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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
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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, 1806.
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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
as 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 are 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 suc¢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 maﬂy 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 its 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 mill, 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



6 RANGE OF THE COMPARATIVE SCIENCES 1Ecr.

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
independernitly 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 its 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 primaeval 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 Mytiaologv
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 is 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
language 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
t5 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
distinct 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 Fedecral 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
in 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 corncr 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 from 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 a 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.
Wkherever 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 themseclyes, 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 genmeral 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
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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 Teutonie 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 secondary 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 Slavonice 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
inPwhigh 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. Hérklés, 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
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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 ¢émber—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 meet 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 once 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 Greece.

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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comimon 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
4ryan 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 Old 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

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































