
the people wisdom and self-control enough to see that, in
reverencing and obeying all the powers of the State in
their lawful exercise, they are in truth doing homage to
themselves and giving the fullest proof of their fitness to
discharge the highest right of men and citizens ?
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VI
MISCELLANEOUS ANALOGIES

1 HAVE now gone through the main analogies which strike
us in the chief political instftutions of those three great
branches of the Aryan family to which our inquiries have
becn mainly given. I have dealt with the general conception
of the State, with the powers of the King or other chief, and
with those of the Assembly of the People. On all these
points I hope that I have made it, to say the least, probable
that the institutions of the several branches of the family all
contain traces of a common origin, relics of a common
primeeval stock, which have grown up into various forms
under the influence of diversities of time, place, and circum-
stance. In this last lecture I purpose to seek for some other
analogies in points which come under the general head of
politics in the wide sense, but which do not exactly come
under the head of political constitutions. I have now chiefly
to deal with the various orders and classes of men, a subject
which is closely connected with the varieties to be found in
forms of government, but which still is in idea something
separate from them. The idea of the smaller Council in
primitive times, the idea of the second or Upper Chamber in
the refined constitutions of later days, are both of them ideas
which easily blend with the idea of hereditary distinctions of
birth. But the two things are in their own nature separate.
It is quite possible, both in the earlier and in the later state
of things, that certain families may be acknowledged as noble
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and may be entitled to whatever honours and privileges the
custom of the country may attach to nobility of birth,
without those honours and privileges taking the form of any
special share in the government. Men may be honoured on
account of their birth ; their birth may even give them legal
privileges; while at the same time the Council or Upper
Chamber may be formed of men picked out, not for their
birth but for their age, their personal merit, or any othar
standard which may be chosen, not shutting out the blind
working of the lot. But, though the two ideas are in this
way perfectly distinet, they have a great tendency in practice
to run into one another., Wherever a noble class, whatcver
may be its origin, is acknowledged at all, it always has a
tendency to win for itself, if not a legal, at least a practical,
preference for posts of authority. In fact, this voluntary
preference for certain families in the disposal of elective
offices is one of several ways in which nobility has grown up.
It is the most usual way in which what we may call a
secondary nobility grows up, after an earlier and immemorial
nobility has lost its privileges. A nobility of birth, of whose
origin no account can be given, but which must be accepted
as one of the primary facts of political history, makes way for
a nobility of office, which again in its turn grows into a
nobility of birth. Of this process history supplies many
cases, and the rule applies equally when the offices which are
the source of nobility are bestowed by the gift of the King
and when they are bestowed by the choice of the people.
Of the latter process the most illustrious example is the way
in which at Rome, after the legal privileges of the patricians
had ceased, there arose a new nobility composed of patricians
and plebeians alike. We see the same thing in our own
land in the way in which the immemorial nobility of the
Eorls gave way to the later official nobility of the Zhegns,
and that in which the nobility of the Thegns gave way to
another form of official nobility in the modern peerage.
Both these cases agree in being cases of a later nobility
supplanting an earlier one. But exactly the same process
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may be gone through when a nobility is formed for the first
time. And it was in this way that the constitutions of not a
few city commonwealths, that of Venice itself at their head,
changed step by step from democracies into oligarchies (1).

‘

The different ways in which a noble class has arisen in
various nations and cities within historical times may thus
Felp us to make some probable guesses as to the origin of
nobility in those cases where nobility is strictly immemorial.
But we cannot get beyond probable guesses. In a great
number of cases nobility is strictly immemorial. We see a
d\tinction within the class of freemen, a distinction which
marks out certain families as holding a higher rank than the
rest of their fellows, in the veiry earliest glimpses which we
get of the political constitution of the commonwealth. It is
so in all the three great cases with which we are mainly
concerned. We cannot tell what was the origin of the
peculiar privileges which belonged to an Athenian Eupatrid,
to a Roman Patrician, or to an English Eorl. We may
conjecture, we may theorize, we may even infer with a high
degree of probability, but we cannot dogmatically assert (2).
All that we can say is that, in the first glimpses which we
get of Grecian, Italian, and Teutonic history, we see the
distinction between the noble and the common freeman at
least as clearly marked as the distinction between the
common freeman and the classes which were beneath him.
I speak thus vaguely, because, for our present purpose, we
may put together all who stand below the rank of the
common freeman, from the mere personal slave upwards. I
need hardly say that, in all discussions of this kind, slavery
is to be taken for granted. Slavery has been the common
law of all times and places till, within a few centuries past,
it has, among most of the nations of the Western Aryan
stock, either died out or been formally abolished (3). And
we must further remember what the earliest form of slavery,
before slavery has been aggravated by the slave trade, really
is. The prisoner of .war who, according to the military code
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of a rude age, might lawfully be put to death—the criminal
who has forfeited his life to the laws of the State of which he
is a member—is allowed, whether out of mercy or out of
covetousness, to exchange death for life in bondage. Then
the family feeling, so strong in setting up one stock, steps in
no less strongly for the pulling down of another, and the
man who has forfeited his own freedom is held to have
forfeited the freedom of his children also. Thus arises *ie
class of personal slaves, mere chattels either of the common-
wealth or of an individual master. And it is no less easy to
understand how, under the different circumstances of different
tribes and cities, other classes may arise whose conditio. is
better than that of the mere slave, but still is not equal to
that of the least distinguished among the class that is fully
free. Of course I am here speaking of personal, not of
political, freedom. In the sense in which I now use the
words “fully free,” a Venetian cittadino, a Lacedsemonian
weploikos, was as fully free as if he had a voice in the govern-
ment of the commonwealth. He was subject to laws which
he had no voice in making; he had to obey magistrates
whom he had no voice in choosing ; but he had no personal
master either in the commonwealth or in any of its members.
I am now speaking of the various degrees of personal depend-
ence, freedmen, it villains, and so forth, who hold a place
between that of the mere slave and that of the lowest full
freeman (4). Such classes may be formed in various ways,
by raising the slave, by pressing down the smaller freemen,
by admitting strangers or conquered enemies to a state
intermediate between mere bondage and full freedom. Such
classes have been formed in these various ways within
historical times, and we may reasonably conjecture that the
same processes went on before written history began. But
we cannot do more than conjecture. The threefold distinc-
tion between the noble, the common freeman, and the classes
below the common freeman is one of the primary facts with
which we start alike in Greece, in Italy, and among our own

forefathers (5). The fact is a matter of history; its causes
M
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we can at the most explain only by reasoning from analogies
and survivals.

A class of nobles is clearly implied in the description of
the Teutonic nations given by Tacitus, even though we
explain the word principes of elective chiefs (6), who however
would pretty certainly be, as a rule, chosen from among the
members of the noble order. And the threefold division of
tl.» noble, the common freeman, and the unfree, appears,
sometimes drawn out in a formal manner, in many of the
earliest records of our race. We find it in its most marked
form in the Scandinavian legend which makes the mythical
for&'athers of the three classes, Jarl, Karl, and Thrall, the
offspring of three distinct acts of creation on the part of the
Gods (7). Among ourselves we find from the very beginning,
Eorl and Ceorl, gentle and simple, as an exhaustive division
of the free population. It is plain that the distinction was
thoroughly well marked and was universally understood.
And yet it is utterly impossible to say in what the privileges
of the Eorlas consisted. There is nothing to make us think
that they werc oppressive; they may well have been purely
honorary. But all analogy and probability would lead us to
think that the ZKorlas would have a practical preference, a
preference which might even be practically exclusive, in the
choice of leaders both in peace and war, just as the noblest
among the noble, the kingly house, had an exclusive prefer-
ence for the post of the highest leader of all. The same
marked distinction of a noble class meets us equally in our
pictures of the carliest Greek society, and we find the same
distinction living on into the historic ages. In the Greek
commonwealth of which we know most, that of Athens, our
earliest historical picture sets before us the rule of the
nobles, the Eupatrids, as an exclusive and oppressive oligarchy.
The harshness of its rule was first modified by the reforms
of Solon, and all traces of ancient distinctions were swept
away by the later reform of Aristeidés. We have no historical
account of the origin of the distinction which parted off the
Eupatrid gentes at Athens from the excluded plebeian mass.
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But the whole circumstances of the story may lead us to
think that in this case the patriciate was a body of old
citizens, as opposed to the new citizens who had gradually
scttled around them. In the history of a city, when either
history or legend traces it up to its first veginnings, there
is commonly a stage in which new comers are freely welcomed
to all the rights of citizenship, which is followed by a stage
in which those rights are found to be far too precious t- be
thus given away at random. The first stage is well set forth
in the Roman story by the legend of the Asylum of Romulus.
The second stage is most probably marked by the exclusive
dominion of thc Athenian Eupatrids and the Ruman
Patricians. The original citizens have kept all privileges
to themselves, and have thus become an aristocratic order
in the midst of the unprivileged body of plebeians which
has gradually gathered round them. To break down, step
by step, all traces of this original inequality was the work
of the founders of the democracy. But here again we may
mark the characteristic difference between Athens and
Europe. At Athens all distinctions of the kind were utterly
swept away ; every trace of inequality was wiped out ; every
political office without exception was thrown open to every
citizen. The Eupatrid genfes remained as religious and
social unions, cherishing the sacred traditions which each
traced up to its legendary patriarch. Some special priestly
offices still remained hereditary in particular families. But
every office which carried with it any shred of political
power was open to every citizen without distinction of birth
and fortune. Yet it is no less true that, long after the
establishment of the pure and perfect democracy, the
Assembly, which disposed of every office according to its
sovereign will; did, as a rule, choose men of the ancient houses
to direct the counsels and command the armies of the
commonwealth. No more speaking proof can be found of that
inherent influence of birth and wealth, which survives the
wiping out of all legal distinctions, an influence which
legislation cannot give and which legislation by itself cannot
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take away. The people, of its own will, placed at its head
men of the same class as those who in the earlier state of
things had ruled it against its will. Periklés, Nikias, Alki-
biadés, were men widely differing in character, widely
differing in the® relations to the popular government. But
all alike were men of ancient birth, who, as men of ancient
birth, found their way, almost as a matter of course, to those
hig places of the State to which Kleén found his way
only by a strange freak of fortune.

At Rome we find quite another story. There, no less
than at Athens, the moral influence of nobility survived
1ts ﬁgal privileges; but, more than this, the legal privileges
of the elder nobility were never wholly swept away, and the
inherent feeling of respect for Yllustrious birth called into
being a younger nobility by its side. At Athens one stage
of reform placed a distinction of wealth instead of a distinction
of birth: another stage swept away the distinction of wealth
also. But the reform, at each of its stages, was general ;
1t affected all offices alike, save those sacred offices which
still remained the special heritage of certain sacred families.
At Rome the change was done bit by bit. No one law
threw open all offices to plebeians. One by one, this
and that office was thrown open; but some offices were
never made the subject of any such special cnactment ; those
offices therefore seemed the exclusive possession of the
patricians. Among the priestly offices, the Pontificate, an
office held for life and which was indirectly of high political
importance, was thrown open to plebeians, and was bestowed,
like the yearly magistracies, by the election of the people.
So the augurship, as all the world knows, was held by the
plebeian Cicero. But the Flamens, officers whose religious
sanctity was great but whose political importance was small,
remained to the last exclusively patrician. And among
temporal magistracies, Curule Adiles, Pretors, Consuls,
Censors, and Dictators, might all freely be plebeians; but
that occasional office in which, at moments few and far
between, the ancient kingship again rose visibly to light
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was never opened to the Commons. Not only was the
Interrex to the last an exclusively patrician officer, but
in his election none but the patrician Senators had a share.
An Interregnum was, in the fully developed commonwealth,
so rare an event that it perhaps never suggested itself to the
mind of any reformer to bring forward a special enactment
decreeing that a plebeian might be Interrex (8). And, in
default of such special ‘enactment, the office would necese.rily
remain confined to patricians, just as much as the consulship
had been before the Licinian Laws. This way of doing
things bit by bit, and the occasional anomalies to which
it gives birth, is cminently characteristic of the Roman
constitution, just as it is of our own. But it stands in
marked opposition to the symmetrical democracy of Athens.

At Rome again we may mark, what we have no sign of at
Athens, but what has a perfect parallel among ourselves, the
growth of a new nobility of office after the exclusive privi-
leges of the old patriciate had come to an end. The Roman
Plebs, so largely composed of the inhabitants of allied and
conquered cities who had been admitted in a mass to the
plebeian franchise, naturally contained many families which
were, in wealth and in nobility of descent, the equals of the
proudest patricians. Such a class as this could hardly have
existed, at least not in anything like the same degree, in a
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