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PREFACE

THE Essays and Lectures reprinted in the present
volume with three exceptions appeared first in Mac-
millan's Magazine in the years 1868-70. The three
essays on “Roman Imperialism” were published
respectively in July, Aug@,"gn(ﬁ)ggol.)qr 1869 ; the
essay on “ Milton’s Political Opinions” appcared in
February 1868, and that on ‘ Milton’s Poetry” in
March 1869; “English in Schools” appeared in
November 1868 ; and the-lfiaugural lecture on “The
Teaching of Politics,” delivered at’Cambridge in the
autumn of 1869, was published in the same magazine
in March 1870.

The seventh essay, on “Liberal Education in
Universities,” appeared first in 1867, in a volume
of Essays on a Liberal Education, edited by the Rev.
F. W. Farrar; the ninth essay, on “The Church as a
Teacher of Morality,” appeared first in 1868, in a
volume of Essays on Church Policy, edited by the Rev.
W. L. Clay.

All these ossays were revised by the Author in
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1870, for publication in a volume of which the present
is a reprint.

In reading the educational essays, especially the
one on ‘‘ Liberal Education in Universities,” the dates
at which they were composed and first published
should not be overlooked. The Author’s opinions as
to the proper aims and methods of education in schools
and Universities did not (it is believed) undergo any
substantial change; but it is important to bear in
mind that his criticisms of the work actually carried
on relate to the educational situation in 1867-70,
and are only partially applicable to the materially
different state of things which the subsequent estab-
lishment of University extension lectures and the
other changes of five-and-twenty years have brought

about.
M. A. P. SEELEY.
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ROMAN IMPERIALISM!
TIE GREAT ROMAN REVOLUTION

IN the famous controversy between Julius Ciesar and
Brutus the present age takes a different side from the
last. Brutus used to be considered in the right, but
public opinion now declares for Cewsar. Cicsar’s
partisans, however, may state their case in two ways.
They may represent him as having simply achieved
a great administrative reform, and made government
more efficient at the expense of republican liberties.
This they may consider to have been on the whole
a necessary and useful work, and they may respect
Cesar as a practical statesman who had the wise
hardihood to abolish yenerated institutions when
they had become, in the lapse of time, mischicvous.
But it is also possible to represent him as a great
popular hero, the hope of all the subject nationalities
of Rome, carried to power in their arms, and execut-

1 These Lectures were delivered at the Royal Institution, 1869,
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2 LECTURES AND ESSAYS 1

ing justice in their behalf upon the tyrant aristocracy
that had oppressed them. If we take this view, no
admiration or enthusiasm for him can be too ardent;
and the judgment of our fathers upon Brutus and
Ceesar is not only modified, but actually reversed:
Cwxsar becomes Brutus, and Brutus Cicsar.  Brutus
is now the tyrant, for he 1'eprcseas the oppressive
aristocracy, and Cesar is the tyrannicide who armed
himself in the cause of the nations, and stabhed the
oppressor once at Pharsalus, again at Thapsus, and
again at Munda.

This latter view might be supported if we could
assume that all the consequences of the revolution
which, Ceesar conducted were intended by him and
by his party. By that revolution in the end the ex-
clusive domination of the Roman aristocracy and of
the city was destroyed ; the provincials, who hefore
had been insolently oppressed, now began to be more
considered and more mercifully treated. If this
could not have happened without the deliberate in-
tention of those who achieved it, then the Cesarians
become at once cnlightened Liberals, and Cesar the
greatest Liberal leader that ever lived. We are
obliged then to suppose a vast tide of enthusiastic
sentiment pervading the hetter part of the citizens
and the provincials moved by an ecstatic hope, as the
champion of mankind advances towards his final
triumph, striking down one after another the enemics
of the good cause. The Roman revolution is thus
made to resemble the French, and Cewsar becomes a
hero, a paragon, in whom appear the popular talents of
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Miraheau, without his betrayal of the popular cause ;
the high aims of the Girondins, without their practical
weakness ; and the genius of Napoleon for war and
administration, without his egotism and brutality.

But the truth is that what Ceesar and his party
intended is to be carefully distinguished from what
they actually accomplished. The revolution had
many beneficial results, which were indirect and little
contemplated by its principal authors. If we study
the movement itself, rather than its consequences,
we shall find that Cesar was no champion of the
provincials, that his party had no notion of redressing
the wrongs of the provincials, that they were actuated
by no desire to establish any general principle what-
ever, and by no devotion except a military devotion to
their leader. The true nature of the revolution will
very clearly appear, and its resemblance to the French
Revolution will be shown to be merely superficial.

It is certain, in the first place, that Ceesar did not
in any degrco owe his victory to the favour of the
provincials. lle owed his victory to the admirable
efficiency of his army, and to his admirable use of
it. 'This army contained no doubt Gallic auxiliaries,
but the great muster of provincials was on the side
of the Senate. Cuwesar’s provincial auxiliaries were
better drilled, and, like his Roman legionaries, they
were no doubt personally attached to him ; but that
he was the champion of their interests against the
Senate never occurred to them. No indication is
to be found that the provinces conceived themselves
to have any special interest in the quarrel. Accord-
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ing to their personal connections with the two leaders
they ranged themselves on one side or the other—
the East for the most part with Pompeius, while
Gaul was at the service of Cessar. Their hearts,
apparently, were not in the contest at all; but if
we ask on which side were their hands, wo shall be
obliged to reply that so little did they understand
Caxsar to be their champion that the majority of
them were ranged against him on the side of their
oppressors.

But let us go on to ask, Why skould they have
regarded Ceesar as their champion? What was there
in his career which might lead them to suppose him
more kindly disposed to them than any other procon-
sul of his time? His most conspicuous act was the
conquest of Gaul. Let it be granted that the greatest
service he could do to Gaul was to conquer it. Let
us even grant, for the sake of argument, that he was
himself aware of this, that he acted from purely
philanthropical motives, and distinctly understood
the conquest of Gaul to he a necessary stage of the
evolution of humanity. Still his conduct was surely
of a nature to be misunderstood by Gaul itself, and
by the provincials generally. His goodwill towards
the non-Roman populations was not so apparent that
it could not be mistaken. IHe stood hefore them
covered with the blood of slaughtered Gauls, an
object certainly more pleasing to Rome than to the
dependents of Rome. He might not be detested so
much as the plundering, peculating proconsuls, but
he must have been more feared; and so far from
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appearing to the provincials a deliverer from the
tyranny of Rome, he must have seemed to represent
and embody that tyranny in its most irresistible and
inexorable form. .

But perhaps Camsar had, at some earlier time,
identified himself with the provincials; perhaps he
had introduced measures calculated to better their
condition and enlarge their franchises; perhaps he
had expressed disgust at the treatment they met
with, and sympathy with their suffering. The
answer is, that he had not distinguished himself in
any such way. One or two prosecutions of extor-
tionate provincial governors which he had undertaken
could not give him any such distinction. Such pro-
secutions were recognised as the established way by
which young men brought themselves into notice,
and also as an established way of annoying the
Senate. Yet these prosccutions were the only service
he had ever rendered the provinces. In his consul-
ship, at the time when he was the recognised leader
of popular legislation, he had not appeared as the
champion of the provincials, but of quite a different
class, whose interests were, if anything, somewhat
antagonistic to the interests of the provincials—the
populace of Rome.

Again, if Ciesar was no champion of the provincials,
neither was his party, nor those earlier leaders of the
party to whose position he had succceded. Their
constituency from the beginning had been a different
one. When the great controversy was opened by
Tiberius Gracchus, there were in the Roman world,
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not to count the slaves, three aggrieved classes : first,
the populace of Rome; secondly, the Italian allies,
who had not yet been admitted to the Roman citizen-
ship; thirdly, the provincials. Now if the party
which the movement of Gracchus called into exist-
ence, and which went on increasing its influence until,
in the person of Julius Ceesar, it triumphed over itself
and its enemies together, had really been the party
of the provincials,—if the Gracchi, and Marius, and
Saturninus had been representatives of the interests
of the Empire as against the interests of the ruling
city, they would have taken up the cause of all these
agyrieved classes. The Italian allies, and still more
the provincials, as the most numerous and the most
oppressed class, would have claimed a larger share of
their sympathy than the Roman populace. Yet, in
fact, none of these leaders had ever said & word ahout
the provincials, except, indeed, to propose that lands
taken from them should be granted to Roman colonists.
On the Italian allies they had not been altogether
silent. Caius Gracchus had even undertaken their
cause, but it then appeared clear not only that the
party he represented was a different one, but that it
was a party decidedly hostile to the Italians. The
inclusion of the Italians in the colonisation scheme of
Marius also, according to Appian, “gave offence to
the democracy.”! The truth is that there had becn
men in Rome whose liberality was real and compre-
hensive, but they were not among the democratic

1 “TI\eovexrotvTwy & év 7@ vbuw Tdv "Trakiwrdy 6 Sfjuos édvo-
xépawe.”  App. De Bell. Civ. i. 29.
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leaders, the predecessors of Cecsar. Two men in
particular had disregarded party watchwords, and
had indulged sympathies not purely Roman. Both
of them were aristocrats, and inclined rather to the
senatorian than to the popular party. These were
Scipio Almilianus and the great Roman Whig Drusus.
The former died, probably by the hand of an assassin,
when he was on the point of bringing forward the
cause of the Italians. The other succeeded for a
moment in effecting a coalition between a section of
the noblesse, a section of the people, and the Italians,
and was prevented by an accursed dagger from ecarn-
ing a place among the most beneficent statesmen of
all history.

The Italians were admitted within the pale of
citizenship after a war in which the Senate and the
democracy were allied in deadly hostility to them.
Marius, the uncle and immediate predecessor of Ceesar,
fought against them in this war, no less than Sulla,
the champion of tho aristocracy. When Cwosar ap-
peared upon the scene, therefore, the cause of the
Italians was already won, and there remained only
two aggrieved classes—the Roman populace, crushed
for the time by Sulla, and the provincials. Now it
was the former, not the latter, of these classes of
which Cewesar made himself the champion. The pro-
vineials, as such, found no champion. Particular mis-
governed provinces were from time to time patronised
by rhetoricians who were equally ready, as Cicero
showed himself, to take a brief from accused and
ovidently guilty governors; but neither Ceesar, nor
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any one else, ever raised the cry of justice to the
provincials. Except in the case of the Transpadane
province—a province only in name, being within the
limits of Italy and already in possession of the inferior
or Latin franchise—Ceesar connected himsclf before
the civil war with no measure of enfranchisement,
and had given no pledge to the world that any op-
pressed class except the Roman populace would be
the better, or have any reason to be thankful, for his
success. No writer of the time regards Caesar in the
light of an emancipator. Cicero gives no hint that
Cewxsar’s partisans defended his conduct on those
grounds. That somewhat vacillating politician re-
peatedly in his letters balances the two parties against
cach other. He explains why, on the whole, he prefers
Pompeius, but he has much to say against Pompeius
also. In these letters we might expect to find Ciesar’s
championship of tho provincials, if he had ever under-
taken or was supposed to have undertaken any such
championship, discussed, and either allowed or re-
jected. Cicero, as a student of philosophy, was quite
alive to enlarged and philanthropic considerations ;
if any such considerations made for Ceesar, we should
surely have heard of it. But there is nothing in his
letters to show that in the hot discussions which must
have heen everywhere going on any general principles
were appealed to by the Casarians; that it had oc-
curred to any Casarian to suggest, what occurs so
naturally to us who know the sequel, that it was a
monstrous injustice that the world should be governed
in the interest of a single city ; that the Senate were
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the authors and supporters of this system ; that Cesar
was the man to put it down, and had undertaken to
do so. The Casarians were a party without ideas.

It is most easy to delude ourselves into the belief
that what actually happened was intended to happen ;
and since in this revolution the provinces made some
progress towards throwing off the yoke of Rome, to
describe the revolution as a convulsive effort on the
part of the provinces to throw off the yoke of Rome.
But the facts are before us, the process by which the
revolution was accomplished can be clearly traced,
and we can see that provincial interests were not
considered at all in the revolution which ultimately
affected them so much; that it was a purely Roman
movement ; that the evil—for there was such an evil
—which the revolutionaries struggled against was of
quite a different nature, and that the relief which the
imperial system actually brought to the provincials
was an indireet and secondary consequence of a general
improvement in the machinery of government.

How, then, did the revolution really come about ?
Undeniably the immediate cause of it was the prac-
tice, which had gradually sprung up, of conferring
upon cminent generals for special purposes powers so
extravagant as to enable the holders of them to rise
above the laws. Where such a dangerous practice
prevails revolution is at once accounted for. Such
an experiment may be tried, and no revolution follow ;
but at Rome it was tried often, once too often. How,
then, came the Romans to adopt such a practice?
What, on the one hand, was the occasion which led
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them to appoint these dangerous dictators? On the
other hand, how came they to overlook the danger?
To both these questions it is possible to give a satis-
factory .answer, and to answer these questions is to
explain the revolution.

Republicanism at Rome, though successful and
glorious for so long a time, had perhaps always been,
as a creed, confined to a class. Long after the ex-
pulsion of the kings, it had been necessary to watch
with extreme jealousy every individual who drew
public attention too exclusively to himself. Cassius,
Manlius, Mixlius, perished for their eminence, and this
shows how large a proportion of the citizens were
felt still to retain monarchical predilections. But
the republic succeeded so well that such jealousy at
length became unnecessary ; the glory and the regal
disposition of Africanus brought no danger to liberty,
though they clouded the last years of the hero him-
gelf with moody discontent. The discase, however,
was only kept under, it was not cured. Personal
government was the instinctive preference of the
lower orders, though the great families were able, as
it were, to divide their allegiance among themselves.
Anything which should weaken or disorganisc this
firm union of ruling houses, anything which should
sever the lower orders from them, would in a moment
bring the monarch upon the stage again. For more
than half a century after the mortal struggle with
Hannibal the ascendency of the nobles over the lower
orders continued unbroken, and then, through the
mere growth of the population and change of circum-
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stances, it began to decay. It was simply a moral
ascendency ; by the constitution, the rabble of Rome
could at any time take into their own hands legisla-
tion and government. The first Gracchus, with per-
fectly pure intentions, showed them the way to do
this. The second Gracchus, influenced perhaps by
revenge and party-hatred, took this city rabble in
hand, organised it, and formed it into a standing
army of revolution. Spurius Mwxlius, in an carlier
age, had been suspected of aiming at the tyranny
when he sold corn at a low price to the poor during
a famine. Caius Gracchus adopted the same plan.
By his lex frumentaria he at once demoralised, and
attached to the cause of revolution, a vast class which
had before been in the tutelage of the aristocracy.
The bond was now broken that attached the people
to its hereditary rulers. And how little this people
cared for republican liberty became apparent the
moment it began to think and act for itself. It did
not at once destroy the existing government. The
habit of deference and obedience long remained in a
people naturally as deferential and fond of aristocracy
as the English themselves. But as soon as any cause
of discontent arose, or public nceds became pressing,
they took refuge at once in a monarch, whom they
created indeed only for a limited period, but from
whom they neither took nor cared to take guarantecs
that he would ever give back into their hands the
power which they had entrusted to him. Thus Caius
Gracchus was supreme until his liberality began to
include the Ttalians Marius was supreme for five
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years,—had, in fact, a longer reign than Julius Ceesar.
Pompey in his turn received as much power as
he cared to use; and, finally, by the Vatinian law,
the people plainly told Cesar that they were his
subjects as soon as he chose to be their king. At
this point the people disappear; in all subsequent
contentions the two parties are the Senate and the
army.

Still the people showed no eagerness for revolu-
tion. As I said, it was only in cases of need that
they created a monarch. And it was only because
these cases of need occurred frequently that monarchs
were frequently created. And here arises the second
question, What were these needs for which no other
expedient could bo devised? Perhaps it was the
oppression practised by the senatorial governors upon
the provincials. If so, then it would be true that
the imperial system was introduced in the interest of
the subject nationalities. But nothing of the kind
appears. In the quarrels between the Senate and
the moneyed class (called knights), the wrongs of the
provincials are often paraded, for both the Senate
and the moncyed class had a strong interest in the
provincials, the former as governors, the latter as
tax-farmers. But the democracy never concerned
themselves in any way with the trcatment of the
provincials, for it was a question which did not at all
affect their interests. Quite different were the rcasons
which led them to call in dictators, and, if we examine
the different cases, we shall find that the real motive
was always the same. There was one evil to which
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the Empire was constantly exposed ; one evil to cure
which, and to cure which alone, the imperial system
was introduced.

What made the people give supreme power to
Marius, and continue it to him for five ycars? First,
the failure of the aristocratic government in the war
with Jugurtha ; afterwards, the imminent danger of
the Empire from the Cimbri and Teutones. What
made them give extraordinary powers to Pompey,
and afterwards extend and increase them ? First, the
alarming spread of piracy in the Mediterranean, stop-
ping trade and threatening the capital with faminc ;
next the necessity of exerting unusual power to crush
Mithridates. What made them give extraordinary
powers to Caesar? Rumours of an intended emigra-
tion of the Helvetii, raising apprehensions of a danger
similar to that which Italy had experienced from
the Cimbric invasion. Nothing can be more certain
than the connection of cause and effect in these
cases. The history of the introduction of imperialism
is briefly this: government at Rome was so little
centralised that the Empire was unable to grapple
with any really formidable enemy that assailed it
cither from without or within. To save themselves
from destruction the Romans were compelled, or
thought themselves compelled, to resort frequently
to the obvious oxpedient of a dictator. The more
frequently they did this, the more did the republican
government fall into disusc and contempt, the more
did men’s minds and habits adapt themselves to a
military régime. Thoe now scheme of government,
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whenever it was tried, succeeded. It accomplished
that for which it was created. It gave the Kmpire
inward security and good order; it crushed foreign
enemics, and extended the boundaries of dominion
from the Rhone to the Straits of Dover, and from the
Mediterranean to the Euphrates. 'What wonder that
in the end it supplanted the older constitution, when
its advantages were so unmistakable, and the one
thing it took away, Liberty, was that which the
populace of Rome and of Italy had nover either un-
derstood or valued

The Jacobins used to think of Cwsar as a great
aristocrat, patriotically assassinated by the noble sens-
culotte, Brutus. I confess it seems to me not much
less untrue to describe him as a champion of nation-
alities, and a destroycr of aristocratic privilege and
exclusiveness. It was the war-power, not the people,
that triumphed in him. The people, indeed—that is,
the people of Italy,—were, in the first instance, the
authors of his elevation, but it was not enfranchise-
ment that they wanted, it was simply military pro-
tection. The cnemies they feared were not a Catulus
or a Cato, but Helvetian or German hordes. It was
not aristocratic privilege they rebelled against, but
aristocratic fecbleness, the fcebleness which had led
to the shameful treaty with Jugurtha and the bloody
defeat of Arausio.

Thatthe revolution was a triumph, not of Liberalism,
but of military organisation, will become still clearer
if we now proceed to examine the new institutions
which it introduced. Had Cesar lived longer, he
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would no doubt have stamped a liberal character
upon his work. Though he was no champion of the
provinces, and though he owed his elevation im-
mediately to the army, and only remotely to the
democracy, yet his disposition was liberal, and his
statesmanship bold, original, and magnanimous. He
might thercfore have developed at once and forced
into ripeness those germs of good in the new system
which, as it was, ripened but slowly. Ile might have
taken away from Italy that unjust precedence in the
Empire which she retained for three more centuries,
and raised the provinces to citizenship and participa-
tion in the honours of the state. This he might have
done, but had he done it he would have accomplished
another revolution. That the Empire at that time
did not require such changes, oven if it would have
borne them, is plain from the fact that his successor
Augustus was able to found a secure and durable
imperial system,—was able, in fact, to conduct the
movement which his uncle had begun to its natural
goal, without appealing to any liberal tendencies.
Augustus was in all things aristocratically disposed ;
his institutions bear the stamp of a conscrvative,
exclusive, Old-Roman spirit. This did not prevent
him from proving a most efficicnt successor to the
liberal-minded Cewsar. It did not prevent him from
being more completely successful than almost any
statesman in history. The explanation of this is,
that Liberalism was not of the cssence of Caesar’s
work. It adorned his character, and helped him in
his early struggles, but tho revolution he accomplished
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was independent of it, and when divorced from it
could go on just as prosperously as before.

After the new system had been permanently
settled in the tranquillity of the Augustan age, the
great change which had passed over the Empire was
found to be this: A standing army had been created
and thoroughly organised, a uniform taxation had
been established throughout the Empire, and a new
set of officials had been created, all of a military char-
acter, all wielding greater power than the republic
had been accustomed to entrust to its officials, but,
on the other hand, all subject to the effective and
rigorous control of the emperor. In other words, in
the place of anarchy there had come centralisation
and responsibility.

We have heard much lately of the power which all
organisms possess of differentiating special organs to
meet special needs. The operation of this law is very
visible in human society. In fact, it might be main-
tained that the whole history of a state is the record
of a series of such differentiations. To take a simple
example from Roman history :—A¢t an early time the
kings, and afterwards the consuls, were at the same
time generals in war and judges in peace. Life had
not yet become complex. But, as population and
activity increased, these functions showed a tendency
to separate. At first all that the citizens were con-
scious of was, that it was necessary to have three
men instead of two to do the work. So they created
a praztor, with precisely the same functions as the
consuls. But Nature knew better, and by the gradual
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operation of a silent decree took away from the con-
suls their judicial functions, and from the prator his
military functions. Thus a differentiation was accom-
plished : and whercas there had been before but one
organ of government, there were now two unlike each
other ; und whereas before all authority was conceived
as of one kind, it was now regarded us twofold, ad-
ministrative and judicial. Now we may apply this
principle to the great Roman revolution, and describe
it as a differentiation. War had originally been con-
ceived as a function devolving cqually upon all the
citizens. When the military scason came on, the
farmer or shopkeeper left his peaceful occupations,
donned his armour, and presented himsclf before the
consul in the Campus Martius. When the campaign
was over, he went back to his work. But the larger
the territory of the State became, the heavier the task
that devolved upon its armies, the more numerous
its dangers, the more extensive its vulnerable frontier,
the more imperiously did Nature call for a military
differentiation. The special nced must bo met by a
special organ. A special class of men must be set
apart for special military functions. I have shown
that it was tho necessity of defending the State against
its foreign enemies that caused the revolution. In
the throes of this revolution the new organ made its
appearance. On the restoration of tranquillity, the
Roman Empiro is seen to be gnarded by an institution
which had been unknown to the republic, by a stand-
ing army of twenty-five legions.

This change constitutes by itself a vast social

c
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revolution in comparison with which any changes in
the form of political government are insignificant.
The rise of standing armies in modern Europe is well
known to mark a great epoch. But it was a much
less sudden and radical change than the corresponding
change in the Roman Empire. For when the citizen
resigned his arms to the professional soldier, he did
not merely, as might at first sight appear, relicve
himsclf of a disagreeable duty, disencumber himself
of a burden which hampered his industry. He did
much more than this ; he placed himself under entirely
new conditions of life. He parted with all his tradi-
tions, and blindly undertook to explore a new world.
In the first place he resigned his liberty. We in
England, who have witnessed the reconciliation of
standing armies with liberty, may have some difficulty
in understanding how impossible was any such recon-
ciliation in the Roman Empire.  But it is undeniable
that under the imperial system the Roman did lose
his liberty. With an equivalent, or without an equi-
valent, he parted with it, and no onc who examines
the history can doubt what cause principally contri-
buted to deprive him of it. The emperor possessed
in the army an overwhclming force, over which the
citizens had no influence, which was totally deaf to
reason or eloquence, which had no patriotism because
it had no country, which had no humanity because it
had no domestic ties. To this huge engine of des-
potism it was vain to oppose any resistance. Human
free-will perished in its presence as in the presence of
necessity. Not in institutions only, but in tho hearts
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of men, liberty withered away, and its place was taken
by servility, and stoicism, and Byzantine Christianity.
1t may occur to us that checks to the emperor’s
authority over the army might have been devised.
But these are modern notions. The army was called
into existence not by enactments, but by revolution,
and there was no collective wisdom anywhere, no
parliament which could call attention to the danger,
or discuss it, or provide safeguards against it.

But, at the introduction of standing armies, the
Roman citizen parted with something else, something
which lies not less near than liberty to the springs of
human character. Ho parted with the conception of
war as the business of life. The great military nation
of the world—the nation which had bred up its suc-
cessive generations to the task of subduing mankind,
which by unrivalled firmness of cohesion, by enduring
tenacity of purpose, by methodic study and science
of destruction, had crushed all the surrounding nation-
alities, not with a temporary prostration merely, but
with utter and irretrievable dissolution—now found
its work done and its occupation gone. The destruc-
tive theory of life had worked itself out. The army
itself henceforth cxisted mainly for defence, and the
ordinary citizen was no longer concerned with hosti-
lities of any kind, whether offensive or defensive.
Human life was forced to find for itself a new object.
The feelings, the aspirations, the tastes, the habits,
that had hitherto filled it and given it dignity, became
suddenly out of date. It was as if a change had
passed over the atmosphere in which men lived, as
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if the temperature had suddenly fallen many degrees,
making all customs obsolete at once, giving an anti-
quated and inappropriate look to the whole frame-
work of life. It was a revolution which struck with
incongruousness and abortiveness the very instinctive
impulses of men, placed an irreconcilable difference
between habit and reason, preconception and fact,
education and experience, temperament and reality,
the world within and the world without. This might
have a bright side. Poets sang of a golden age re-
turned, and they hymned industrialism in exquisite
language :——

‘¢ Agricola incurvo terram molitur aratro.”

But tho real enjoyment of the new state of things
was still remote, and required to be nursed by habit.
It was an uncomfortablo transition when the old
instincts and ardours were superannuated, and no
new animating principle yet discovered. The new
bottles had come beforo the new wine: the loss was
felt far more keenly than the gain ; the parting guest
was shaken by the hand more warmly than the comer.
A sullen torpor reigned in the first years of the mil-
lennium of peace ; listlessness fell upon the dwellers
in that uncongenial Paradise; Mars and Quirinus
were dead, and He who was to consecrate peace
was scarcely born. Men were conscious of a rapid
cooling of the air, of a chill gathering round them—
the numbness that follows a great loss, the vacancy
that succceds a great departure :
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 In urns and altars round,
A drear and dying sound
Affiights the flamens at their se1vice quaint.”
I hope to return to this subject. Mecanwhile, let
me point out how the other institutions of the im-
perial system were determined by the presence of the
standing army. Such a great force could not be
kept np, particularly as Augustus renounced the pro-
fitable course of conquest, without a rigorous system
of taxation. Augustus organised a land-tax for the
whole Empire, and laid the foundation of that fiscal
system which in the end crushed the very life out of
the people. Further, a great military system requires
that great power shall be entrusted to individuals.
Personal authority is tho characteristic military
principle. 'When, therefore, the standing army was
organised, this principle received a great development.
From the heginning the Empire had many more great
posts than the republic. It created the legatus legionis
or commander of a legion (the legion had before heen
commanded in a very ineffective way by the tribunes
in succession). This new officer, commanding more
than six thousand men, held pretorian rank, and
there were not less than twenty-five such officers at
once. Besides this, three new prefectures were created
—the prefecture of the pratorian guard, the prefec-
ture of the city, and the prefecture of the watch. If
we compare these new city offices with the city magis-
tracies of the republic, we find that they confer a
greater amount of power becanse their term is not
limited to a year, and also that they all bear a military
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character, since an armed guard is attached to cach.
Another office, still more characteristic of the Empire,
was that of the legatus Augusti ;! this was the title
given to the governor of one of the great frontier
provinces. He united the functions of civil governor
with the command sometimes of two or three legions
and as many allied troops—that is, an army of twenty
or thirty thousand men. Ile was appointed by the
emperor, and, like every one else, responsible to him.
It is true that the proconsuls and proprietors of the
republic had often held power as great, and with less
responsibility ; but when the standing army was fully
organised and the fronticr of the Empire finally de-
termined, these great commands hecame permanent,
and not merely occasional. The great legates of the
Rhine were regularly appointed, always with much
the same range of power ; and as thoy were not choscn
by the haphazard system of popular election out of a
few privileged families, but selected with tolerable
impartiality, for the most part, out of those who had
approved their powers of government in inferior posi-
tions, they appeared much more considerable person-
ages than the provincial governors of the republic.
This seems to me the fairest side of the imperial
system. Essentially military, it was an incomparable
school of great military officers. It produced in
singular abundance men capable of great commands,
and conducting themselves in such posts not merely

! In the most important provinces this officer was of consular
rank, and is commonly called legatus consularis, or consularis
simply.
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with ahility, but with justice and moderation, though
gencrally also with the hardness of the military pro-
fession. Such men as Plautius, Corbulo, Vespasian,
Agricola, Trajan, all held the post of legatus Augusti,
and they are the glory of the Empire.

Surrounded by this splendid staff of military
officers, prefects, legates, and commanders of legions,
appeared the Imperator. In modern history, only
Napoleon or a Russian Czar has occupied a position
at all similar,—absolute disposer of an army of
300,000 men, and keeping his eye at the same time
on military operations as distant from oach other as
the Thames from the Kuphrates. His power was
from the beginning so great, and becamo so speedily
unlimited, that we are apt to lose ourselves in
generalities in describing it. But if we examine the
process by which this power grew up, if we watch
the genesis of Leviathan, we shall clearly see the
special need which he was differentiated to meet—
we shall plainly discover that he sprang, not out
of democracy, not out of any struggle for equality
between rich and poor, or between citizen and pro-
vincial, but out of the demand for administrative,
and especially military, centralisation. That Julius
Ceesar began life as a demagogue is a fact which tends
to confuse our notions of the system which he intro-
duced. Let us rather fix our attention on Augustus,
who founded and organised the Empire as it actually
was and as it lasted till the time of Diocletian. He
began as a professed Senatorian, he acquired the
support of the army, he became ultimately emperor ;
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but with the democracy he never had any connection.
It was the object of his life to justify his own power
by showing the necessity of it, and by not taking
more power than he could show to be necessary.
The profound tranquillity of his later years proved
that he had satisfied the Empire. The uneasiness
and unrest which had filled the whole century that
preceded the battle of Actium had shown that the
Empire wanted something which it could not find.
The peace that filled the century which followed it,
the general contentment which reigned, except among
the representatives of the fallen republic, showed
that the Fmpire had found that of which it was in
scarch. Yet assuredly no comprehensive enfranchise-
ment, no democratic levelling of classes, had taken
place  If the ancient boundaries had been overleaped
in the times of disturbance, Augustus devoted him-
self as soon as peace was restored to punishing such
transgressions, and preventing the reeurrence of
them. Ilis legislation is a system of exclusions, a
code of privilege and class jealousy. Tt consists of
enactments to make the enfranchisement of slaves
difficult, enactments to prevent freedmen from assum-
ing the privileges of the frechorn. He endeavoured
to revive the decaying order of the patriciate, the
oligarchy of the oligarchy itself—a clique which
cxcluded Cato, and into which Augustus himself had
gained admission only by adoption. He took pains
to raise the character of the Senate, which was the
representative of the aristocratic party, and to de-
press the Comitia, which represented the democracy.
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He bore, indeed, to his uncle a relation not unlike
that which Sulla bore to Marius. Assuredly, any
one who should study the Augustan age alone would
conclude that, in the long contest between aristocracy
and democracy, aristocracy had come out victorious.
Both parties, indeed, had sacrificed much, but in the
Augustan age democracy was nowhere ; aristocracy
was on the lips of the prince and in his legislation ; it
was unfashionable to mention the name of Julius;
the great historian of the age spoke with admiration,
and “nowhere with reproach,” of his assassins, and
carned from his master the epithet of the “Iom-
peian.” ! Yet we are told this did not interrupt their
friendship. The truth is, Augustus was very much
a Pompeian himself: an aristocrat to the core, and
sympathising with the old republic in all things, he
was yet the worthy and legitimate heir of his uncle,
because he laboured successfully to complete what
his uncle had hegun ; and this an aristocrat could do
as well as a democrat, namely, to give the Roman
world centralisation.

Monarchy has often heen used in the interest of
the people as a means of coercing an insolent aristo-
cracy. The Greek riépuvvor of the sixth century
before Christ were popular sovereigns of this kind.
But monarchy can also be used in the interest of
aristocracy itsclf. Thus the monarchy of Louis XIV.
was oppressive to the people, and supported itself
upon the loyalty and sympathy of the noblesse. Now
the Roman world wanted monarchy for its own sake,

1 Tuc. Ann, iv. 34.
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that is, it wanted a strong and centralised govern-
ment ; whether the monarchy favoured the democracy
or the aristocracy was a matter comparatively of
indifference. The first monarch was democratic, the
socond aristocratic, but hoth were equally successful,
both equally satisfied the wants of the time. For,
unlike in most respects as Augustus showed himself
to Julius, he followed him closely in the one essential
point. Though without much talent or taste for war,
he jealously kept in his own hands the whole military
administration of the Empire. Herc alone he showed
no reserve and wore no disguise, though in assuming
civil powers no monarch was ever more cautious, or
showed more anxicty not to go further than public
necessity forced him. He hecame permanent com-
mander-in-chief ; and —what shows clearly the con-
ception which was formed of his special function—all
provinces which were in the neighbourhood of an
enemy, and in which a large military establishment
was to be kept up, were committed to his care, and
governed by his commissioners. IIe assumed, hesides,
the power of a proconsul in every province, by which
means he became a kind of Governor-General of all
the conquests of Rome. If we examine the powers
which were given to Pompey in the war with the
pirates, we shall see that they were very similar to
these, and that in fact the imperial system may be
considered as a kind of permanent Gabinian Law, an
arrangement by which a general was empowered to
wield at his discretion all the military force of the
Empire, and to interfere in civil government so far
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as he might consider tho militury exigencies of the
State demanded. 1t confirms this view to find that
the most serious embarrassment which Augustus met
with, particularly in his later years, was the evident
superiority in military ability of Agrippa to himself,
for this superiority carried with it a sort of natural
title to supersede Augustus as emperor,’ and the
difficulty was only surmounted by a kind of tacit
compact by which Augustus bound himself to deny
Agrippa nothing, and Agrippa not to c¢laim all, while
in the meanwhile they placed themsclves as much
as possible in distant parts of the Empire, and so
avoided the danger of a collision. This view at the
same timo explains the infinite alarm with which
Augustus received the news of the defeat of Varus in
Germany, and the loss of three legions. Rome had
weathered much worse storms than this. DBut what
struck Augustus was that his system could not stand
for a moment if it did not secure that for which it
cxisted, the safety of the frontiers; that liberty and
republican pride would be felt to have been sacrificed
in vain, that Cato, and Pompey, and Ciccro, and
Brutus would scem to have been martyrs, if the
Kmpire was still liable to barbaric invasion.
Considered in this light, the imperial system will
appear to have had fora long time a splendid success.
Though the imperial period is inferior as a period
1 So Tacitus of Domitian : Id sibi maxime formidolosum, privati
hominis nomen supra principis attolli; frustra studia fori et
civilium artium decus in silentium acta, si militarem gloriam alius

occuparet ; cetera utcunque facilius dissimulari ; ducis boni im-
peratoriam virtutem esse.”  Agr. 39.
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of forcign conquest to the period of Marius, Sulla,
Pompey, and Cewsar, this is not owing to any
military superiority of republicanism, but to the fact
that the imperial system had been practically intro-
duced long before it was legally recognised. It was
not by republicanism, but by a temporary suspen-
sion of republican principles that the great generals
I have just mentioned achieved their conquests.
Pompey in the Fast and Ceesar in Gaul were as
absolute as Trajan, and it was because they were so
that they had so much success. 'Their conquests,
therefore, may be claimed for the imperial system,
though not for the imperial period ; and to estimate
the military effectivencss of the republican system,
we must look back to the disastrous ycars when
general after general succumbed to Jugnrtha’s gold,
and army after army to Cimbric hordes. It is true
that the imperial system did not in the long run
succeed, that the very evil which it was created to
avert fell in the end upon the Empire, that the
frontier was passed at all points, and that the bar-
baric world overhore the Roman. But two centuries
passed before the system showed any signs of in-
adequacy.

Such, then, in its design and in its direct working
was the imperial system, simply a concentration of
military force. But since it affected such a vast area,
its indirect consequences are not less importaut than
its direct ones. Of these the principal were two, the
extinction of liberty, and the increase of material
happiness. Of the first I have already spoken ; it is
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displayed in a striking light throughout the history
of the Senate in its relation to the emperors. The
Senate had always been the vital institution of
republican Rome. In it was embodied the force
which had resisted Hannibal, which had made Italy
into a single state, which had subjugated Sicily,
Spain, Macedonia, Greece, and Carthage. Without
this institution, this body of life-pecrs freely chosen
by a people who liked neither self-government nor
slavery,! but liberty to choosc their governors—
without the freedom of each senator with respect to
the rest, and the freedom of the people in the election
of the Senate,? Rome could never have become great.
The popular assemblies had always been insignificant
by the side of the Senate, and Augustus was right to
clevate the Senate rather than the popular assemblics
when he wished to persuade the people that their
venerated republic still existed. Henceforward the
Senate and the emperor confronted each other like
the past and the present. Tho Senate was respected ;
it was replenished with the leading men of the time ;
trouble was even taken by the emperors to maintain
its character; it was eloquent; its debates and the
lives of its members preserved the tradition of old
Roman virtues ; it was allowed to talk republicanism,
and to canonise the ** Pharsalica turba,” the martyrs
who had fallen in resisting Cewesar; it was highly
cultivated and fond of writing history, a dignified

1 “Imperaturus es hominibus qui nec totam servitutem pati
possunt nee totam libertaten.” Tac. Hist. i. 16.

2 The Senate consisted of those who had held or were holding
magistracies, and the magistracies were filled by popular clection.
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literary club. But it had not power, in truth it had
not reality. It is a painful or a majestic phenomenon,
according as it acts or refrains from action. When it
acts, it is like Lear with his hundred knights brawl-
ing in his daughter’s palace. In a moment the
wicked look comes upon Regan’s face ; the feeling of
his helplessness returns upon the old man, and the
hysterica passio shakes him.  But so long as it remains
passive it is an impressive symbol, and there is some-
thing touching in the respect with which the
emperors treated it. Seldom has any State shown
such a filial feeling towards its own past as the
Romans showed in the tenderness with which they
preserved through centuries a futile and impotent
institution, because it represented the institutions of
their ancestors. Iike a portrait of the founder of
the family in some nobleman’s house, such was
the Senate in the city of the Cewsars. [t was not
oxpected to move or act; nay, its moving seemed
prodigious and ominous ; it was expected *pic