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EDITOR'S PREFACE 

ELEMENTAllY instruction in Political Science- re­

garded not merely as a subject cognate to history, for 

which the study of history is a preparation, but as a 

method of studying history itself-formed for many 
years an important part of the teaching given by the 
late Sir John Seeley as Professor of History in Cam­

bridge. Usually, however, this instruction was given 

not in formal expository lectures, but in a weekly 

conversational class. His manner of conducting this 

class has been clearly described by one who attended 

it- Mr. J. R. Tanner- in the English Historical 

ReL·iew for July 1895 (p. 512). I quote a portion of 

his description:-

His old pupils carry with them grateful recollections 
of his "Conversation Class." The sul•ject was political 
science studied by way of discussion, and .diSCllSSion under 
the reverential conditions that prevailed resolved itself 
into question and answer-Socrates exposing_ the folly of 
the Athenians. It was mainly an exercise in the defi­
nition and scientific use of terms. 'Vhat is liberty 1 
Various definitions of the term would be elicited from the 
class and subjected to analysis. The authors of them 
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thcJil· 
would be lured by n subtle cross-examination into r 

fc"so 
selves exposing their inconsistencies. Then the p1·o · 1 t JC 
would take up his parable. He wouhl first discuss 1 

ttSC( 
dilfereut senses in which the term had alrca(l v been . . -tent 
in literature .... From an examination of incon 81 " f 

. "9 0 
accounts the professor would proceed to the busll 1c. of 
building up by a gradunl process, and with the helP t 
the class itself,n definition of his own .... It w11.B 110 

t -,.ve 
told us on nuthority ns something to rem em her, LU 

assisted ourselves at the creation of it. Thus it hcci1.JI10 la. 
't c 

possession to be enjoyed with a title analogous to the tJ 

of authorship. It took an hour to define lil•crty, unt the 
leisurely process hnd the higl1cst educatiounl value. 

The discussions thus described. were rcpcn.ted 

weekly, year after year, with new sets of stnd en ts ; 

while Seeley's expository lectures-which were also 

delivered usually once a. week during term- time­
were for the most part on special historical su bj ccts, 

and thus bore no close relation to the matters trca ted 

in the conversation class. Twice, however, he thought 

it useful to deviate from his ordinary plan, an<l treat 

political science in a course of expository lectures : 

first, in two series of lectures, occupying respectively 

the 1\Iichaelmas and Lent terms of the academic year 

1885-86; and again in a course of half the length, 

delivered in the Michaelmas term of 1891.1 

When Lady Seeley consulted me as to the desir-

1 This ~econd course wns repented, without much cl•nnge, in the 
year 1893, illness having compelled him to make nu exception to 
his principle of composing a new set of lectures every year. 
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ability of giving to tho world some part of the 

numerous sets of lectures which her husband had left 

behind complotCiy written, it seemed clear to me 

that our first choice ought to fall on one of tho two 

courses on Political Science; as representing a funda­

mentally important part of his work as n teacher, 

and expressing, more fully and systematically than 

nny of his writings hitherto published, his genorn.l 

view of the true aims and method of historical 

study. The difficulty was to choose between the 

two courses above mentioned. Had they been of 

equal length, I should, n.s a matter of course, have 

chosen tho Inter. But, after carefully comparing tho 

two courses, I found, on the one hand, that the 

general views expressed in both were in the mnin the 

same ; while, on the other band, the compression of 

the subject into a single term's lectures hnd neces­

sitated the omission, or a comparatively meagre trent­

mont, in the later course, of many topics of interest 

which were fully discussed in the earlier course. On 

the whole, therefore, it seemed to me best to pub­

lish the earlier and longer course ; but, at the same 

time, to incorporate in it as fnr as possible such 

portions of the later lectures as appeared to indicate 

any change of view either as to the matters discussed 

or as to the manner in which they should be treated. 

This incorporation has been effected in two different 

ways : some passages from the later course have been 
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added in the form of notes or appendices; in other 

cases I thought it best to substitute tho later passage_s 
for the earlier, in order to avoid wearisome repeti­

tions. The method of substitution is used a.hnost 
· in solely in Lectures VI. and VIl. of the first scnes 

this volume; the latter of which, as here printed, 

is in fact mainly composed of Lecture VI. in tho 

1891 course. This extensive transfer appeare< 1 to 

me necessary, in order to represent the later vie·ws 

of the author; since I found that- in spite of 

the severe limitations of space under which be 

worked in composing the later course - be bad 

treated the topics discussed in the lecture in ques­

tion much more fully than in the longer course of 

1885-86. I therefore inferred that in 1891 he wouhl 

a Jortiari have regarded the earlier treatment as too 

scanty for the longer course. 

A further change was rendered necessary by this 

substitution; for there remained a fragment of the 

older Lecture VII., which had to be retained, because 

it commenced a discussion continued in Lecture VI II. 
As this fragment could not well sta.nd alone, I thought 

it best to combine it with the original Lecture V UI. 
This combination led to the excision of certain pas­

sages,-chicfly repetitions which had been caused by 

the division of the subject between two lectures . , 
and it also rendered it necessary for me to compose 

a couple of opening sentences for the new Lecture 
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VIII., as the connection of thought had been broken 

by the large transfer of matter from the 1891 course 
in Lecture VII. Further, I have not hesitated to 

make one or two minor consequential changes of 

phrase which appeared to be rendered necessary by 

the insertions that I have just described, in order to 

prevent slight inconsis~encies between the ear·lier and 
later expressions of tho writer's vie,vs. I have also 

hero and there omitted repetitions more suitable to 
an oral lecture than to a book, and once or twice 

altered the position of sentences; and, generally 
speaking, have made such corrections as I thought 
it probable that the author would have made before 

publishing tho lectures. In the books prepared by 
himself for publication, Seeley was, as I know, un­

sparing of pains in rewriting such portions as did not 
come up to his ideal. I have felt, therefore, that it 

would be unjust to his memory to let this posthumous 
book go forth without such correction of inadvertencies 

as I was able to make. No reader can feel more strongly 
than I do how inadequate a substitute this is for his 

own revision. 
In rcadinrr these lectures it is important to bear 

0 

in mind that, being written for oral delivery, they 
were composed on a plan materially different from 

that which would be appropriate in a manual of 

political science designed to be read. Their aim 'vas 
not to impart a complete system, but to communicate 
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a method, and to excite the hearers to an indepentlcnt 

exercise of thought in applying it. It is from this 

point of view that the lecturer's incisive and un­

sparing criticism of current notions and accepted 

generalisations should be judged : since even those 
who may think it occasionally somewhat onc-sidctl 

can hardly refuse to admit the stimulating quality 

of this criticism. I do not mean to suggest that 

Seeley ever artificially forced his ideas into a para­

doxical form; such a procedure would haYc been 

incompatible with his habitual sincerity and his ideal 

of academic duty. But tho conversations, always 

deeply interesting, which I from time to time bml 

with him on different subjects at which he was work­

ing, led me to think that tmth was apt to come to 

him in the garb of paradox-using the word in its 

strict sense; that the new ideas which his original 

and penetrating intellect developed had a natural 

tendency to assume, quite spontaneously, a form 

strongly opposed to the popular drift of thought on 

the subject; and that it required n. subsequent do­

liberate effort to qualify and reduce this opposition. 

As regards the general view that these lectures 

enforce and illustrate-the two-sided doctrine (1) that 

the right method of studying political science is an 

essentially historical method, and (2) that the right 

method of studying political history is to study it as 

material for political science-! think it may be saic) 
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that this was one of his deepest and most permanent 

convictions. He annon11ced it in the inangnrallectnre 

which ho deliverecl on his accession to tho Chair of 
History in Cambridge; and it grew stronger and 

clearer as years went on, and assiduous study en­

larged his knowle1lge and deepened his insight into 

tho development of historic polity. Indeed, he once 

said to mo that he valued the wide popnlarity of his 

Expnnsion of England, not only for the efJ"ects that 

might be hoped from it in furthering practical aims 

that he had at heart, bnt also not less because the 

book seemed to have proved itself a persuasive ex­
ample of his method: because it harl brought home 

to Englishmen throughout the Empire, that, in order 

to know what England onght to be and do now, they 

must study what she has been and done in the past. 

In conclusion, I must express my gratitude for the 

help ungrudgingly aflorded me in preparing this book 

for the press by Mr. B. E. Hammond, Fellow of 

Trinity College, and Mr. J. R. Tanner, Fellow of St. 

John's College, whom I have consulted throughout 

on all points of importance, and whose advice and 
suggestions have been of much value to me. I have 

also to thank Lady Seeley for the kindness with which 

she has rendered my task as easy as it was possible 

to render it, aml for her aid in revising the proofs. 

H. SIDGWICK. 
CAMDniDGE, Jamtan; 1896. 
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LECTURE I 

IT has been my practice ever since I was appointed 
to this chair-now sixteen years ago-to give in­
struction in two subjects which are commonly held 
to be altogether distinct,-in history proper and in 
that which hitherto in the scheme of our Tripos 

has been called Political Philosophy, and which 

it is now proposed to call Political Science.· But 
I have not usually adopted t~lC same method of 
teaching in the two subjects. History proper I 
have expounded in formal, public lectures; Political 
Philosophy I have taught by means of a Conversation 

Class. 
This plan of conversation I was led to adopt in 

consequence of the want of a satisfactory text-book 
to which I could refer students. I hold, indeed, that 
the conversational method is always useful in teaching 
a subject which requires exact thinking and a. precise 
use of terms. But it is not only useful : it seems to 

5!J B 
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me indispensable where the '"'ul.j,!ct is of this kind, 

and yet has never !wen m:q>J'L'd uut, arranged, and 

put before the ~;tudcnt in a metlwdical text-book. 

Political science, as I concci\·ed it, was in this pre­

dicament. Such books as 1\ t·ist• 1t Ic's l'oli/i(s did not 

seem to me adapted to the nee<ls of the present 

generation of students, w hi lc the manuals that have 

recently appeared either di·l not seem to me 

satisfactory or were for one reason or another not 

accessible to the Cambridge student. 

But the conversational methn•l is only appropriate 

to a small class, awl there arc s•>mc reasons why it is 

desirable occasionally to expound the subject also in 

formal lectures. I ha \'c done so in former years, 

though not very recently. I propose to do so again 

in this year. But this time I shall try the experiment 

of treating the same subject at. the same time, both 

by the conversational method in a conversation class, 

and formally in this lecture-room, so that during this 

year my conversation class will hear the same relation 

to this class as the individual teaching by examination 

papers and conversation benrs to their public lectures 

in the work of my colleagues. 

Perhaps on this annomtcemcnt. a thought mny 

occur to some of you which, if yon put it into words, 

would take this form. "\Yhat! you arc a Professor 

of History ; and yet you tell us that during this year 

you arc not going to lecture on history at all, but on 
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d ·rr · · 1 Science or Political 
a lllerent subject,_ PohtJca . . . 
Philosophy t " ,. ·r 1 beard tins obJectiOn from 

· l"ow·, 1 ' 
you I should not mlmit it to be well-founded. I should 

answer, Certainly I am going to lecture on Political 

Science, but when did I say that I was not going 

to lecture on history 1 True it is that I do not 

intend this year to select a period and im·estigate 

or narrate the occurrences which took place within it. 

That no doubt would be lecturing on history, but 

there is another way of doing so. And in my 

opinion, to lecture on political science is to lecture 

on history. 
Here is the paradox-! use the word in its 

original sense of a proposition which is really true, 

though it sounds false-which I have tried for many 

years to commend to the consideration of students 

commencing tho study of history in this University. 

Even when my subject did not allow me to dwell 

long upon it, I have taken pains to state it fully 

at least once in an opening lecture. But in this 

course, which is devoted to political science, I shall 

not content myself with a mere statement. It is my 

point of departure ; it is the first aphorism in the 

system of political science which I am about to 

expound to you, that this science is not a thing 

distinct from history but inseparable from it. To call 

it a part of history might do some violence to the 

usage of language, but I may venture to say that 
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history without political science is a stntly incomplete, 

truncated, as on the other hantl political science 

without history is hollow and baseless-or in one 
word: 

History without political science has no fruit; 

Political science without history has no root. 

To establish the truth of this aphorism will be the 

object of the present lecture. I need not make any 

long introduction to show that if true it is important. 

History bas usually been taken to be concerned 

simply with facts. Evidently it would Lc entirely 

transformed if we came to consiclcr the facts estab­

lished by history as mere raw material out of which a 

science was to be constructed. Such a view would on 

the one side impart a new interest of n very vivid 

kind to historical research ; on tho other hand, 

perhaps you may think it would deprive history in 

a great degree of tho peculiar charm which it has 
hitherto possessed. Hitherto there has hung about 

historical study a delightful atmosphere of leisure 

and enjoyment; it has had a dainty flavour of 

romance, curiosity, poesy, which we may regret to sec 

replaced by the potent, pungent, acrid taste of 

science. 'Vhethcr tho loss would be more than 
counterbalanced by tho gain is a further question; 

in any case, the revolution which would take place in 
the study could not but be momentous, and for you 

who are on the thresbold of the study it is all 
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important to decide in what spirit you will apply 
yourselves to it. 

Now you have always, I am sure, heard history 
spoken of as a serious study. "How delightful it is," 
may be a reflection more frequently made because it 

is not quite so obvious; that a knowledge of the 

great events which have happened in tho world must 

needs be in the highest degree .useful and inst.ructivo 

is perhaps seldom expressly stated because it is 

scarcely ever denied or doubted. It appears, then, 

that we do not quito literally investigate historical 
facts for their own sake: a knowledge of them, we 

· hold, is useful; that is, it is a means to an end. But 

in what way is it useful1 "In a hundred ways," we 

shall be told; but when we press for a more precise 
answer we shall find that the conviction that history 

must be useful is based more or less immediately 

upon the principle that what has occurred may occur 

again. There is regularity in human affairs; the 
same causes will in the main produce always the 
same effects; evidently, therefore, he who wishes to 

be wise, since wisdom consists in understanding the 
relation of causes and effects, cannot do better than 

inquire into the past experience of mankind, or, in 

other words, cannot do better than study history. 
Now this argument is obvious enough, but what I 

wish you to observe is that the application of it is 
not in any way confined to what we now call apeci. 
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ally history. It is the fundamental argument which 

applies equally to all knowledge, which makes know· 

ledge a useful am] indispen;;ahle thing, anti justifies 

the ancient snying of the wise man, ",\-i,.;llom is the 

principal thing; therefore get wi,;dnm : and with all 

thygettinggct understamling." \Ye live in a universe 

which proceeds accorJirw to n··•ttlar laws,· the same n ,......, 

causes produce the same efl'ects; thereftJre if we would 

guide ourselves aright we mnst register what wo 

observe, then we must compare our ohscn·ations and 

generalise upon them; so we shall obtain general laws, 

and thus the knowledge of the past will lead us to a 

knowledge of the future. 

I need not here enter into the old controversies 

about innate ideas, trnths of the reason, truths given 

in consciousness and the like. It is enough that the 

vast mass of our knowledge is inductive or founded 

on the observation of facts. If, then, we talw history 

to mean the record of what has happenetl, we may say 

that the vast mass of our lmowledge is founded upon 

history. It does not matter what inductive science 

you select, its conclusions will be found to be based 

upon history. Our astronomic knowledge is based 

upon facts which at a given time and place were 

observed by this or that astronomer to take place in 

tho heavens; our knowledge of the laws of life, though 

it may now take a general form, rests ultimately upon 

facts in the history of this or that plant or animal 
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which were registered by some naturalist, that is, 
some historian of nature. 

The practice has gradually been formed of appro­
priating the word history to the record of a particular 

sort of facts. But it is worth 'vhile to remember that 

the word need not be, and originally was not, thus 

appropriated, and that in the main facts of all kinds 

are recorded in the same way and for the same pur­

pose. Plato says Natural History where we should 

say Natural Science ; Pliny's great collection of 

wonderful and curious natural facts is called " Historia 
Naturalis," and till quite recently it was usual to call 
zoology by the name of Natural History. It has now 

become the custom to exclude from books called 

historical a vast number of facts, in themselves 

memorable and curious, on the ground that they are 

more fitly recorded in books of science. 'V e do not 

look in a history of England for a record of the in­

teresting meteorological or biological phenomena that 

may have occurred in England. 'Ve have come to 
think that facts of this kind do not belong to history. 

And yet if history registers events in order to discover 

laws, and so to guide the lifo of man, it ought certainly 
to register these, for precisely such observations have 

led to the great discoveries in natural science. And 

in the infancy of history such facts filled a large 

space. In the earlier books of Livy, where he 
draws from the most ancient sources accessible to 
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him, there frequently occur paraf!'raph::: in which he 

sums up the curious natural occurrences that had been 

noted in a particular year, how at l'rivcmum a bull 

had been heard to speak, how at Corioli blood had 

fallen for rain. Now assurcJ ly we ha vc not become 

less, but infinitely more curious in the observation 

of nature than those primiti\·c chronicler~; we may 

smile at their credulity, but we respect them most 

sincerely for registering what natural occurrences 

they fancied thcmsch·cs to ha vc witnessed. 'Vhy, 

then, do modern historians omit to register occurrences 

of this kind 1 

The answer is ob\·ious. Such occurrences arc now 

sifted and registered with a care which in those remote 

periods was unknown, but they arc not registered by 

historians. The phenomena that occur in tho world 

have been divided into classes, and to each class n 

special body of investigators and narrators is assigned. 

Of occurrences such as I just now instanced, one 

would. fall to the meteorologist, another to the physi­

ologist. And there follows upon this change of prac­

tice a peculiar alteration in tho case of tho words 

"history" and" historical." These occurrences, which 

originally were regarded as historical or belonging to 

history, do not, properly spealcing, in any way censo 

to be so because they are recorded under a particular 

heading by a particular class of specialists. And yet 

we cease to speak of them as historical. We give 
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them henceforth the name of tho science which deals 

with them. They arc supposed to be taken away 

from history and appropriated by science. \Vc speak 

of them now as meteorological or biolo(J"ical facts not 
0 ' 

as historical facts belonging to meteorology or biology. 

History, then, as the word is now used, is the name 

of a residuum which has been left when one group of 

facts after another has been taken possession of by 

some science. \V c arc accustomed to think that his­

tory records tho facts which co_ncern human beings, 

and this is roughly true, but it is only true because 
what we call natural science was earlier successful 
and established itself earlier on an inductive basis 

than the sciences that concern man. Even now there 

are a vast number of facts concerning man which we 

do not consider to fall within the province of the 

historian,-physiological and pathological facts for in­

stance. We do not expect from the historian infor­

mation about cases of disease, however important they 

may be, except where an epidemic has appeared on 

so large a scale as to produce social and political 

effects. This is because the sciences of physiology 

and pathology have successfully ta.ken possession of 
some classes of facts relating to man. Other sciences 

are already grappling with other human phenomena. 
Now suppose these sciences to be successful, in the 

end, I ask you, what will become of history '1--that is 

of general history, history proper, or history pure and 
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Sl"mple.l Wh h 1 11 "cicnce has carved en cac new nun:\ ~ 

out a province for itself, will not the r,· .. •idurun at last 

entirely disappear 1 Political economY is dealing with 
the facts of industry, the science of jurisprudence is 
dealing with the facts of Jaw. AII·cady the historian 

feels that on economical questions, for example, ho 

can afford to be sketchy and 5 urnmary, because he 

may refer the reader for fuller information to 

economical authorities. Now it is only reasonable to 

suppose that all these sciences will mal.:c rapi1l pro­

gress. \Viii not tho day then soon come when on 

almost every subject the historian will bo a.blo to 

refer to some scientific authority who has spared him 

the trouble of minute exposition, who, in fact, has told 

his story better than he coulu tell it himself 1 And 

will not this day be the eve of another day when the 

historian will feel himself to be superfluous altogether, 

when we shall cease to speak of human history as wo 
have already almost ceased to speak of natural history i 
Dann wird einst ausgesungen Das alle ewige Lied. The 

1 "A distinction must be drawn between two clilfercnt kinds of 
history, of which the one may ho callocl special nnd tho othor 
gen_ernl. There is scarcely any department of humnn activity 
whtcb may ~ot ~e macle the subject of history in the spccinl senso. 
We h~,·e htstones of art, of science, of inveution nnd discovery. 
~e nught we~! have a history of history. 'l'o this special kind of 
htstory there IH no cud, nor cnn any one say that it is not lc••iti­
mnte, or th~t it may not produce most impot·taut results. Yet no 
one calls tlus sort of history by the simple nnmc of history. His­
tory proper is understood to be general history ; you !mow very 
well tbat I could not in my character fLq Prof"ssor nnnounco 8 
course of lectures on the history of the 'l'useau schools of painting." 
-(From the First Lecture of the 1891 Course.) 
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old, endless talc will then be told, and history will be 
swallowed up in science. 

'Vhcn I picture this sort of disappearance of his­
tory, you will understand that I only mean history 

considerell as a grave serious pur:suit, a study for 

grown men. Some writers have lately protested­

one of them, 1\Ir. Birrell, did me the honour to select 

me personally as the object of his att.1.ck-that history 

has no relation whatever to any kind of science, and 

cannot therefore be affected by any conceivable 

ad vance of science, that Clio is a lVIuse, that in other 

words men have a natural joy in great actions and 
great events, and that history is only the natural 

literary expression of this joy. According to this 

view, the historian is only an eloquent, sympathetic 

narrator, and will always have his function so long as 

men feel and enjoy ; history, like poetry, will exist 

as long as humn.n beings exist. 

I do not care to question this, and far be it from 

mo to undervalue literature and poetry. As. a matter 

of course men will always enjoy lively narratives of 

famous events, but considered as a mere branch of 

literature I do not think that history can even rank 
high. The great ancient historians have been ad­

mired partly no doubt for their eloquence, but mainly 

for their truth and depth. That is, they have been 

on one side, as it were, literary men, and on the 

other side men of science. The development I have 
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described would depd\·e them of the latter character 

and ]eave them only the former. If all the more 

serious part of their work-investigation and gene­

ralisation-were taken out of thei1· hands by specialists 

and no function .left to them but that of eloquent 

narration, their importance would sink very much. 

Their works would contain no solid information that 

could not be found more fully and precisely given in 

the works of the specialists, and ns moro literary 

artists they would be at n great disadvant.1.go com­

pared to the poets and romancers. For they would 
not be allowed to invent or embellish; they would 

be in strict bondage to fact; and that is not a. pre­

dicament in which artistic genius can display itself. 

They would be mere populnrisers, and their narra.. 

tives would be in request chiefly among young 

people. Certainly history, so understood, could have 

no place in a. university. However, I fully concede 
to Mr. Birrell that history of tho old kind will pro­

bably al~vays subsist as a somewhat insignificant 
branch of literature. 

It is history, the great teacher of wisdom, tho great 
instructress of statesmen, that I am thinking of, and 

it does seem to me that the residuum which now 
exists must go the way of the rest, and that tho time 

is not very distant when a science will take possession 
of the facts which are still the undisputed property 
of the historian. But I also think that the changr 
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will not be so great as might be supposed, for this 

reason, that tho group of facts still remaining will 

not dwindle gradually or be distributed among a 

number of sciences, but will become altogether the 

property of a single science. \Vhat science 1 Political 
Science. 

You sec, then, what I meant when I said that to 

lecture on Polit,ical Science is to lecture on History. 

In my view a science has for a very long time 

past been insensibly growing up by the side of 

history, and every one has perceived that it has 

some connection with history, and must draw a 

great part of materials from history; this is political 

science. On tho other side, within the department of 

history itself, it has been more and more felt that 

the accum~lation of facts ~uggestod tho possibility 

of a science; who.t was to be done with them if no 

generalisations were possible which might reduce 

them to order 1 But all this time it has been over· 

looked that the science which lay so near to history 

was itself the very science which historians were 

calling out for 

And now I must tell you more distinctly what I· 

mean by political science. 

\V e start of course from the fact that man is a 

social or gregarious animal, but we deal, not with 

the sociability of man simply, but with one peculiar 

phenomenon connected with it. For the sociability of 
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man has many aspect::, and brings into existence 

several sciences; for exarn!'lt•, the scit'nce of language 

and economic Rcience. The i'hcnomcnon in question 

is this. As a IJlatlt:r of t'flllrsc human beings, like 

other animab, are united to;..:ct hPr in families, and we 

might he prepar·c<l tu lind the family tic stronger and 

the family oq;auisation soml·what more developed 

in them than in inferior auimals. But we observe 

something more, something whieh, when we think 

philosophically,-that is, when we contemplate it ns 

if we hacl not hcen familiar with it all our lives,-is 

very sur·prising ancl u nex pectcd. \ \' e find that men 

have another bouJ of union lJcyorHl tbat of the 

family, and another hi;.;her organisation. 

In nature there is seldom breach of continuity, 

and so this higher organisation is seldom quito dis­

tinct from the family,. and somet.imes might be 

explained away as if it were not distinct at nil. 

Usually, however·, it is tolerably distinct. Almost 

in any place, in any circumstances where n human 

being might be found, if yon questioned him you 

Would find that he consiclered himself to belong to 

some large corporation which imposed duties and 

conferred rights upon him. Each man has a name 
\\•h' 1 . 

lC 1 belongs to himself alone, ll.llU another name 

Which he has in common with all other members of 

his fa~ily ; but if you would c.lescribc him and class 

him sufficiently you must learn a further fact nbout 
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him, you must know to what state he belongs. 

State? But what is state 1 

\Yhen I say "I am an Englishman," what do I 

mean 1 Docs it refer to my parentage or family 1 

\V ell ! I cannot absolutely say that it does not. I 

regard myself as being in some sort of kin to other 

Englishmen, as though we were all alike descended 

from some primitive Anglus. I feel this very strongly 

in the presence of foreigners, for I find that they speak 

a dill'erent language and seem both menta.lly and bodily 

of a somewhat different type. But whether it really 

is so is after all of no practical importance. I am an 

Englishman, and should be so just as much if my ances­

tors were Frenchmen. And yet that I am an English­

man and not a Frenchman is all-important to me. 

Mankind fall into cluBses in different ways accord­

ing to the observer's point of view. The anthropol­

ogist divides the species according to some bodily 

difl'erence; e.g. Blumcnbach according to colour, 

Retzius according to the shape of the skull, recent 

anthropologists according to the character of the hair. 

The ethnologist introduces new distinctions founded 

upon language, and these are distinctions unknown 

to the anthropologist. He talks of Indo-Germanic 

and Semitic races; but the anthropologist protests 

that he knows of no such distinction, and that to 

him all the races called Indo-Germanic and all tho 

races called Semitic appear to belong to one variety 
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Now in political science the groups are different again. 

Language, bodily conformation, ,lcciclc nothing here. 

\V c and the Channel IslarHlcr·s speak different lan­

guages, we and the Anglo-Americans speak tho same; 

but in political science we and the Channel Islanders 

are in the same class, we and the Anglo-Americans 

in different classes, because here men arc grouped 

according to st..1.tcs. 

The division of mankind into states is of vast 

importance, first, because of its universality; secondly, 

because of its intensity and the momentous conse­

quences it has had. When I speak of its universality 

I admit that I stretch considerably the meaning 

commonly given to the word state. In the Greek 

or Roman, or in the European sense of the word, the 

state has been and is by no means universal ; on tho 

contrary, it is somewhat rare among mankind. But 

we want some one word to denote the large corpora­

tion, larger than the family yet usually connected 

with the family, whatever form it may assume, and 

the word state is the only word which ca.n be made 

to serve this purpose. Sometimes it would be better 

called a tribe or clan, sometimes a church or religion, 

but whatever we call it the phenomenon is very 

universal. Almost everywhere men conceive them­
selves as belonging to some large corporation: 

They conceive themselves too as belonging to it 
for life and death; they conceive that in case of need 
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this corporation may make unlimited demands upon 

them; they conceive that they are bound, if called 
upon, to die for it. 

Hence most intercstinrr and memorable results 
0 

follow from the existence of these great corporations. 

In the first place, the growth and development of 

the corporations themselves, the various forms they 

assume, the various phases they pass through ; then 

the interaction of these corporations upon each 

other, the wars they wage, the treaties they con­

clude, all the phenomena of conquest and federation ; 
then again tho infinite effects produced upon the 
individual by belonging to such a. corporation, those 

infinite effects which we sum up in the single expres­

sive word civilisation ; here, you see, is a. field of 

speculation almost boundless, for it includes almost 

all that is memorable in the history of mankind, and 

yet it is all directly produced by the fact that human 

beings almost everywhere belong to states. 

This peculiar human phenomenon then, the state in 

the largest acceptation of the word, distinct from the 

family though not unconnected with it, distinct also 

from the nation though sometimes roughly coincid­

ing with it, is the subject of political science. Or 

since the distinctive characteristic of the state, 
wherever it appears, is that it makes use of the 

ar:-:angement or contrivance called govemment, we 
may say that this science deals with government as 

0 
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pol it ir·:d ('conorny dt·al~ wir h Wt·alth, as biology deals 

with life, as alge!.ra deals witl1 lllllllhcrs, ns geometry 

deals wir h space and uwgnitudc. 

Such is the subject of the science. The problems 

it fll'csents will e\'idently arrange themseh·es under 

two !wads. First will come tho:;c presented by the 

in terual structure and de\'elopment of the stntc itself, 

the rua11ner in which go,·crnrnent enters into it, nnd 

the rnachiner·y through whicl1 go\'ernment works; 

then will follow the problems of tho interaction of 

one state upon another, or tho external action of the 
state. 

And now what shall be our method in dealing with 

these proLlems 1 You know how much depends on 

method in scientific investigation. Especially you 

know what a peculiar cliflicnlty rises when wo investi­

gate human phenomena. For here wo are under nn 

a]most irresistible temptation to mix up what ought 

to be with what is. As we know it to be all-important 

that we should go right in political action, we nrc 

tempted to think that political science, jf it is to be 

worth anything, must show us what is right, and 

under this strong prepossession we nro apt to enter on 

the inquiry with no other category in our minds but 

the category of right and wrong. If we set out in 

this way we shall make it our object to find the 

perfect or ideal state. Our first step will be to :1slc 

for what purpose a state exists, and having determined 
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this to our satisfaction, we shall proceed to inquire 

what institutions, laws, and practices are best adapted 

for the attainment of this object. This is the ancient 

method of treating political science of which Plat..t') 

and Aristotle have left us examples. 

\Ve may adopt quite a diflerent method and trea.t. 

states just as if they were natural growths, just as if 

they were trees or animals. \V e may look at them, as 

it were, from outside and register impartially what we 

sec as if we had no personal concern in it. The 
naturalist does not proceed at all in the method I 
just now described. He does not, in considering 
plants, begin by asking what is the object for which 

a plant exists, and proceed to deduce what must be 

the characteristics of the perfect plant. He hardly 

professes to know whether plants have an object at 

all ; certainly he does not profess to decide that one 

plant is better than another. He has nothing to do 

with the category of right and wrong, but contents 
himself with (1) classifying the plants he observes; 

(2) with analysing th~ structure of the plant, and dis 

tinguishing the functions of the several organs ; (3) 

with tracing its growth and development, and noting 

the morbid affections to which it may be liable; (4) 

with speculating on the origin of the different species 

and on the nature of vegetable life in general. 
Now I think you will see at once that it is possible 

to study states in just the same way. 'J:'hcse, too, can 
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be classified, the different organs of the state can he 

described and their functions noted ; phases of de­

velopment and morbid conditions present themselves 

in states, and the theory of evolution can be applied 

to states. 
But, you will say, to proceed thus is very strange 

and unnatural. After all, a state is not n. mere 

natural production, but the result of human will, 

invention, and ingenuity. After all, states do fnl] 

under the category of right and wrong; some insti­

tutions, some laws are good and others bad; if it 

were not so, how vain. would be all the trouble We 

take, all the excitement we undergo, about politics; 

and if it is so, the all-important thing is to distinguish 

the right from the wrong, and in comparison with 

this all classification and analysis are irrelevant and 

unimportant. 

No'v it is quite true that states are to a certain 

extent products of conscious contrivance, or, in one 
word, machines. But it is equally true that they are 

not mere machines. It has become a political axiotn 

that states arc not made but grow. They have their 

roots in the instinctive unconscious part of human 

nature, and for this reason, though they ought not to 

be treated solely as natural productions, yet they 

ought to be treated as such. 

Moreover, experience has taught us in almost every 

department of thought the danger of too much ba:;te, 
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of attacking too directly and too eagerly the problems 

which it is practically urgent to solve. Thus the first 

theorists in medicine wanted a uni versa} panacea, the 

first chemists wanted to turn everything into gold. 

\Yhcn we look back upon the first modern essays in 

political science, the theories of an original contract, 

and the patriarchal theory, we see illustrations quite as 

striking of the same mistake. However this may be, 

it is sufficient for my imme<liate purpose that states can 

be treated in the same way as plants or as animals. 

Let us now inquire what aspect our science would 
wear if it pursued this me5hod. Inductively pur­

sued, political science would live and move among 

historical facts. It would begin by collecting these 

facts with great industry and verifying them with 

most scrupulous care, for it would be keenly alive to 

the danger of confounding mere rumour or legend or 

party-statement with such facts as science can recog­

nise. Next, it would not attempt to bolster up with 

the facts so obtained some ·preconceived theory; all 

such theories it would put on one side, and honestly 

wait to see what theories arose naturally out of the 

facts. For this purpose it would begin by grouping 

and classifying the facts, placing together, for example, 

such facts as bear on the _internal growth of states, 

and in another group such as relate to their external 

action or to the interaction of states upon each other. 

It wouhl not be wonderft~), eonsideriiig the intricacy 
(. ·. . .. 
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of the subject, if this work of classification proved to 

be very difficult and ponderous, as in some other 

sciences, especially botany and zoology. 

But further, we know that the inductive sciences 

obtain their facts in two different ways. In some 

cases it is by experiment, that is, the observer 

creates artificially the facts he wishes to observe. 

But in other cases, owing to the peculiar nature of 

those facts, this is impossible. For example, In 

chemistry experiment is possible; if we want to 

know what affinity there is between two kinds of 

matter we bring them together anc observe the result. 

But in astronomy experiment is impossible ; the sun 

and the moon are not at our beck and call; we must 
wait on them, they will not wait on us. Now in this 

latter class of sciences observation, being the only 

resource, requires to be pursued with the utmost 

industry and care. Everything here depends upon 
a large supply of-what shall I say 1 I was going 

to say "historical" -facts carefully observed and 
exactly registered. 

Having established, then, that our political science 
is to be inductive, we proceed to inquire whether it 

can work by experiment or is reduced to depend on 
observation. And it will be evident at once that in 

this respect it resembles astronomy rather than 
chemistry. If we want to discover, for exam pie, 

what would be the effect of suddenly introducing 
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democratic institutions into a country, we cannot 

take a state, pass tho necessary Reform Bill in it, 

and then stand by watching the result. No, all wo 

can do is to study tho states. that are before us, 
or those that have left record of themselves from 

past times. Thus only can we obtain tho facts 

which arc essential for our science. Political science, 

like astronomy, will need an immense supply of 

trustworthy registered observations. 

But a state is not, like the sun or moon, a mere 

physical, but rn.thet· a moral, entity. It is not visible 
to the eye or through a telescope. 'Vlmt is done by 
it is only dono constructively; literally, it is done 

not by tho state but by some individual. Much again 

is done secretly, and sometimes false accounts of 
what is done are intentionally laid before the public. 

Hence tho authentication of the facts with which 

political science deals is far more laborious than in 

other sciences. M;:ny other causes concur to produce 

this result. Especially this, that we have before us 
a vast mass of observations, recorded by various 

observers at very various periods, which are only 

partially trustworthy, sometimes because the observers 
were not scientific, or because they were prejudiced, 

or because they made their observations rather for 
amusement than with any serious object, or because 

they lived· when the art of writing was either un­

known or little used. 'V o cannot all'ord to put all 
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this mass of observations aside, and yet we cannot uso 

it without subjecting it to tests which in other 

sciences are not needed, and which have to be 

invented for the occasion. 
You will sec that this mass of observations of which 

I speak is neither more nor less than what we call 

history. All that perplexity about the object of their 

labours which besets historians, all that perplexity 

about their method which hampers those who would 

form a political science, disappear together if we 

regard history as the mass of facts, brought together 

by observers who were hut half conscious of what 

they were doing, out of which an inductive science 

of states is to be constructed. 

I say these observers have been but half conscious; 

altogether unconscious they have not been. If you 

examine history as it is and as it has long been, you 

will see both by what it records and by what it omits 

that it is instinctively aware that it is concerned with 

the state. I have spoken of th;se large classes of 

facts which it once recorded but now deliberately 

omits. There arc classes of facts which not deliber­

ately but, as it were, instinctively it either omits or 

passes over slightly. These are sometimes facts of 

immense importance. The historian of James I.'s 

reign scarcely mentions Shakspearo's plays; he says 

a great deal about the rise and fall of Robert Carr; 

the historian of William III. says little about 
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Newton's discoveries, but a great deal about Fen­

wick's plot. 'Vhich was mure important, Shakspeare 

or Carr, Newton or Fenwick~ But the influence of 

Carr affected, and the plot of Fenwick endangered, 

the state; whereas Shakspearo and Newton worked 

1n another region. Historians are instinctively 

aware that it is not their region. They pass over 

phenomena of this kind or relegate them to a sup­

plementary chapter, though sometimes they under­

stand their own correct instinct so little as to ex­
press regret that they are obliged to speak of the 

pomp of kings or the crimes of ambitious warriors, 
while they pass over greatness more genuine and 

peaceful triumphs more glorious. There is really 

nothing to regret in this. Tho question is not of 
glory or greatness, but of accurately knowing the 

laws which govern the organism called the state. 

Now, govemment and legislation, and wars and 

alliances, concern the state, but scientific discoveries 

or artistic masterpieces do not. 
'When, twenty years ago, Mr. Buckle succeeded in 

flashing upon the English mind the notion of a science 

of history, he threatened us with a revolution in 
historical writing. '\Ve were to read henceforth 

comparatively little about governments and parlia­

ments and wars; history was to resolve itself into a 

discussion of the physical environment of a people, 
the climate, the geography, the food. Tho view I 
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present, you sec, is dilrcrent, and it is not at all 

revolutionary. I do not dispute the importn.nce of 

those physical inquiries, aJHl the results of theJD 

must be used by the historian ; but his own province, 

according to me, is distinct. He is not an :mthro­

pologist or an ethnologist, but if I may coin a word, 

he is a politicist. The political group or organisJD 

-the state-is his study. On this principle it will 
appear that historians hitherto, instead of being 
wron0" in the main have been ri•Tht in the main. 

I 0 

Their researches into legislation and the growth of 

institutions have laid a firm basis for the first part 

of political science, which is concerned with the 

classification and analysis of states. Their investiga­

tion of wars, conquests, alliances, federations, have 

laid a basis for tho second part, that which is con­

cerned with the action of states upon each other. 
All that is needed is that they should pursue with 

clearer purpose the path they already tread. They 
have been right in the main, but hesitn.ting, and 

therefore somewhat desultory. They have been 

haunted with the notion that they were bound to 
record everything of importance that had happened 

in a given country; in short, that their subject wns 
the country, whereas in truth their subject was the 

state. They have been haunted with the notion 

that they were literary men, not men of scinnce, 

that their function was similar to that of the poet, 



POLITICAL SCIENCE 27 

Who Works upon the feelings by narrating heroic 

deeds. It is not wrong that great deeds should be 
rela.teu in noble style. But the notion that this 

function is inseparably associated with that of the 
investigator of states, so that tho handler of docu­

ments, the weigher of evidence, the expert in poli­

tical phenomena, the discerner of historical sequence 

n.nd causation, should be bound to be in his own 

person also the eloquent narrator, the epic poet or 

ballad-writer in prose, this notion forgets that we do 
not live in the days of Herodotus, or Thucydides, or 

Livy, but in a time of specialised study. There was 
in those ancient historians a popular element and a 

scientific element ; these have since been separated 

and differentiated. \Ve have now the eloquent 

narrator who at times, as in Carlyle's F1·ench RevolUr 

tion, may almost rise to the dignity of the epic poet. 

We have also, but seldom in the same person, the 

historical scientist. He is a student of the state, but 

he studies it inductively, that is, by the aid of 
history. 

This is what I endeavour to do, and would lead 

you to do. If we would succeed we must carry on 
two processes at once. \V e must think, reason, 

generalise, define, and distinguish. We must also 

collect, authenticate, and investigate facts. If we 
neglect the first process, we shall accumulate facts to 
little purpose, because we shall have no test by 
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which to distinguish facts which are important from 

those which are unimportant; and of course if we 
neglect the second process, our reasonings will be 

baseless, and we shall but weave scholastic cobwebs. 

But in this course of lectures I lead you through 

the first process. I speak of tl1e st..•te in general, 

not of any particular state. And I think you 

understand by this time why I consi1lcr that it 

belongs to my function, as a Professor of History, to 

do this. 

[The following passage, which forms tho conclu­

sion of the first lecture of the 1891 Course, may bo 

fitly placed here as an Appendix to .tho present 

lecture.-ED.] 

When on former occasions I have laid this general 
view of history before my pupils, the objection hns some­
times occurred to my own mind that if it were really 
possible, as I suggest, to mnk~ the facts of history nn in­
ductive material out of whtch to construct a political 
science, this would have been accomplished long since. 
There were political speculators in the eighteenth century, 
such as Montesquieu ; and in the seventeenth there were 
Locke and HohlJCf!. Wllilo othtn• fleh•tw\·~ were cstl\blis1tcd 

on a solid (tJIInllliLiiJII why wag this one, so important, 
'11 J 1 • b' t' n also RlJ iejlt waitin, 1 But an answer to thiS 0 JCC 10. 

u~eurrecl to me. g It was this. The i n:l ucti ve lJn.sis o:~~ 
· u or a Locke dtd not and c 

wanting. A Montcsqme 11 I can this more 
. of the wor c • m ' 

not know the history 1 . triJrisin« how 
Ull!lOSC. t 18 8 t o 

literally than you may 8 
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little sound knowledge of mere historical fact was possessed 
a hundred or a hundred and fifty years ago. This may 
be partly estimated from the occasional historical illustra­
tions which the writers I have mentioned produce.. Tbev 
are commonly worthless, and betray clearly the infanc; 
of historical criticism, the uncertainty in the handling 
of authorities, and the newness and rawness of the whole 
subject. In fact, almost all that we now call history has 
grown up since that time.. 

If this be so, if history itself be a growth so modern, 
it is not surprising that the elaboration of a science out 
of history should be still in a great degree resen·ed for 
the future. ·what was cnllecl history in the middle of 
the eighteenth century was too unsoun~ to form a basis 
for anything. The case is different now. The present 
generation has a vast treasure of historical knowledge 
which is trustworthy and a,·ailable for the purposes of 

science. 



LECTUHE II 

I 1\lADE sufficiently clear in my last lecture what is 

the phenomenon which is to be investigated. Human 

beings, as we sec them around us, are found to be 
enrolled or regimented in certain large groups which 

are organised in a peculiar way, held together by the 

contrivance known as government, and called states. 

So it is now in the nineteenth century and here in 

Europe. But when we consult the mass of observa­

tions we find that it was so not less many centuries 

since. Nay, when we bring before us by means of 

the dead languages the life which was led by human 
beings two thousand years ago, though we observe 

many differences, yet in this respect we find that 

men were the sam~ then that they arc now. Ancient 

men too lived in states and submitted to govern-, , 
ment. And if we go to countries remote from 

Europe, to China, which has always been unaffected 
by western civilisation, or to India, which has 

usually been so, we still find governments and states. 
It is true that these ancient or remote states differ 
very much from those with which we are familiar. 
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They differ, indeed, more than we readily under­

stand. Observers and students, instead of being 

surprised at the resemblances, have been too much 

disposed to assume them and exaggerate them. 

They have taken for granted that men, wherever 

found, must have kings and nobles and governments 

like those of Europe. And perhaps some error has 

crept into history from this cause ; as, for instance, 

it has recently been maintained that the Spanish 

accounts of ancient Mexican institutions are too 

much coloured by Spanish prepossessions. But when 
all due allowance has been made for this cause of 

error, we do find states, even if states of a different 

kind, just as we find languages everywhere, though 

the unlikeness of the Bantu or the Chinese language 

to Greek or German may be greater than we could 

at first have conceived possible. In large regions of 

the globe, however, especially where the soil is ex­

ceptionally unfruitful, as in the deserts of Arabia or 

Central Asia, and in certain mountain districts, we 

find less of this kind of organisation than elsewhere. 

Here it is customary to say that states are not found, 

for it would seem improper to apply that title to 

the Arabian tribes or to the clans of the Scottish 

Highlands. 

It is important on the threshold of the subject to 

decide whether in our investigation we ought to con­

form to this custom. Ought we to say, "Political 
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science concerns itself of course only with ci ,·il iscd 

states; it cannot be expected to take notice of the 

wild and confused associations in which savage, or at 

least barbarous, men may be plca.<;crl to live 1" This, 

indeed, has usually been the position talwn in books 

of political science. All the classification with which 

we are so familiar, all that is said about monarchies 

and republics, aristocracies and democracies, docs not 

apply to primitive tribes, or barbarous communities 

with strange fanatical ways of life. Nay, if you 

examine the book which has furnished the model to 
most political speculators, Aristotle's Politics, you 

will see that he almost excludes from his investiga­

tion all states but that very peculiar kind of sta.te 

which flourished in his own country. Not only is he 

almost silent about barbarous communities, but even 

about all states that arc not also cities ; and perhaps, 

indeed, we ought to think that ho attached a more 

restricted meaning than we do to the word Politics. 

so that it ought not to be translated Science of 
States but Science of Cities. 

I 

But it seems to me that this exclusive way of 

handling the subject, this intolerant way of pushing 

on one side tho institutions which we disapprove or 

which excite our disgust, docs not suit the inductive 

method which we have elected to adopt. It is 
natural and appropriate to those who arc inquiring 
for the perfect state, since it is evident that the most 
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civilised states fall short of what such im·estigators 

want, and that therefore to cast o\·en a look at uncivil­

iscd states must be a mere waste of time. Bnt we have 

resolved, for the present at least, to give up the qncst 

of the perfect state. Nor do we even propose at this 

early stage to pass judgment at all upon the states 

we stucly. \Y e content ourselves with distinguishing 

and arranging the various kinds in the same purely 

observant spirit which a Linn~ns brought to plants 

or a Cn vier to animals. Having once elected to 

take this course, we can no lon!!;er think of cxcludin" 
~ "" 

any state because we do not like it, any more than a 

naturalist would have a right to exclude plants under 

the contemptuous name of weeds, or animals UJHlcr 

the name of vermin. Accordingly we must throw 

open our classification to political organisms the most 

unlike our own and the most unlike those which we 

approve. The analogy of plants and animals will 

suggest to us t.hat there arc lower as well as higher 

organisms. Look at the classification of the animal 

kingdom. \Vhcn we use the word "animal" we have 

commonly in mind one of the higher animals-a dog, 

or a horse, or a lion-though we may be vaguely aware 

that there arc lower organisms which also in strict­

ness arc animal. But when the classification is malic 

on the true comprehensive principle we find all the 

animals with which we arc familiar, all which seem 

fully to deserve the name of animals, confined to 
n 
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one out of the four sub-kingdoms. _,\ctnally three 

parts out of four arc assigned to strange outlying 

organisms in which the '-"ita! pr·inciple is either but 

slightly developed or developed in such a marmet· 

that the organism bears little external res em hlance 

to what is popularly called an auimal,-stmnge in. 

sects or flower-like molluscs ancl ~pongcs. Let us 

imagine political organisms handled in the same 

manner ;-it wou1d not he surprising if all the states 

described by Aristotle, and all the states of motleru 

Europe into the bargain, should yiclcl hut a small 
proportion of the whole number of varieties, while 

those states less familiar to us, and which our 

manuals arc apt to pnss over in silence as barbarous, 

yielded a far larger number. 
But this inductive methorl, though less intolerant, 

ought .to be just as rigor·mts as the other. It will 

not reject a specimen as bad or as contemptible, but 
it will reject the most plausible specimen which docs 

not really belong to the class of phenomena under 

investigation. The zoologist admits all animals, hut 

be excludes that which is not properly animal. On 
this principle the most barbarous tribe or· sept in the 

most primitive population wi11 have an equal right 
with ancient Rome or modern England to our atten­
tion provided only that it is rcnlly of the same kind. 
But perhaps we may for a moment donbt whether 
those rude aggregations of men have really anything 



o II POLITICAL SCIENCE 35 

in common with the civilised state. Nobody thinks 

of applying the worcl "state" to them; perhaps the 

simple reason of this is that they are not in any 

sense states, and have nothing in common with the 

state. Let us consider this qucstioa for a moment. 

The fundamental fact to which I pointed in my 

last lecture, which seems so smprising and so pro· 

foundly deserving of study, is that men should con­

ceive themselves as belonging, and belonging in such 

an intimate and momentous union, to a corporation 

which is not simply their family. Look at the 

modern Englishman. He may chance to have no 

drop of English blood in his veins, and yet we hold 

that thoro is actually no Racrificc which England 

might not, in case of need, demand of him. At the 

same time, though the tie is not simply, and in a 

particular case may not be at nil, that of kindred, yet 

it is not wholly distinct from kindred, and in geneml 

Englishmen do regard themselves as of kin to each 

other. The English state may be held together in 

some degree by a common interest, still it is not a 

mere company composed of voluntary shareholders, 

but a union which has its root in the family, and 

which has grown, and not merely been arranged, to 

be what it is. Now, it is smcly impossible not to 

admit that this phenomenon, vast and highly de­

veloped as it now appears, is in its large features 

simi):).}." to the most primitive and barbarous tribe. 
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That, too, is a great association, to which its memhers 

are attached for life and death. Fo1· that, too, its 

members fight; about its intere..:t;; they de hate. In 

the tribe, too, we can often disc•.l\"el· that individuals 

may have no attachment by kindred to the whole; 

they may have come in as sla\•es and receh·ed 

emancipation, or as foreigners by adoption. And 

yet in the main and on the whole the tribe is an 

extension of the family, a family on the ):U"ge scale. 

In short, compare the most advanced state with the 

most primitive tribe, and you will sec the same features, 

though the proportions nrc difl'e1·ent. In the state 

there is more of mind, in the tribe more of nature. 

Free-will and intelligent contrivance ha.ve more pla.y 

in the former; blood and kinship rule in the latter. 

Still the state has not ceased to a tribe ; kinship still 

counts for much in it, as the nationality-movement of 

the present century has strikingly proved. On the 

other hand, the tribe, wherever we can get information 

about it, is found to be also in some degree n state. 

The rigid family organisation always shows itself 

insufficient, needing to be supplemented by more 

artificial institutions. Thus, apart from kinship, 

there is a common charactCI-istic which brings to­

gether the most primitive and the most advanced 

of these associations-! mean the p1·inciple of 

government. Here, again, the proportion may be 

different- this is wliat gives rise to varieties-
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but the common characteristic is there on which 

depends unity of kind. The apparatus of command 

ami obellience has become by familiarity so trivial 

in our eyes that we may omit to give it the atten­
tion it deserves. Yet upon this simple arrange­

ment, by which the will of an individual determines 

the actions, not of himself only, but of a multitude, 

depends almost everything important in human 

history : and, as I said before, political science may be 

called the science which investigates the phenomenon, 
government. 

Here, then, is the first peculiarity of a system of 
political science which is frankly inductive. It 

begins by putting aside as irrelevant the distinction 

of barbarous and civilised, and by admitting to an 

impartial consideration all political aggregates, all 

societies held together by the principle of government. 

This is seldom done consistently and uniformly by 
historical speculators who take the widest view. Most 

of them abandon only partially the old dogmatic 

method. They may be less exclusive than the 

eighteenth-century school, may be prepared to see the 

good side of medievalism, to appreciate or even over­

appreciate some forms of political life which used to 

be treated with contempt. But the system I put 

before you goes much further, for it does not ask at 

all that the phenomena it studies shall be good or 
noble. It simply wishes to find out as much as 
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possible by observation and induction ahout the 

nature of states and the laws of their tlerclopment. 

For this purpose all facts arc wclcolllc, arul if corrupt 

or morbid phenomena appear these will h:n-c, not 

indeed the same interest as the phenomena of health, 

but another interest peculiar to themsel 1·es. The only 

facts which will be unimportant arc those which 

present nothing new, but only confirm in a superfluous 

manner what WIIS well known already. 

When we hai'C once got rid of the notion that the 

tribes and clans of barbarism arc contemptible and 

unworthy of attention, we obtain n somewhat ditl"ercnt 

view of the state. Before we naturally regarded 

states, since they were peculiar to civilised people, as 

being more or less of the nature of inventions, like 

.the art of writing; but now we sec that they arc more 

like language itself, that is, that though they may 

differ infinitely in the intelligence they rlisplay, yet 

they are found uniformly and universally, or nearly 

so, wherever human beings arc found. Everywhere 

the human being belongs to something which may be 

called a polity, and is subject to somcthinrr which may 
0 

be called a government. How then shall we deal 

with this universal phenomenon, how shall we set 

about investigating it 7 Shall wo begin by laying 

down some grand pi'Oposition with respect to the 

object for which the state exists 7 This was long 

usual. The state exists to put down violence and 
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protect the we:tk against tho strong. It exists to do 

justice between man and man :tnd to compose differ­

ences. It exists to defend the country against foreign 

invasion. It exists, in fact, to attain any end which 

we anywhere find the state aiming at. One school 

urged particularly that a high and noble view should 

be taken of its functions. It should consider itself to 

exist for the sake of virtue or of man's highest well­

being in whatever way that may be conceived. 

Another school took a more modest view : holding 

that the st..1.te ought to rest content with keeping 

order and protecting property, and that the pro­

motion of virtue ought to be left to other agencies. 

This is an example among many how the discussion 

of high and important subjects falls into a. groove in 

which it moves on intermina.bly, blending with party 

politics and impa.rting to these a 1lignity they sadly 

want, but settling nothing because it . proposes no 

definite question. Do we want to know what the 

state should aim at or what it docs aim at~ The first 

question is quite legitimate, and it is all-important, 

but it is wholly distinct from the other, and we may 

add that a general answer to such a question, an 

answer deduced directly from the abstract idea of 

the state, is scarcely to be expected. \Vha.t the state 

should aim at now is likely to be quite di!Terent 

from what it either did or could aim at in ancient 

Rome, or Sparta, or Persia, or India. 
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I suggest that we shonhl abandon foJ· the prescllt 

the enterprise of decirling what the stat(• ought to h~ 
and to aim at, and consider hy wa.r of pure observn,. 

tion what it has actually been. \\'hcu we do this,· 

and especially when we take note of the moJ·e primj_ 

tive forms of the state, we may sn1·ely doubt whether 

we ought to speak so glibly of the object of the 

state. We do not speak of the ohject of a tree or a11 

animal. Now certainly the state is not so purely a. 
natural product as a tree or an animal ; still it is it1 

part a natural product, and to the extent that it is a 

natural p1·oduct it must be said to be in the strict 

sense without an object. Nay, further, long after its 

development has bcrrun to be influenced by human 
0 • 

will, conscious intellirrcncc continues to be wanting; 
0 

the will that acts in it is mere instinct. So that only 

states that arc far advanced and that arc composed of 

modern men can be treated in tho abstract method, 

can be referred to and judged by a theoretic stn.ndard. 

But if this method is not satisfactory, what other 

method shall we adopt 1 In what way shall we bring 

the mass of facts which history and observation 

present to us into some system 1 

In those subjects which we are able to contemplate 
calmly, because they do not immediately affect our 

interests or excite our feehngs, the first step which 
science takes is to arrange the phenomena in classes. 
Some little classification has to be done at the com· 
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mcnccmcnt of every science. Euclid hegins by 

arranging the simple phenomena with which he has to 

deal, line:;, plain figures three-sided :mel four-sided, 

etc., cti!Tecl figures. The astronomer distinguishes 

the small number of classes of heavenly bodies, fixed 

stars and planets, satellites, comets, etc. Now it is 

cvidcn t that political science also will ha vc a task of 

classification to undertake. Some of the technical 

terms of political classification arc very famous. The 

names monarchy, aristocracy, democracy, etc., con­

stitute almost all the political science most of us 

know. 

But there arc some sciences in which the prelimin­

ary work of classification is not so easily dispatched 

as in astronomy or geometry. In dealing with plants 

and animals, it has been found so difficult and so 

large a work as almost to require a separate science to 

itself. Thus by tho side of vegetable physiology, 

which analyses the plant and deals with the laws of 

life in its vegetable form, we have botany, a science 

wholly occupied with the description and classification 

of plants; and it was found in the eighteenth century, 

when the Linn::can system grew up, had its· day of 

acceptance, and then gave way to the natural system 

int~oduced by Jussicu and others, that in mere 

classification difficulties may arise, mistakes may be 

made, and the higher faculties of the mind may be 

called into play, scarcely less than in the discovery 



42 I~THOIIL'CTlO~ TO 
LF.CT. 

of laws. Zoology ,.;f;uul . .; iu a relation prcci.scly 

l:ut this has taken aimilar to animal physiulo;.!y. 

place only in certain sciences. The question there· 
fore suggc,;t;; itself whether in a :;eicnce of states we 

may expect that cla;::-;ilicatiun will be soon nntl easily 

dispatched, or arc to prepare ourselves to o\·ercome 

serious ditliculties. 

Look at those two sciences of classification; you 

will sec at once that they deal with phenomena of the 

same sort, viz. with lh·iug o1·ganisms. This suggests 

to us that it must J,e spceially dillkult to classify 

living organisms. And as soon as the suggestion is 

m:ule we sec that it is tmc. For wherever lifo is at 

work it displays itself in va...c;t numbers of organisms 

which show st1·iking resemhlances, but at the same 

time infinite, almost in,Jescl"ihablc differences. "No two 

men arc alike," we say. True, but on the other hand 

no two men arc very cliffm·cnt. And what is true of 

men is true of other animals and also of plants. This 

infinite blending of resemblances with diflct·enccs is 

peculiar to lh•ing organisms. Nothing similar presents 

itself in the substances dealt with by inorganic 

chemistry, still less in the abstractions dealt with by 

mathematics. And therefore those sciences have no 
equally difficult problem of classification. For it is 

precisely where an infinite number of complex 
individuals exhibit a. small number of types nnd 
innumerable diffel'cnces that classification becomes 
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difficult. 'V e may expect, then, that a science which 

has to do with living organisms will present a serious 

problem of classification. Now, arc not states living 
organisms 1 

Let us consider what is meant by organism. It is 

derived from a Greek word meaning a tool, and n1ay 

be said to mean etymologically much the same thing 

as a machine, that is, a composite tool. But in 

English both organ and organism are usually applied, 

not to mechanical but to living tools. Thus a pair of 

pincers is a tool or machine for holding ; the hand, 

which performs the same function but is aliYe, may be 

called an organ for holding. Now it is a characteristic 

of lifo which has been made very prominent in recent 

science, that substances informed by it receive what 

is called organisation; that is, the difl'erent parts 

acquire different capacities and adapt themselves to 

perform different functions. Each part becomes more 

or less a living tool or organ. 

Take something inorganic, e.g. a stone. One part 

of it is like another, or if accidentally it difl'crs in 

shape docs not differ in its capacities. But an organic 

substance, e.g. an animal, is a complex, not merely of 

parts, but of organs, that is, of tools specially adapted 

to do work necessary or conducive to the well-being 

of the whole,-eyes for seeing, feet for walking, and 
so on. 

nut this is precisely what characterises [1. state 
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A state IS a number af human heings not merely 

crowded or massed to;;ether but organise1l. This 

is so strikingly true that all the technical terms 

applied to physical and political organisation arc 

interchangeable, and tho wonl organisation itself is 

appiied in both departments alike without metaphor. 

We say a man is a member of a state. 'Vha.t docs 

thewordmembermcan1 ltnleans "limb." "resay 

the eye or the ear performs a function. ""hat docs 

function mean 1 It is a political term meaning tho 

discharge of a public oflice. These examples show 

how early and how instinctively the analogy between 

that differentiation which in the physical hotly creates 

organs, and that selection which in the stato assigns 

special functions to special men or to special classes, 

was perceived. The same thing is illustrated by the 

ancient fable of the Belly and the 1\f embers, which 

you may read either in Livy or in Shakespeare, ami 

by passages well known to all of you in Plato's 

Republic and in St. Paul's Epistles. There should be 

no schism in the body, says St. Paul, and Plato says, 

as we do not say, "A finger has pain," but, "A man has 

!!-pain in his finger," so in the state we ought not to 

say, "Some one suffers," but "The state sufrers in 

some one." 

The analogy of course must not be overstrained. 
There are points of difference as well as points of 

resemblance between physical and political organisa-
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tion. N cvcrthclcss, it is no mere fanciful or rhetorical, 

but a really important analogy. In any case the 

resemblance is suflicicntly close to justify us in 

anticipating the same diflicnlty of classification in 

political that we find in physiological science. The 

states that we see scattered over the globe at present, 

or over the wide field of past history, arc just as be­

wildering in their ditl'erences and corrc~ponclcnces 

as the plants and animals which exercised the classi­

fying talent of Linn::cus and of Cnvier. Here as 

there certain great types strike the eye, but at the 

same time each state is so complex, the organs are 

so many and all"ord room for such infinite small 

differences, that we find ourselves compelled to make 

subdivision after subdivision, and often uncertain 

under what beading some individual ought to be 

placed. 

I must confess that I cannot find, that very obvious 

classification which comes down to us from Aristotle, 

and which is still assumed and accepted almost on all 
hands, at all satisfactory. Let us consider it. States 

differ, it tells us, according to the number of persons 

which compose the government. This may consist 

either of one person, or of a few, or of many. Hence 

we get three classes, now commonly called Monarchy, 

Aristocracy, and Democracy. Aristotle, you know: 

introduced a further distinction, and after admitting 

these three classes as legitimate under the names 
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of :Monm·chy, Aristocracy, Polity, placed by the side: 

of each a perverted variety of it. The perYertetl 

~tonarchy be caBs Tyranny, the perverted Aristocracy 

Oligarchy, the perverted Polity he calls Democracy. 

It seems to me strange that though everything in 

politics bas altered since Aristotle's time, thongh the 

states we deal with are marvellously unlike the city 

communities he had in view, we should still think 

such a classification as this suflicient. And Yet 

it seems to me that in all our political discussion 

we still use, and even confine ourselves to, these 

simple categories. Parties still dispute on Monarchy 

and Non-Monarchy, which they call Republic, on 

Aristocracy and Democracy: adhering to Aristotle , 
except in this that whereas he, almost as a matter of 

course,_ held Aristocracy to be the best form nne_~ 

classed Democracy among perversions, we have carne 

to speak of Democmcy as a sort of ultimate ideal , 
while the word Aristocracy, in the Aristotelian sense , 
has gone out of fashion. 

This classification presented itself almost inevit.. 

ably to Aristotle, who saw on one side Persia ant} 

.Macedonia exhibiting in a commanding form the 

Monarchy which he also read of in Homer, while in 

Greece itself he had bcfot·e him the sharp contrast 

between contemporar~ democracy and contemporary 

oligarchy. In modem Europe the types are much 

less simple and distinct. '\Vhen we take a modern 
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state and inquire whether it is governed hy one, or 

by few, or hy many, we find it usually impossible to 
oht.ain a satisfactOJ'Y or plain answer. For what are 

we to think if we find that the functions of govern­
ment arc di\"ided between a king and one or several 

assemblies 1 Aristotle docs not seem to contemplate 

such a case. In Persia the great king, in Macedonia 

Philip or Alexamler, did not seriously share theit 

power with any assembly; in Athens no indi\'idual 

and no sma11 assembly could enter into competition 

with the vast democratic Ecclesia. The contrary is 
the case almost e\·erywheJ·e in the modern world, a.c; 

indeed it used to be a boast of English constitution­

ali~t!; that the English constitution was a beaut.iful 

compound of the three forms of government, and had 

the ad \'antages, with none of tho drawbacks, at once 

of .Monarchy, Aristocracy, and Democracy. Since 

popular institutions were introduced during the 

present century into almost every continental country, 

France and Germany and Italy and Spain may, if 
they choose, make the same boast. E\"crywhere, and 

even in tho United States, we find government 

divided between the one, the fe,,:, and the many. 

England is called a Monarchy, but beside the l\lonarch 

Jt has a House of Lonls and a House of Commons. 

So has Italy, so Prussia, so Belgium, Holland, Spain 

and Portugal. France and America profess to be 
democratic Republics, but both beside a popular 
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assemb1y h:\\'e a smaller Senate and also a supreme 

President. The American Senate has decidedly 

greater power than our House of Lords, and the 

American President decidedly greater power than 

our Monarch. 
Under which beading then are we to class these 

states 1 It is usual to say England is a Monarchy, 

America is a democratic Republic. This ought to 

mean at the very least that in England the One, if 
not ruling alone, yet has greater power than the Pew 

or the Many, and also greater power than any One in 

the American Republic. The contrary is the case. 

The One hero has far less power than the Many, and 

decidedly Jess power than the One, the President, in 

America. The accepted classification then tells ns, J 

do not say nothing, but the contrary of the trnth.t 

The truth is, that though we continue to use the 

ancient words we do not use them in the ancient 

sense, but in a sort of metaphorical manner which is 

not admissible in any discussion which professes to 

be exact. It is no doubt possible to lay it down that 

in a given state, whatever the formal institutions may 

be, the predominant influence is in the hands pct·haps 

1 In the corresponding lecture of the 1891 course, nftcr poiutinn 
out the pre<lominnuce of the assembly, representing th" many i~ 
the so-callccl EnglL~h "Monarchy," the author aclcls-with rcl'cl'e'ncc 
to the principle of Aristotle's double classification-" If we arc re­
qnirccl to say whether this assembly governs honestly for the ~;ood 
of the whole or pervertedly for its own good, I do not know what 
answer we could make but the unsatisfactory one,-partly for tho 
one, part! y for the other." 
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~f the people, or of a class, or of some influential 

individual. \Ve may express this popularly and 
shortly by calling such a state democratic, or aristo­
cratic, or monarchic, but we must not dream that by 

using the words in this metaphorical way we are 

adhering to the old classification. That classification 

was intended to be taken literally, and it referred to 

the recognised institutions of the state, not to some 

hidden influences which we may be able to detect by 

looking below tho surface. If we go in search of 

such influences and choose to treat them as deter­

mining the character of the sta.te, we adopt a wholly 

new and very strange principle of classification, even 

though we may abide by the old technical terms. 

But if we take those terms, as we ought to do, 
always in their literal sense, then I think we shall 

seldom find the old classification serviceable. The 

case of Rome, for instance, appears almost ns com­

plex as England. The comitia tributa, a democratic 

assembly, sometimes seems quite supreme, but more 

usually the senate, which is aristocratic. The senate, 

however, at no time possesses undivided power, for the 

many, represented by the comitia, and the one, repre­

sented by the consuls, have always large competence. 

And when we travel beyond the ancient city states , 
and go to the medieval or modern states, an instance 
of government in the hands either of one, or of a few 

' , 
or of mimy. is seldom to be found. In one or two 

E 
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cases all power has been thrown by exceptional causes 

into the hands of an individual, and in some small 

and poor communities, lost to view among barren 

mountains, what little government is needed has been 

done by the many. Otherwise government has been 

a complex thing, and has been distributed among a 

number of individuals and assemblies. Some func­

tions are almost everywhere assigned to the one, 

others almost everywhere to the many ; almost every­

where, too, there has been found occasion for select 

councils representing valuable qualifications possessed 

only by the few. 
But even if this old classification were valuable, 

who can for a moment regard it as sufficient 1 Do 

states differ only or chiefly in the number of their 

rulers 1 In the old histories of Greece or Rome tho 

wr;tcrs seem so much preoccupied by thoughts of 

republican liberty that they quite overlook a pcenliarity 

of those ancient states which might seem even more 

interesting and obvious. They seem scarcely to 

notice that those states arc cities and not countries. 

"What an enormous, what a pregnant difl'erence ! 

Ought not this to enter into our classification 1 

Ought we not to say, There are not only aristocracies 

and democracies; there arc also city-states and country­

states. To the former class belong the famous states 

of antiquity, the states which Ari!>totle studied ; to 

the latter almost all the states of modern Europe 
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This is now one of the great fundamental distinctions 

of political science, but it was almost overlooked in 

the speculations of the eighteenth century, except 

where it was exaggerated by Rousseau. 

Again, take a government like that temporal sta.tc 

of the Pope which was taken from him in 1870. A 
serviceable classification would seize the dominant 

peculiarity of this and bring it into the same list with 

other governments ~vhich arc really of the same kind. 

But how can a classification which only inquires after 

the number of rulers do this 1 It can only discover 

that the government in question is a monarchy, and 

therefore to be classed along with the government of 

Louis XIV. or that of Queen Victoria. Surely this 

arrangement will not help us much. 

It is evident that tho peculiarity of this govern­

mont is that it is priestly. Do we find elsewhere in 

history governments of the same kind 1 Yes, tho 

government of the Jews after their return from 

captivity, when the High Priest assumed the position 

of a prince, was similar. Somewhat similar was tho 

authority of the earliest Mohammedan caliphs, an 

Omar and an Ali. And everywhere history testifies 

that priestly authority has a tendency to convert 

itself into political authority, and will do so when 

circumstances favour it. But if so, ought not this 

kind of government to have a place in our classi­

fication 1 Tho truth is that in the records of history 
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theocracy is a phenomenon almost as prominent as 

aristocracy or democracy. Yet it is almost over­
looked by Aristotle, and has been but slightly 

referred to by most modern writers on political 

science. 
The result, then, is that in political science classi-

fication may be expected to be most important n.nd 

difficult, and also that the accepted cln.ssi ficn.tion 

suggested originally by tho VCI'y partial anll l)Cculiar 

ex-perience of tho Greek philosophers is scarcely 

applicable to tho states with which we ha.vc chiefly 

to deal, and is also insufficient. 



LECTURE III 

IN my last lecture I brought together the civilised 

state and the rude primitive community to which 
we usually deny the name of state, and I asserted 
that they belonged together as mnch as the insect 
or mollusc belongs together with the bird and beast. 
I asserted that political science ought to find a place 

for the rude communities and not to pass them by on 
the ground that they are uncivilised, while it confines 
its investigations to states which it dignifies with the 

name of civilised. Still civilisation is a great thing, 
and a thing, if we may trust its etymology, par­

ticularly important in political science, for it seems 
to. be a way of living or thinking peculiarly adapted 
to the ci·vita.s or state. ·when I maintain that the 

rude community should not be overlooked, I do not 

maintain that it should be put in tho same class with 
the civilised state, any more than in zoology the 

mollusc is put in the same class with the vertebrate. 
And as we propose to busy ourselves with the classi­
fication of states, and must therefore go in quest of 
large differen~es, we can scarcely find a larger or 
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more striking difference than this to begin wit-h. 

The question why it is that some communities arc so 

different from others that we arc inclined altogether 

to refuse them tho name of states, will probably, if 

we can find an answer to it, yield us the most fnnlla­

mental and tho broadest of the distinctions we want. 

I indicated slightly in the last lecture the most 

prominent point of difference between the primitive 

and the civilised state. The primitive man may, no 

doubt, differ from the ci\"iliscd man in a. hnnch·ed 
different ways, but the primitive slate-that ~s, the 

political organisation of the primitive man when com­
pared with that of the civilised-always, I think, tlilfcrs 

from it in the same way, viz. that it is far more closely 

connected with the family. Take any highly civilised 

state, whether from ancient or from modern history, 

you scarcely perceive any relation or affinity between 

its organisation and that of the families composing it. 
In modern England or France, in the Greece or Rome 

of Dcmosthenes and Cicero, the family has ceased to 
have any political importance. So much is this the case 

that those who, in the seventeenth century, speculated 
upon the origin of states often show themselves 

unaware even that in their origin and first beginning 

states were connected with families. The very 
tradition of the connection has been lost. It is 
supposed that a condition of lawless violence, in 
which the weak were at the mercy of the strong, 
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originally prcva.ilctl, and th~t this was brought to a.n 

cud by the invention of government, that is, by an 
agreement to surrender to a single strong man a part 
of the libeJ·ty which each man originally possessed, in 
return for protection. This theory seems to conceive 
the primith·c community as a mere unorganised 

crowd of individuals. 1 But the beginning of political 

organisation is gi,•cn by nature in the family relation. 

The authority of the paterfamilias may, or may not, 
be primeval and universal; but certainly in those 
cases where we arc n.blo to trace the history of states 
furthest back, the starting-point seems not to be a 
condition of universal confusion, but a powerful and 
rigid family organisation. Tho weak were not at the 

mercy of tho strong, because each weak man was a. 

member of tho family, and the family protected him 

with an energy of which modern society can form 
no conception. In these cases, too, we arc able to 
trace that the state was not suddenly introduced as a 
kind of heroic remedy for an intolerable confusion, 

but that the germ of organisation given by nature 
was developed artificially; that the family grew into 
something more than a mere family; that it dc,•oloped 
itself gradually so much, and acquired so much 

additional organisation, as to disengage itself from 
the literal family, which now reappeared in an inde-

1 Tho l\11:!. hns hero a pencil note : "This is more truu of Hobbes 
than Locke." 
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pendent form within it; and that at last the con ven­

tional or fictitious family acqnircll a character of its 

own, until it first forgot a11d then at last denicu an<l 

repudiated its connection with the n:itnral family. 
Observe, I do not mean to assert that the state has 

in all cases grown up in this way; only that in the 

most conspicuous instances, where its growth can be 

traced most certainly, it has gouo through these 

stages. 
For an example I will t..1.ke one of the states best 

known to you-ancient Home; I might equally well 

tak'e ancient Athens. 
In the time of Cicero ·the state had a char­

acter as advanced and independent as it has in 

England or France; and those v,rlw speculated upon 

its origin often forg~t as completely to connect it 

with the family as in modern times did Hobbes and 

Locke. They said that Romulus had opened an 

asylum to which robbers had flocked, and that this 

robber community had afterwards stolen wives and 

transformed itself into a state. But certain inst.itu­

tions still existed in Rome, which wore of immemorial 

antiquity, and which to Cicero and his contemporaries 

bad become quite unintelligible, but which, atten­

tively considered and compared with the traditionary 

history by modern scholars, have betrayed the secret 

of the development of tho Roman st..1.tc out of tho 

family. Particularly, there was the institution of the 
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gens. The secon(lname of every Rot d" 1 . . nan, en mg a ways 
Ill t!ls, Fabius, Julius, Tullius, showed to what qens he 

belonged, anrl yet Cicero almost confesses tl:at the 

n~ture and meaning of the gens are quite obscure to 

htm. But Athens had just the same institution, and 

the analogy of other primitive communities shows us 

that we have here the clan, that is, the conventional 

family-a family enlarged and strengthened by means 

of various legal fictions. 'Vhat puzzles Cicero is that 

in the condition of the gens in which he sa.w it the 

fictions were too transparent, so that he cannot think 

of it seriously as a family. But we know that there 

is .an earlier stage in the development of law when 

legal fictions are taken quite seriously. V{ e can 

therefore easily conceive that five hundred years 

before Cicero these institutions, tho gentes, may have 

. been thoroughly intelligible and full of vitality. And 

now, when we take up the early books of Livy and 

read tho accoun~ of that strange primitive party­

struggle between the patricians and plebeians, we 

arc able to discern the primitive nucleus of the 

Roman community in the original clans, the patri­

cian gentes. For we find references to an ancient 

maxim that no plebeian belongs to a gens; now as in. 

later times this had ceased to be true, we see that 

the strurrrrle had been not merehr for office but also 
00 J 

for status, social as well as political; in short, that it 

was the effort of expansion by which the old fai:nily 
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mould was broken and the stalL! proper dif>cn;;agcd 

itself from the cla11. 

Again, the hi.;; tory of the city of I :o1uc .shows us 

that the nucleus of it was composed of a nnmLcr of 

primiti,·e clans living each in its sL·paratc settlement, 

but side by side, for the oldc:-;t distrids of the city 

have the names of the ancient patrieian g.·nlr'.~. In 

short a nnin bcr of ii1dieation.~ c"ncur to show that 

Home-though in the time of Ci~.:cro the fact had 

been quite forgotten-lin;t tonk sl•ape as a league of 

counate but distinct clans, each clan beinrr a conveu-o n 

tiona! family into which admission coulJ only be pro-

cured through the fiction of adoption. 

The same fact is almost as evi<lcnt m the history 

of Athens. And in almost every state the dc\·elop­

ment of which has been at all reconlc<l it is possible 

to recognise that the family is infinitely more promi­

nent in the earlier stages than in the later, so that 

the further· you ascend the st1·carn the more you see 

the state takiug the form of a tribe or clan, or league 

of tribes and clans. 
So far, then, we h:we arrived at a grand distinction 

which roughly corresponds to the distinction between 

civilised and nnci,·ilisetl states. For tho most part 

we find that the uncivilised state is only a tribe thnt 

is a more or Jess conventional family. 

But is this all 7 No; when I compare in my mind 

the so-called civilised with the more primitive states 
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I am struck with another dill'crcncc equally pregnant. 

I am struck with the immense political importance 

of religion in the primitive state. I usc the word 

religion here in its most literal popular sense, the 

worship and apparatus of worship of special deities 

in literal temples. In the higher sense I should 

maintain that religion rather gains than loses by the 

advance of civilisation in a state, and I do not myself 

believe that the state can disengage itself from 

religion taken in this higher sense. But as the state 

gradually disengages itself from the family, so it is 
a historic law that the state as it develops tends 

to disengage itself from the particular form of 

religion with which in its primitive period it had 

been connected, and in its earlier stage the state is 

very frequently found thus intimately connected 

with some such special form of religion. 

This has been somewhat concealed from the 

readers of history, owing to the fact that many of 

the most famous histories have been written in a 

time of scepticism with respect to the religious 

system with which they have to deal. Thncydides, 

Polybius, Livy, Tacitus, are not believers in the 

ancient national religions of Greece and Rome 

respectively. The same is true also of Aristotle. 

Accordingly all these historians and speculators 

rationalise somewhat, aud in their accounts of early 

history the religious colour is in a grea.t degree 
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wa . .-IH·d ••11'- ~~ill, in the early books of Livy it is 

clearly 1-ccll.:.;ui,.:able that. a strong religious feeling 

e11t•·re•l iutu the stru.!:gle of patricians and plebeians, 

and •.hat the formt·l- l't'.!..:ardcd themselves as defending 

the aw..:i•·ut reli.~ious iu,.:titutions, the "sanctities of 

old." "\wl iu geueral we may perceive thnt both in 

C: J'ceee aud Humc the later generations when they 
looked l•ack pern:ived that religion had formcr!ybccn 

much more pro111inent in public life than it was in 

their own time, as we ourselves feel when we compare 

moclern politics with the politics of Charles I.'s time. 

".::\Iajores nostri, religiusissimi mort.ales," says Cato, 

and Sophoclc:~ tells of Athens that it boasted it.sclf 

to be "most 1-eli.~ious" (8t::oa-c:{3~a-TaTat.), ns indeed it 

appears in the ideal picture of it gi,·en both by that 

poet ami hy Aeschylus. The legends of Xurua 

Pompilius ami of Epimenidcs; the ancient priest­

hoods, more ancieut commo1~ly than purely secular 

institutions; many Stll'\'ivals, such as the Amphictyonic 

Confederation and the Comitia Curiatn,-nll these 

indications in G reck and Homan history, nnd othe1-s 

quite similar iu the histories of otl1er states, lend us 

to concluc..le th~Lt of states it nwy be said, as tho poet 

has said of inJividnals, ''Heaven lies about them in 

their infancy." These examples have been drawn 

from heathen religions, but the history of tho last 

two centuries has shown that in Christian states, too, 

a time comes when the State tries to disengage itself 
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from the particular institution of Christian religion 

1vith which in earlier times it has been connecteu. 

Down to about the time of Queen Anne the English 

state was also in some sense the English Church, 
but since that time it has been in a manner 

secularised, and so visibly that tho very complexion 

of its history has been altered. About the same 

time the same change passed over the leadiug 

Catholic states, so that an ever-growing hostility to 

the spiritual power is throughout a characteristic of 
continental history in the eighteenth century. 

Looking upon states in general from our own 

point of view, which is that of a somewhat secularised 

state, we perceive a great difl"erence between states 

like our O>Yn and others in which politics arc closely 

connected with religion. Liko our own arc the stn.tes 

of modern Europe, and also tho classical states of 

antiquity in their later periods; to the other class 

belong the medieval states, most of tho Oriental 
communities, and most communities anywhere that 

are in a primitive stage. This particular influence 

of religion, its influence upon politics, tends to 

become exhausted after a certain time, just as the 

influence of the family docs, because after a time the 

state becomes independent, and able, as it were, to 

stand without props. Hence we see that political 
theory forgets the influence of religion as it forgets 
that of the family, because political theory commonly 
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belongs to an ad \":LJ)('Cd period of the state when it 

has become indepcntll'nt. "\ri:;totle in tho Pulilic.s 

is almost entirely silent on the subject of religion. 

X ot only docs he not rcco.::nisc that one most 

important ani! cnmmon form of government, tho 

theocracy, is ah:-:nlutcly f•nmdc1l on religion, but be 

docs not seem to rec .. gni:;c that c\·cn in primitive 

periods rcli;;inn is a leading cause of the develop­

ment of states out of tribes. \\. c shall find it quito 

impossible to follow him in this respect when we 

found a. political science upon incluction and history. 

I-I istorically, religion is a ruling influence in most 

states during their period of growth; in some 

conspicuous cases it seems almost to c1·oate the state; 

and many centuries commonly elapse before it 

becomes possible to distinguish the two ideas of 

state and church, mnch more to think of diviL!ing tho 

two institutions. Accordingly we have here another 

leadinr• diffcr·cnce between the states called civilised 
0 

and those which arc more primitive; in the primitive 

state not only the family but also religion is far more 

prominent, and has a substantial political importance. 

How docs this influence work 1 As to tho family, 

we saw how, by a gradual extension and sophistica­

tion of the simple idea of the family, the state may 

gradually come into existence. But historically we 

see states at times springing into existence in quite 

another way, through religion. Look at tho great 
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states of Islam. A religions doctrine was preached 

in the seventh century among the Arab tribes, and 

forthwith those populations, till then feeble and 

disunited, took the form of a mighty state, and in 

tho course of a century had founded cities, over­

thrown empires, and esta.blished a great federation 

of states, covering a consiclerablc section of the 

globe, and united among themseh·es by the bond of 

a common religion. This is the largest phenomenon 

of the kind; but we have all read in our Bibles how 

two thousand years earlier another prophet had 

given a law in the same neighbourhood, which law 

had in like manner created a state. These arc 

extreme and striking examples of the state-building 

power of religion, because they seem to show us 

religion creating states, as it were, out of nothing. 

But as a concurrent factor religion is seen 'vhcrcver 

tho formation of a state can bo traced. In the 

Semitic or Hamitic East! wherever a barbarous tribe 

has raised itself at all above the level of barbarism 

and taken any development, it has done so usually 

through conversion to Islam. In Europe it was by 

alliance with the Church that tho Germanic nationality 

first achieved durable political creations ; thus did 

Clovis create and Pepin restore the Frankish Empire. 

In England, too, it was religion that first brought 

the tribes together and laid the foundation of an 

English state. 
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The reason why the family is capable of developing 

into the state is that it t:rL"al•~s a str!lng link between 

individuals. The son hclungs in the most intimate 

sense to the father; the mem hers of a family belong 

together. Once given such n. soli«l hond, human con­

tri\·ancc and invention ma.r h.r degrees add suitable 

organisation; but the bond is indispensable. Now 

perhaps the only other influence which creates such 

a bond is religion. It forms churches which, so long 

as the religious influence continues genuine, unite 

their members for .life and for death as tho family 

docs. These unions may he barbarous; tho deity 

worshipped, the rites pmctised, may appear to tho 

outside world rcpulsi\'c, as in other cases they may 

appear noble and a«lmira.lJlc; but whether good or 

bad, the bond created by religion is of that strong, ' 

natural, elementary, instinctive kind, thnt it lasts for 

centuries, and allows infinite modifications and de­

velopments in tho body which it holds together 

to take pla.co without dissolution of tho body. 

\V c sec then two ways in which the stn.te may 

come into existence. It may have its root in tho 

family, it may have its root in the Church. But nre 

these roots really distinct 1 Do churches spring up 
quite independently of clans or tribes 1 We do not 

intend here to speculate; we wish to follow the 

indications of fact and of history. Whatever may be 

possible in the abstract, in historic experience they nre 
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generally found together. The family influence and the 

religious influence operate side by side. 1\Iohammcd 

did not bring together indi\·iduals that had been 

isolated, but tribes that had been distinct, and, more­

over, iu spite of their distinctness, cognate. l\Ioses 

made a church or rather a church-nation, but he 

made 1t out of trihc,;, and hchiiHl the 1\Iosaic we sec 

the patriarchal, Abrahamic community. Take other 

examples. The early history of Borne shows us a 

religions legislator, N nma Pompilius, endowing the 

community, while it was yet in political infancy, 

with an elaborate organisation of worship. "\Ve 

cannot lay any stress upon tho personality of Numa, 

but it is clear that early Rome passed through a 

phase of intense religious feeling, for all evidence 

shows that the religions institutions in Rome were 

more ancient than the political, that Rome had many 

priest.hoods, many temples, at a time when she hatl 

scarcely any magistrates. The nucleus of the world­

state was a group of sacred shrines, the Ara Maxima 

by the Tiber, the shrine of Faunns on the Palatine, 

and then the great temple of Jupiter on the Capitoline. 

Shall we say then that Rome developed itself out of 

a primitive church 1 I think we may say so. But 

it is equally clear, as I said before, that Rome grew 

out of a league of tribes or clans. The tribal character 

is just as manifest as the theocratic character in that 

primitive community, not less so than in the earliest 
F 
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phase of the Hebrew cf•mmunity. It appcarn, then, 

that the ecclesiastical form is not di\'crsc from the 

tribal form, but way l•c supl'rimpo.-'c•l upon it--nay, 

possibly springs out of it !.y normal de\·eJ,,pmcnt. 

Howe\·er this may J,e, it is e<"rtain that in some 

communities the then<"ratic stamp is most market!, in 

others the trihal; while a.~ain both these classes of 

state appear to us primiti\'e :lllcl old-fashioned, 

because we are accustomccl to a third cla!'s in which 

both tho influence of reli;..;ion anrl that of the family 

have ceased g1·cat ly to influence the state, which 

now assumes to he inclelH!Il<lent of Pither. 

This is a large gencralisatit•n, l111t it is not at all 
recondite. It merely collects together some facts 

which, if they are often o\·erlooketl, nrc overlooked 

only on account of their largeness and ob\'iousncss. 

The word stale :mel tho conception state seem wanting 

in some communities, which in other respects also 

appear to be imperfectly developed. Accordingly 

such communities have been pnssecl over by political 

speculators who were in search of states, since they 

do not even profess to he states. But as my objccL 

is to bring together all the political phenomena which 

are really of the same kincl, an•l as these commnnitics 

appear to be of the same kind as lhe recognised st3te, 

though they do not adopt the same name, I desire to 

include them. I find two large varieties of them. 

That which strikes me first because it is JilOS~ 
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barbarous, most unlike the civilised state, is the tribe, 

which I llnd chiefly in the great desert regions of tho 

world, in Korth Africa, Ambia, and Central Asia.. 

But I fin<l another \·ariety which cannot be called the 

tribe, for it has quite other characteristics. The 

Turkish Empire is the great example of it. It is 

often of great extent, a111l often has much organisation. 

It reminds us of what we ourselves, tho nations of 

Europe, were in the .i\Iid<llc Ages, and we think of it 

rather as medieval than as barbarous. The prominent 

feature of it is not the family but religion. In the 

Turkish Empire no question is raised of a man's 

nationality, but only of his religion. True believers 

are all equal, and men !liflcr only as they arc true 

believers or in fi<lcls. 

\V e have then three great varieties of state. 

There is the state proper, there is the tribe, and there 

is this ecclesiastical community, which I have just 

dcscribcd,-we may call it perhaps the theocracy. 

They are all states in this sense, that they arc all 

alike corporations to which men belong for life and 

death, but corporations tlistinct from, and larger than, 

the mere nat ural family. 

In what do they difl'cr 1 In the motive which 

attaches men to them; in the conception which the 

members have of the corporation to which they are 

thus closely attached. Ask a tribesman what binds 

him to his tribe, what he means when he says he 
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belongs to it: he wi II answer 1 hat "blood 1s thicker 

than water." that he helon~=- hy kimhip to his tribe, 

that he is a ~Iacgrcgor or a Cur(lon, and must go 

with the ~lacgregors or the <;onions; ask the same 

question of a J e\\" or a :'\lussnlman-they will speak 

of the God in whom t.hcy J,pJievc awl of their circum­

cision ; ask an Englishman or a Frenchman-they will 

give again a difl"crcnt answer, one not so easy to 

express in a few wonJs, to the efl'ect that it is of 

infinite advantage to them to belong to a great 

England or a great Fmncc. Thus one speal•s of 

community of race, another of community of religion, 

another of community of interest. Dut all alike are 

agreed that the tic, whatever it is, is infinitely strong; 

and that if the corporation to which they arc attached 

should be endangere(l they would be morally bound 

to make all sacrifices in its lJChalf. 

States, then, may he classified according to the 

motive which holds them together, and this is perhaps 

the most comprehensive principle- that is, the 

principle which is independent of all differences in 

form of "overnment, and which includes the least 
0 

developed organisms that can pretend to be political. 

It is useful in the same way as all principles of 

classification that arc founded upon real anti important 

diffc1·enccs·- that is, it brings together and makes 

available for usc :t large num her of scattered facts. 

But at this stage we know only that the political 
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community appears in these three shapes; we must 

not for a moment assume that we haYc here three 

dillcrtnt species, as the word species is understood in 

physiology-that is, Yarieties so rigidly separated that 

they can either not at all, or only in very long periods 

of time, pass into each other. On the contrary, all 

appearances show that we haYe here only three 

different stages in the development of the same state. 

For it is important to remark that tho three motives 

are not generally found operating separately. One 

of tho three is commonly predominant, but tho other 

two are generally observable either in germ or in 

decay. This cannot be better illustrated than by 

considering our own state and the way in which wo 
ourselves regard it. Among us the state has gained. 

independence ; we arc in an advanced stage of 

development. ·we belong to it mainly because wo 

hold it useful, beneficial ; the bond that holds us all 

together is community of interest. But does this 

mean that the other older motives have quite ceased 

to act, that the older ties have quite fallen away 1 

Not at all ; we are still Englishmen. "Then we speak 

of the colonies and rejoice to think that they will not 

lightly separate themselves from us, we still use the 

old phrase and say that blood is thicker than water. 

Nor has the religious tie by any means ceased to 

hold not only individuals but also the state together. 

In the presence of Mohammedans or idolaters we 
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feel in the most vivi(l manner that we arc Chri;;tians, 

and when we travel in Italy .,r ~pain we mostly feel 

in the .same manner that we are I 'rot e:-:tant:-:. • 

Thus in the advar•ccd co1nmnnitics all the three 

motives act at once. They arc stall's proper, held 

together by interc:;t; this is their predominant 

character. But they have hy no means entirely 

ceased to have the nature of theocracies, held together 

by religion, nor have they ceased to have tho nature 

of tribes held together by kinship. 

I have already remarked in like manner that in 

the theocratic state, though the tbcocratic motive 

predominates, the tribal motive is commonly also 

operative; the theocracy is a tribe or league of tribes 

at. the same time. Conversely, it is not to be supposed 

that the tribal motive has in it no germ of theocracy. 

What I have called shortly the sense of }{insbip is 

in those primitive minds in wbich it is most influential 

by no means the simple rational tiling it is in our­

selves. There it is closely blended with religion ; it 

is a worship of ancestors, and as the ancestors nrc 

regarded as gods, so the gods arc regan led as ancestors, 

so that no line can be traced where family feeling 

ends and religion begins. 
Once more, both in the triho and the theocracy 

there are observable very distinct germs of the st.ate 

proper. The notion of a common interest has not 

indeed detached itself, and we can observe that wbeD 
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it het,rins to do so those who have been accustomed 

to the older motives receive a shock, cry out on 

utilita!·ianism, and prellict the downfall of the nation. 

But implicitly the notion must always have been at 

work, and however little avoweu must have worked 

powerfully. For such primitive communities arc 

under an intense pressm·e from danger and from 

sufl"ering. The enemy is often at their gates, the 

men are exposed to massacre, the women and children 

to slavery. In such circumstances the community 

of interest is much more palpable, more undeniable, 

than in the vast nation-states and empires of a more 

ch·ilised time; and if it is not so much mentioned 

this is only because the older notions are still vigorous 

enough by themselves to hold the society together 

and satisfy the minds of the citizens. 

Thus, when we make the experiment of hringing 

together the rude and civilised communities, we dis­

cover that the difTerenco is not so much one of kind 

as of degree of development, and this is what the 

common expression, progress of civilisation, would 

lead us to expect. In the main it appears that the 

barbarous states, or those we call Oriental, of the 

Present day, are not essentially different from our 
0 Wn, but only less developed-that they are now 

'''hat we were once. 

I have distinguished three different state-motives 

and three different forms of state corresponding to 
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thclll. Dut cau w.~ lin.l uo fourth motive and no 
fourth kind ,,f stall: 1 

I daresay your lit :-;t im!'r•~!<siun will he that it is 
easy to fiwl !-!ales wlait.:h d., nut fall undet· any of 

tht~SP thrl'e hea•b. Yon will cite fur inst::mcc the 

Homan E111pire, which was composed of various races 

u.wl various religious. Anti yuu will ask, What 

common inten·st held tog..thcr the conquermg 

Ho 111aus ami the pnJ\·incia),.; who were plundered by 
l~ 0111 an I•roconsuls and propr:a·turs 1 And similar to 

the noman Empire arc all .states founded on con. 

quest, where a ruling race lives in the midst of 

depellllcut races; sut"h states occur in history as 

frc•pwntly o.s those which wo have hitherto contem. 

plated. Evidently, then, there is n. fourth stat~· 

motive, si m pier and no less efl'ecti ve than tho three wo 

have examined, viz. force. Sheer superiority of force 

on the part of the rnliu~ class, inspiring first terror, 

and after a. certaiu time inert passive rcsignation,­

this is the expla.ualion of, perhaps, half tho states in 

the worlu. 
This brings us to another distinction which ii3 very 

fundamental. 'Vc began by laying it down that the 

state is an organism, and t.hat the processes by which 

it is developed aro analogous to those by which 

animal or vegetable organisms receive their peculiar 

form and organisation. But these are natural pro­

cesses, tho result of the power which lifo has of 
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adapting itself to its environment. We see somethin'"' 
tl 

analogous to this when a group of men, held together 

by some living bond and pressed by some dilliculty 

or danger from without, t..1kes a shape and puts 

forth organs that may enable it to withstand tho 

pressure. 'y e see here the natural genesis of the 

state. But among the mass of states which history 

presents we fiml a whole class which have not arisen 

in this way at all. They ought, no doubt, to fot·m a 

fourth class by the side of the three which we have 

distinguished, if it did not seem more just to refuse 
them the name of state altogether. For these so­

cnlled states arc not natural organisms. They are 

inorganic. 

The natural states exist side by side, and are often 

crowded together in a nnrrow room. Hence wars 

arise between them, and for the most pnrt not such 

wars as we sec now among European st..1.tes, which 

are closed by a treaty and an indemnity, but wars in 

which either state aims at the destruction of the 

other. This destruction is often a.ccomplisheu. 

Government is swept away, organisation is uissolved, 
the victorious state enters the territory and has the 

conquered population, now reduced to a mere crowd, 

at its mercy. What does it do 1 Sometimes it 
annexes the territory to its own. In this case it will 

set up a new government, which will be in the hands 
of alien officials. From this time there will be 
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nominally one large >'tau~ where before there had 

been two :omaller state:-:. ::\nw, a;; lll""t actual states 

have often engagr:d in wa1·, tf,j" procl'!"s has occmrcd 

very frequently indeed, awl JJI""l Hall'S 110\\" include 

some territory and some popnlati"u which wa::; origin­

ally incorporated in this way. 

But for our purpose it is e:,scntial to draw a sharp 

distinction between the natural organic uninn out of 

which the living stale grows and this sort of violent 

incorporation. Not because we may disapprove of 

such violence, for, as I have Faid, om· moral approval 

or disapproval is wholly irrelev:mt to the question of 

classification ; but because the dill'erenee between tho 

society hehl together by fo1·ce allll the natural society 

is so great that they ought not to be described by t.ho 

same word. At least, if we must in conformity with 

usage call the forme1· "state," let us add the epithet 

"inorganic." 

Properly speaking, such a society Is a double 

thing. Tho conquering class or horde, taken by 
itself, is a real state, a vigorous organism. Thus I 

quoted the Turkish Empire as a typical example of 

the theocracy. It is so if we think of tho ruling 

Mussulman population, Lut outside this in the same 

territory there are the subject Christian populations, 

who form properly no state at all, either by them. 

selves or in conjunction with their rulers, but an 
inorganic crowd. 
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N everthelcss the inorganic quasi-state imitates the 

organic state, an1l has one characteri;;tic of the true 

state in a high 1lcgree. For we sai1l that the state is 

::haracteri;;e1l hy government., which means command 

enforced by punishment; this, then, the inorganic 

quasi-state has, and indeed depends exclusively 

upon it. 

It is time to sum up the results of this lecture. 

History and observation show us that human popu­

lations arc often unitc1l by an organic process analo­

gous to that which com hines. natural substances into 

a living organism. The family, in withstanding 

external pressure, extends and modifies itself by 

means of ll'gal fictions till it becomes the clan, and 

several clans unite themselves by means of a federal 

league. Again, the worshippers of a deity engage in 

religions war against the worshippers of some other 

deity, and the pressure of war gives rise to organisa­

tion. Hence we have two types of organic governed 

society ; but these two types are commonly found 

blended together. After a certain time the society 

thus founded ou lHndretl or common religion or both, 

becomes aware that its union is a thing valuable for 

its own Sllke, that govemmcnt and organisation and 

co-operative life arc useful in themselves to the indi­

viduals who possess them. Hence there spri11gs up 

the conception of a common good, a common weal, 

which is independent of such considerations as l•in. 
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dred or religion; by degrees the society disengages 

itself from these props, and hegins to rest hy prefer­

ence upon utility, the word being understood not 

necessarily in any sordid sense. 

Hence the organic state appears in three different 

forms: clannish, or theocratic, or properly political; 

but these forms are, to all appearance, only different 

stages of a single normal development. 

By the side of these organic forms history shows 

us another sort of political society which, if the state 

is an organism, can only be called a quasi-state. It 

is not organic-that is, it is not developed fmm within. 

It is the result of conquest, but has a simjlar appear­

ance to the organic state, because it adopts and 

imitates the organisation of it. J n history, however, 

since conquest has been very fre«fUent, this quasi­

state occurs at least as often as the organic state. If 
we speak seldom of it in these lectures tho reason 

will be, not that it docs not deserve study, but that 

it ought to be carefully distinguished and studil'd 

separately, and that our present undertaldng concerns 

rather t~e organic state. 



LECTURE IV 

'l'uE practical usc of the classification I lnid before 

Yo1.1 in the last lecture is that it helps us in uncler­

sta.nding the history of primitive and uncivilisctl 

sta.tes, and enables us to conceive that, however 

different in appearance, they are subst.1.ntially pheno­

mena of the same kinJ as the modern civilised st.1.te. 

For these purposes it is, in my opinion, of very great 

Use. Everywhere in history the ordinary student 

suffers lamentably from the want of general ideas. 

Some compass we must have in tho sea of facts. In 

tnodern and recent times we are not quite without 

this compass, for wo understand in general that 

constitutional freedom is the object aimed at, and 

despotism the evil struggled with. Bnt in primitive 

times all is different. Here we want other categories, 

other generalisations, yet we arc scarcely aware of 

this, and hence we try to make the familiar categories 

serve again. But it is not really true to say that the 

struggle of the plebeians against tho patricians was a 

struggle for liberty, and it is of little use to apply 

modern principles to that long stretch of primitive 



78 INTRODUCTION TO LECT. 

history which is so familiar to us in the Old Testa­

ment. In all these parts of histOJ',Y we should dismiss 

the notions of Iibert\' cnnstitntionali.~m, checks ou -, 
royal power, writs of habeas c"rJI"S and petitions of 

right. "'holly different not.ious arc rccplircd here, 

and the clue is gi\·en when you nndcr"tand that 

the clan is Sll'lt"olinrr with the thcocmc.}· and the 
Cb 0 ' 

theocracy with the state proper. Some .Numa or 

Mohammed or Moses hreaks the hard tz·ibal org:misa­

tion by some grand religions proclamation. Augustine 

breaks in upon tlJC rude hept:u·chy, Clods holds out 

a hand to Catholicism. The community assumes 

a theocratic form. Then at a later period the theo­

cracy too is put upon the Jcfensi\'e. Political ideas 

arc now gaining head; a royal lwuse establishes 

itself; the theocracy, as reprm;entcd by the prophet 

Samuel, is indignant that the people should ask for a 

king; or the royal house itself has been allied with 

the theocracy, or it may be an aristocratic go\'ernment 

has endowed itself with priesthoods; in this case tho 

rising movement will attack aristocracy oz· monarchy, 

the precinct of religions pz·ivilcge will be invaded, 

and the plebeians will break into the priesthoods anti 
pontificates. 

Such arc the party struggles of the primitive age, 
but the primitive age is neal'Cr to us than we arc apt 

to suppose. The rationalistic mode of writing 

history effaces, as I said, the religious colour of 
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national life. \V c have a trick of dh·itling ecclesias­

tical history from civil and relegating it into special 

treatises ; but it is in this ccclc;;iastical history that 

the primiti\·o ideas under which the st.1.te was first 

formed arc preserve,}. Thus, in our struggle with 

the Stuarts there is evillcntly a very large ecclesiasti­

cal clement, but we do not allow to it all the weight 

We ought, because of the preju.licc which leads us to 

think that this docs not belong to history proper, but 

only to ecclesiastical history. If we allowed ourselves 

to contemplate that struggle as a whole, we should 

sec that it was not a mere struggle with monarchy 

for freedom, that it was at the same time the efl'ort 

by which tho state made itself independent and 
passed out of its theocratic stage. 

\Ve may pass now to another of the large distinc­

tions by which states arc divilled into classes. I 

take intentionally snch as arc most obvious, because 

I want to take note of the largest differences first. 

Those who in our modern period study the history 

of Greece and Home arc not perhaps at first struck 

by the fundamental difference between the classical 

states and those of n10dern Europe. Compared with 

the primitive st:~.te, or even with the medieval state, 

Greece and Ron1e h:tYe quite n. modern appearance. 

The school of Voltaire used to couple the age of 

Louis XIV. with the great age of Greece and Rome 

as being of the sarne kind, and to treat :~.II that came 
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between as rlescn·ing only to IJe forgotten. Since 

Voltaire's time the modem state has nTown stillmore ,.., 
like the classical one, for it has acrptireol liberties and 

popular assemlJlies. And yet what a Jifl'crence! A 

dill'crence that must t.ake hy surprise those who think 

that states rlitfer almost exclusively in the number 

of their rulers ! 

It flashes on us after a time that by a state the 

ancients mean a city, anti that wo mean a country! 

\Vhen I say the ancients I mean of courso tho 

Greeks and Romans. Outside the classical world we 

see traces of a similar arrangement in antiquity, for 

Carthage seems to be a sovereign city like Romo or 

Athens. But antifJUity, too, has large country 

sta.tes, tho Macedonian .l'rlonarchy, the Persian 

Empire, the primeval Egyptian state. Substantially 

we have to deal with the fact that in two countries, 

Greece and Italy, the political vital principle seized 

small groups of population and turned them ii1to 

highly developed organisms, whereas in modern 

Europe (and now also in America) anti in Asia, the 

political organism is very large and tends also to 

become larger. 

In modern times the substance of the organism is 

commonly a population speaking the same language. 

Sometimes, however, it is a population with two 

or three languages, but one of them generally pro. 

ponderating. So Switzerland has three languages, 
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but German greatly preponderates; Austria has 

several languages, and much dilliculty is caused by 

the fact that no one now preponderates quito 

decidedly. 

In ancient Greece and Italy language had no 

political cfl"cct. The polity embraced only a small 

number of those who spoke the same language. So 

it was in Greece, where the language was spread 

over no great space, and yet within that space there 

were dozens of independent states. So, too, in 

Italy, where languages closely cognate were spread 

over a large section of the country, and yet we find 

Rome and V eii and the cities of the Latin league con­

tending together in much the same way as Athens, 

Megara, and Corinth. 

In the modern world something similar has been 

seen again in Italy, and also in Switzerland. In 

both countries in the fourteenth century, owing to 

the failure of the power of the Emperor, cities be­

came for practical purposes again sovereign, and in 

the cases of Florence and Venice highly developed. 

In Germany, too, from the same cause, a number of 

free cities, such as Niirnbcrg and Frankfurt, became 

practically almost independent republics. These ha.\'e 

been momentary glimpses, in the case of Italy some· . 

thing more than a glimpse, of the ancient classical 

world, but in the end the modern tendency has set 

more and more decidedly against the small state, 
G 
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and seems likely now to replace its large stn.tcs by 

states larger still, states of 20,000,000 by states of 

80,000,000. 

If you will reflect you will see that a difference so 

great as this must necessarily involve irmumerable 

other differences of organisation. The government of 

a town council cannot possibly follow the same rules as 

the government of a great country. This simple fact 

shows us how hollow must have been tho political 

theories of the last century, which aimed at tho 

imitation of the classicn.l states, and yet for the most 

part forgot such a fundamental difre1·ence. 

I mention it here for the sake of founding upon it a 

classification, but, as a matter of fact, a great part of 

history is occupied not so much with the proceedings 

of states of these two kinds as with the struggles and 

confused endeavours of human society to form states 

of these two kinds. In particular, the gradual 

growth of the large nation-state in the bosom of the 

dissolving Roman Empire occupies many centuries 

full of history on the largest scale. Though I have 

not space to treat of this, I may find room here for a 

suggestion as to the causes which may have led the 

political vital principle to embody itself in different 
countries in these two different ways. 

We might perhaps imagine that that rational way 
of setting up a state which charms philosophers so 

much may really have given birth to the old city. 
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states, though not to tho modern country- state. 

Tho city-state was so compact and developed itself 

so fast that it looks not quite unlike the invention 

of an ingenious thinh:er. And yet the gradual 

growth of the city-state out of the family and the 

religious community is as well attested as that of the 

country-state. Primitive Athens and Rome are not 

a whit more philosophical, they are quite as mythical 

and religious as primitive Germany and England. 

We must look therefore for some other explanation. 

You will observe that the thing we call kindred 

has no natural limit or end. Eve1·y man's relation­

ships are infinite, but he only keeps in memory a 

certain number of them. A tribe is bound together 

by kindred, but kindred does not end with the 

tribe. All that ends there is the consciousness of 

kindred. Now when we study primitive society we 

arc usually able to di:;tinguish very clearly two sorts 

of kindred, one within the other, one narrow and 

conscious, the other wide and unconscious. Those 

original tribes of Athens and Rome had conscious 

kindred, each within itself, but they dwelt in the 

midst of other tribes whom they regarded also as 
cognate. This latter relationship did not influence 

them; they were not even consciously aware of it, 

but they were certainly not ignorant of it. For every 

Athenian believed himself to be a Hellen, and could 

not but know that his language was intelligible to the 
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'lisitor from Thebes or from Corinth, but not to the 

visitor from Tyro or from Babylon. The common 

kindred of all Greeks was in a manner always assumed 

and yet never considered ; no consequence was tlrawn 

from it; it had no ctl'cct on the formation of states. 

Thucydides remarks that Homer bas no collective 

name for the Greeks. There is imlecd such ,·ague­

ness in Homer's conception of the nation as a whole 

that the reader is never made to understand whether 

the Trojans arc of diiTerent nationality from the 

Greeks or of the same. Now it is curious to observe 

that the German tribes too labour under just the 

same vagueness of concepLion as to their nation. 

They too have no collective name. There are 

Gorman tribes, who blindly feel thcmsch·cs to be 

related to each other, and there is a German 

language. Roman observers can sec their unity, but 

they overlook it themselves, and it was actually not 
till the eleventh century, or a thousand years after 
Tacitus, that a collective name lheotisc, dezdsch, grow 
into usc among thorn. I might make a similar 

remark about the Arabs before Mohammed. It 

seems, then, that in the ordinary circumstances of 
early society the largo family, the tribe, has vitality, 

but the larger family still, the nation, has scarcely 
any vitality .. Now it may chance that in the whole 

course of development the tribe and the nation l!lay 
preserve this relation to each other. 
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So it happene1l in Greece and Italy. "'ithin each 

country the cognate tribes pressed cloBe upon each 

other and made war against each other, knowing 

each other mainly as enemies, until each separately, 

or small leagues of them, under this mutual pressure 

ueveloped through the stages I enumerated last week, 

became first from the clan the theocracy, then from 

the theocracy tho sta.te proper. Meanwhile the 

nation as a whole remained undeveloped, and when a 

great danger from Macedonia called for a general 

rally the nation had no organisation ready by means 

of which it coulu answer the call. Each town was 

armed against its neighbours, but the nation was not 

armed against a foreign enemy. It was thus in 

ancient Greece, it was thus again by 11. remarkable 

correspondence in medieval Italy, when the cities 

fell in like manner before Charles V. In ancient 

Italy the development was the same, but the result 

was different; there ono town swallowed up all the 

others, and when tho Carthaginians, Gauls, and Ger­

mans threatened Italy the great union of federated 

towns served the same purpose as a country~state. 

But it is possible to imagine another course of 

circumstances in which after the early stage the tribe 

might not gain but rather lose vitality, so that it 

may not grow into a state, and on the other hand 

tho faint glimmer of consciousness which tho nation 

had at the outset might bo strengthened until it 
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eclipsed the consciousness of the tribe. The result 

of this may be that the city-st..1.te may be arrested in 

its development, and in the place of muuy city-states 

one gr~at nation-state may come into existence. 

We notice that Greece, Italy, and Switzerland nrc 

mainly mountain-countries. Here invaders arc kept 

aloof, and in the perpetual petty struggle of the 

cognate tribes strong natural fortresses present them­

selves. The federated tribes gather round some 

double crag, where a citadel and a temple rise side 

by side; in the plain below is the forum. Here 
begins the development of the city-state. But north 

of the Alps we have in the main large plains. Over 

these plains tribes wander without much mutual 
pressure; they do not much build towns. It was 

said of the Germans that they hated towns. Here, 

therefore, the tribal stage continues without much 

development for a long time. Suppose now this 
undeveloped nation assailed from. without by a great 

invasion. At first it 'vill be more helpless than the 
region of city-states, for it will have no strongholds. 

Thus before the onset of the Huns and the gradual 
advance of the Slavs the Germanic tribes did not 

defend their territory, but abandoned it and swarmed 
across the frontier of the Empire. Thus in England 
the tribes yield at first with little resistance to the 
Danes. But such a nation holds in reserve a resource 
which the nation of city-states has parted with. What 
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the Greeks could not do Lcc:mse nll their political 

energy was drawn olr Ly tho city-states, they can 

still do. They can form a nation-state. This is 

what in many cases we observe to take place. The 

English nation-state first formed itself under Alfred 

in tho groat nation-rally against tho Danes. In like 

manner the Germans, who in the fifth ccntnry had 

given way before the Huns, in the tenth century 

rallied successfully under Henry and Otto against 

the Magyars. Henry is called the town-builder of 

Germany because ho first made the country defensible, 

and it is from this period of the greatness of the 
Saxon dynasty that we seem able to date the national 

consciousness of Germany ; soon after this was heard 

the collective name-Dcutsch. 

These seem to have been tho causes at work. The 

fact in any case is most remarkable and fundamental, 

viz. that the political principle in its more advanced 

stage, when it has left tribal and theocratic life some­
what behind and is calling into existence the state 

proper, creates this in two wholly different forms, 

the one small and intense, the other indefinitely large 

and therefore for a long time languid. This is one of 
those facts which observation reveals easily, for it 

lies on the sm·faee of history, yet probably we should 
never have arrived at it by any amount of abstract 
reasoning on the nature of the state. Since there arc 
two such forms there may well be more than two ; 
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perhaps other such forms may already lie before us 

in history but may have passed undistinguished ; 

perhaps the future may resl!rve othe1·s for us.· But 

this distinction of the city-state awl nation-state is 

made specially memorable by corresponding to the 

two periods of cultivated intelligence which history 

has known. Hellenism (and, we may add, the Italian 

Renaissance also) is the triumph of the city-state; 

the European brotherhood of nation-states has pro­

duced the vast growth of every kind of power and 

science which distinguishes modern civilisation. 

But our object is classification. Let us look, there­

fore, a little closer at this difference in order that we 

may see how much it involves. For it may seem at 

first sight that between ancient Athens ami modem 

England there is only a difference of extent of territory. 

Athens possessed but a narrow portion of land sur­

rounding tho city, but there is a very largo territory 

round London. Now evidently this is not all. On 

the one side Athens is the organism, not Attica; on 

the other side England, not London. There the 

people were called from the town, Athenians ; here 
they are called from the country, Englishmen. 

When we compare this fact with the speculations 

of Aristotle we see that it has had the greatest influence 

upon them. The technical name which he gives to 
the ripened political community is not, like "state," 

& term originally indefinite, but actually the word 
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"city." 'V c may sec, too, that tho great country­

states, such as Macedonia or Persia, which were 

known to him llid not strike him as belonging to tho 

same class of phenomena, for when he settles the 

characteristics of the perfect state he tells us it must 

not be so large that the whole people may be unable 

to attend the same assembly. 

Tho simplest rudimentary conception of political 

action is this, that one man imposes a command 

upon another. But, under primitive conditions, this 

means that the two men meet. Suppose now that 

the state, instead of inclulling a town aml a few fields 

round it, covers a circle with a radius of two or three 

hundred miles. Tho simple action of government 

becomes at once impossible. Tho world has been 

occupiecl through something like half its history in 

struggling with this elementary difficulty. 

Of course it would be easy t~ divide the territory 

into manageable districts and plant a mler in each. 

But if this is done without reserve the result is, not 

one large st<Lte, but as many small states ns there 

arc districts with separate rulers. Evidently, then, 

some special contrivance is needed. It is a very 

simple contrivance, and it is in reality everywhere 

the same, however many names or disguises may be 

given to it. 

A distinction is drawn between two kinds of 

government. It is recognised that some affairs are 



90 INTRODUCTION TO J.E<:T, 

the common concern of the whole population, but 

that other affairs concern only a particular neighbour­

hood or locality. These last, which it is most dillicult, 

are also those which it is least nece:-;sa1·y to deal with 

from headquarters. It is possible therefore to set up 

a ruler in each district, who in respect of certain 

affairs shall give independent orders, but in respect 

of all greater and more general afbirs shall rcceh•o 

instructions from a ruler of rulers who shall be 

stationed at the centre. 

I say a ruler in each district for simplicity. There 
may be in each district several rulers, or there may be 

a complicated organisation of officials and assemblies. 

So, too, in the centre there may be a despot, or a 

council, or a parliament, or a combination of all three. 

I disregard all these differences and call your attention 

to the one characteristic which is and must be possessed 

by all governments in largo territory. This is that a 
distinction must b; recognised between local and 

central government, between affairs that can be settled 

on the spot by a local ruler and affairs that must bo 

carried to headquarters. This distinction cannot be 

dispensed with, though it may be reduced to the 

lowest point by certain contrivances. The contrivance 

called centralisation, so long used in France, has tho 

effect of paralysing as much as possible local govern­

ment. It cannot destroy the local official nor even 

his independence, but it can reduce this within very 
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narrow limits, and bring him very ncar to an 

automaton. On the other hand, in large empires we 

frClJUCntly sec antral government paralysed in an 

equal degree. In the olcl Persian aml the old l\fogul 

empires the ~atrap aTlll t.he Nizam were almost inde­

pendent sovereigns, the inter\'cntion of Susa or of 

Delhi had become almos•. formal, and in the other 

extreme of the political world we come upon the 

same phenomenon when we note how nearly tho 

authority of Dowuing Street has disappeared in the 

government of our greater colonies. 

But in these extreme cases the two kinds of 

government arc visible side by side; if either kind 

seems on the point of perishing, this means not that 

a large state can do wit.hout it, but that some great 

change is at hand. In the city-state, on the other 

hand, if we suppose it small enough and still at a 

primitive stage, we can imagine a state of affairs in 

which no such difl'crcnt kinds of government are 

known; when all controversies are brought to the 

same king who sits in the gate; when one man,. or it 

may he many men, or even every man by turn, bears 

rule and the others obey, but yet all government is 

of the same kind, and the state is thought of always 

as one inseparable whole, which always in great 

matters and in small acts together; when there arc 

not yet, as in the world we live in, two states, the 

great one which resides in the capital and has its 
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kings and parliaments, and the little one in our own 

neighbourhood, with its mayor and town council or its 

sherifi' und quarter-sessions. 

Some local government, no doubt, may be found 

even in the city-state. There were "demes" in 

Attica by the side of the great Demos ;-Aristo­

phanes in his play of the Acharnians enables us 

to understand the relation between them. Still 

the one Athens, the one imperious, noisy, all-decid­

ing, all-governing Ecclesia, gave its character to 

everything, so that we can enter into the view of 

Aristotle that there can be no real "Polis " where 

the whole people docs not meet together. 

"\Ve may say then that the great difference between 

the city-state and the country-state is not a mere 

difference of size, but consists in this, that whereas 

in the city-state government is one great simple thing, 

in the country-state it is double. Here we have the 

great government and the little government, the 

mother-country and the mother-locality; for in 

these country-states the locality is often a former 

state that has been deprived of its imlependence; 

such for instance are some of the shires of England, 

such were the provinces of France before the 
Revolution. 

A kind of middle-state may be imagined, and tho 
Roman Empire furnished an illustrious example of it. 
This was an aggregation, no less than England or 
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France, but an aggregation largely of city-states to a 

city-state. As an English shire may be a hcptarchic 

kingdom humbled, so the cities of Italy and the 

·Greek world in the Homan Empire were city-states 

reduced to the rank of localities. And though it 

covered so vast an extent of country the Homan 

Empire never completely assumed the character of a 

country-state. 

But having marked tho fundamental distinction 

between the city-state and tho nation-state we may 

ta.ke note of a number of less striking differences of 
the same kind. In the city-state local government is 

practically nil, in the country-state it has a substantial 

existence. This gives us two classes. But tho latter 

class, which has local government, splits up into a 

nnmber of sub-classes. For local government may 

have strikingly different degrees of importance. It 

may be there, but in a state of comparative insig­
nificance, or it may hold its own fairly against the 

encroachments of cent.ra.l government. Again, it may 

have excessive importance, and this also in two 

degrees. Central government may hold its own 

against it, but with difficulty. Again, central govern­

ment may fail to hold its own, and may be reduced 
to insignificance. 

It is here that I introduce the familiar distinction 

between the unitary state and the federation. Against 

the common way of conceiving this distinction I 
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have the same sort of objection that I have to the 

distinctions of monarchy, oligarchy, and democracy ; 

it is too purely formal and verbal. \Vc say that in 

some cases states unite themselves in bundles or 

clusters, and that those bundles of states arc callctl 

federations, and sometimes federal states. Hence we 

get two classes of states-the one simple, the other 

composite. But in what way arc these states united 

together~ Surely not by literal ropes ! As soon as 

we give to ourselves an account of the metaphor, we 

see, I think, that the latter class of states is not a 

whit more composite than the former. For we have 

seen that every country-state is composite to this 

extent--that it consists of a nnm ber of districts, each 

of which has its own government in a certain degree 

independent, but which are united together by a 

common central government. This shows us in what 

way governments are said to be nnitctl. \Yhcn in 

several districts in other respects self-governing, , 
certain affairs are reserved for tho decision of a 

central government, those districts are politically 

united. Now, just in this way and in no other way 

are states united together to form a federation. 

Compare the union of the states in the U nitcd States 

with the union of the boroughs and counties in the 

English State or of the departments in the French 

State. There is great difference in the degree, but 

no fundamental difference in the kind of union. The 
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states in America arc sail! to be united because in each 

certain afl:1.irs strictly tlefinctl hy the Constitution can­

not be settled hy the state government, but must be 

settled at \Yashington. In no other way are tho 

counties and Loroughs united to form the English 

State ; only the afl'airs which in England must be sent 

up to London or settled by persons coming from 

London arc much greater and more numerous than 

those which in America require the intervention of 

\Y ashington. 

I deny, then, that between the unitary state and the 

federation or federal state there is any fundamental 

difference in ki111l; I deny that the one is composite in 

any sense in which the other is simple. But I adopt 

the terms as marking conveniently a great difference 

which may exist Letwecn states in respect of the im­

portance of local government. In every country­

state there must be a certain proportion in weight 

between the locality and the whole. But country­

states fall into two large classes, those in which the 

locality and those in which the whole has the ad­

vantage. In the former the notion of multiplicity, 

in the latter that of unity, will necessarily prevail, 
and therefore we may very naturally call the former 
federal and the latter unitary. 

But when we regard the matter from this point of 

view we find that country-states fall into four rather 
t.han into two classes. l!"'or unitary states have two 
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well-marked kinds differing from each ot.her in pre­

cisely the same point, viz. the impo1·t:mcc of local 

government, and in like manner it is well known 

that there arc two kinds of federation, the one strong 

and the other weak 
In some countries there arc so-called local liberties, 

in others these liberties are wanting. The expression 

is a very misleadin(J' one as I shall show when we 
0 ' 

come to consider the subject of liberty. But it ex-

presses a real difference which is observable in states 
' in which central government is decidedly more pro-

minent than local. In one class of such states the 

locality has a modest but at the same time a real and 

valuable independence. It is freely and fully per­
mitted to have its own way and govern itself without 

external interference in affairs of some considerable 

importance. In another class this is not so. The 
independence of the locality is regarded as a necessary 

evil which should be reduced to the lowest possible 

point. Pains are taken to attach the local ruler by 

every possible tie to the central department, and to 

detach him by every contrivance of separation from 
the locality. We often call this system despotism 

and the opposite liberty, but these terms ought to be 
appropriated to a quite different usc. Tho proper 

name for it is centralisation, and tho opposite ought 

to be called only deceutralisation. ]3oth terms arc 
properly applied only to states in which tho central 
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government 1s decidedly more important than the 

local, that is, to states called unitary. Thus we com­

monly take England as an example of decentralisation 

and France of centralisation. But when local govern­

ment assumes tho magnitude which it has had in the 

United States we do not consider the word decentral­

isation appropriate to it. 

Thus there are two kinrls of unitary state, the 

dccentraliscrl ami the centralised. In like manner 

there arc two kincls of federation. 

The two kinds of federation have been very 

elaborately clistinguishcd. You may study the subject 

in the Federalist, or in De Tocqucvillc, or in Mr. 

Freeman. I am concerned here only with the results 

which have been arrived at, and with these only so 

far as they help us in our classification. To English 

writers, then, the two kinds are known by the names 

Federal State and System of Confederate States, by 

which it is meant to convey that the first, though it 

allows very great independence to the component 

members, still deserves the name of a state, but that 

the second goes too far and cannot properly be called 

a state at all. The same point is marked by the 
happier terms used in Germany. There the one is 

called Bunclcsstaat, but the other only Staatenbund .: 

which implies that the 011e is a state, though only a. 

bundle-state, but the other is no state but only a 
bundle of states. 

H 
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You may say that if the latter form does not. de­

serve the name of state it ought not to find a place i11 

our classification. And, indeed, the precise organisa­

tion which has received the name of Staatenbnnd 

has had attention drawn to it through its great 

historical importance as a very common blunder in 

state-building, which has frequently led to disastrous 

consequences, rather than as a healthy distinct kind. 

It belongs rather to the pathology than to the descrip­

tive physiology of states. But though it marks a 

degree of weakness in the central power somewhat 

below the amount of strength necessary for the dura­

bility of the federation, it indicates that a kind of 

federation might exist, somewhat better organised 

than itself, which would be wholly diflcrent from 

that vigorous, strongly and sufficiently organised kind 

which is represented by the United States. vVe may 
say then that there are at least two kinds or classes 
of federation. 

I would observe here, what applies to the whole of 
our classification, that it is a real and not a verbal or 

nominal classification. 'V e arrange states according 

to real differences which they present, not according 

to the descriptions they may choose officially to give 
of themselves. The United States calls itself a 
federation; the Holy Roman Empire which disap­
peared in 1806 did not call itself so; but in our use 
of the word the latter was none the less, and the 
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former none the more, a federation on that account. 

Every political union which has not sufllcient central 

power to deserve the name of a unitary state must in 

our system be called federal. For example, almost 

all very large empires nrc really, though they are not 

called, federations, because in them the central power 

cannot act vigorously at such a great distance. In 

like manner the feudal monarchy, wherever it was · 

fully developed, was a federation, and a federation of 

the weaker kind, since feudalism had the effect of 

almost destroying the central power. 

And this observation suggests another, by which I 
may conclude this lecture, viz. that the classification 
which we have laid down has no connection whatever 

with those favourite categories of ours, popular institu· 

tions, liberty and democracy. ·we may not remark 

this at once, hecn.use when I mention the city-states 

of antiquity we think at once of republican institu­

tions, and we have the same association with federal­
ism since the United States have given the most 
successful example of federation. But the old city­

states were not invariably republican-nay, they all 
began as monarchical. In like manner there is no 

necessary connection between republican institutions 
and federalism as I define it. The great specimen of 
federation 'vhich for many centuries was familiar to 
Europe, viz. the Holy Roman Empire, presented the 
property of federalism in a form so exaggerated that 
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the result was a helpless confusion; and yet in most 

parts of Germany the subject was living under 

monarchical rule, which in some parts, e.g. in Prussia, 

became a rigid despotism. So too, as I have just said, 

great military empires are almost always in reality 

federations, and yet it is in these that government is 

most usually despotic. It was federalism in Persia 

that the satrap, or in Turkey that the pasha, was 

like an independent prince, but to his subjects the 

satrap or the pasha played the part of an Oriental 
Sultan. 

The result, then, is that we have two great classes, 

and under one of these a fourfold division, according 

to the importance of local government. 

I.-The city-state-L. G. none. 
11.-The c~untry-state. 

(a) Centralised unit:ary-L. G. small. 
(b) Decentrnlised unitnry-L. ~· considerable. 
(c) Federal state-L. G. predominant. 
(d) System of confederate states-L. G. all 

powerful. 



LECTURE V 

THE student of politics is apt to be impatient till 

he hears of liberty, especially if he has been trained 

in the English schooL I do not think that it is 

possible to overrate the value of liberty, and yet 

when I read many of our constitutional writers I feel 

that the science of government assumes a very strange 

shape in their hands, owing to the prominence which 

they give to this conception. \Ve have laid it down 

that the phenomenon which our science investigates 

is government-that is, tho principle by which the 

individual will is in certain cases crushed, sacrificed to 

the public good. Now what is liberty 1 It is tho 

spirit by, and the principles according to, which 

government is resisted! Now these constitutional 

writers arc so mainly concerned in studying this 

spirit and these principles of liberty, and seem to re­
gard this study as so identical and coextensive with 

the study of political science, that the reader is 

tempted to ask, Is, then, government an evil to which 
states are liable, and is it the object of political 
science to check and keep under this evil1 Does a 
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state become a state by having a. government, or by 

avoiding as much as possible to fall under the yoke 
of a government 1 

This curious distortion of the subject is only what 

might be expected. In my first lecture I pointed out 

what mistakes arise in science when those who 

arrange the method of science are intently and 

eagerly pursuing some practical object. Those con­

stitutionalists looked at the matter from a practical, 

not from a scientific point of view. In practical 

politics it so happened that government had come 

before them chiefly as an enemy. Government is 

a very great power, and we need not be surprised to 

find that when once it is set in motion in a state it 

works more efficiently, more overwhelmingly, than is 

expedient. At an earlier time perhaps tho question 

had been how to make it efficient, but at the time of 

these writers that question had long ago been settled, 

and another question had become much more urgent, 

the question how to prevent it from being over­

efficient. Towards this end a number of maxims and 

observations had been collected during several genera­

tions, and these writers treasure them up. 

But if we resolve, laying aside immediate practical 

objects, to arrange the whole subject in a truly system­

atic manner, we shall see that the whole subject of 

liberty, which in these writers comes first and middle 

and last, ought indeed to have a place, and an important 
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place, to itself, hut not a place very near the beginning, 

nor yet the most important place in the science. 

Government comes before liberty ; we must first 

analyse it and classify the different forms under 

which it appears ; not till all this has been done, and 

till in this way we have become tolerably familiar 

with the nature of government, shall we be ready to 

consider the danger that may arise from an excess of 

it, and the necessity of putting limits to it. 

But the example set by these writers has in my 

opinion introduced great confusion, not merely by 

making liberty too prominent, but still more by 

accustoming us to the greatest recklessness in using 

the word. As they represent liberty as "the one 

thing needful," so they teach us to call by the name 

of liberty whatever in politics we want. And this 

habit fulls in so well with the style of popular oratory 

-for if a political speech did not frequently mention 

liberty, who would know what to make of it or where 

to applaud 1-that it becomes inveterate, and the sub· 

ject is marred by a great, formless, indistinct concep­

tion, blotting the most important parts of it. If we 

knew what we meant ~y liberty, if we were always 

prepared with a clear and satisfactory definition of it, 

we should have no difficulty in discerning what is its 

proper place in political science. But we have accus­

tomed ourselves to use the term so loosely that th('. 

thing henceforth pursues us like a Will-o'-the-wisp; 
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and wherever we meet with debate or agitation of 

any kind on public affairs we sec, as a matter of 

course, a struggle between the spirit of JiiJerty and 
its opposite. 

Of course the word "liberty " may be taken in so 

large a sense as to justify this use : but we are con­

cerned with the word only as a term of science, and 

in this large sense it is wholly useless in science. 

What makes it so delightful to poets, its unlimited 

generality, deprives it here of all value. "When the 
poet sings 

0 freedom is a noble thing ! 
Freedom wakes man to have liking, etc., 

it sounds very exhilarating; but inquire, and yon 

will find that in that passage "freedom " merely 
means not being in prison. Now a word which may 
mean this, and at the same time a hundred other 

things wholly different, must be left to rhetoric and 

poetry where it belongs. In science, if it is to be use­
ful, it must submit to narrower definition. 

I cannot well advance further without coming to 
some conclusion as to the meaning to be attached to 
this word, and it is really worth your while to reflect 
for a moment on the use or abuse to which it is com­
monly subjected among us. By studying this word, 
better than in any other way, you may become aware 
in what confusion of thought we cheerfully and good­
naturedly live, what sort of arguments are put forward 
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seriously, and l,y what sort of arguments they arc 

with equal seriousness answered among us. 
Coleridge has a poem in which he says he had at 

tho outset warmly approved the French Revolution, 

because he had always been an admirer of the free 

motion of the clouds across the sky, and of the free 

rolling of the waves on the surface of the ocean. 

This is poetry no doubt, but it is intended to have a 

serious meaning. "What can that meaning be, or what 

can Coleridge intend to infer from the fact that the 

adjective "free" may in a certain context be applied 

to the motion of the clouds, and also in a certain 
wholly diirerent context to the institutions of a state~ 

In any case I should never have thought that the 

argument, whatever it may mean, was cn.pable of 
being answered. lVlr. Ruskin, however, boldly takes 

up the gauntlet. He undertakes to show that the 

clouds in the sky are not free, for arc thoy not 

subject to the laws of gravitation, light, and heat 1 

He infers, therefore, that there is no such thing 

as freedom, for that all things nre subject to law. 

I should have thought that the conclusion to be drawn 

from this was that the French Revolution never 
did take place, or at least that it was not really a 
rebellion against law. 1-Ir. Ruskin prefers to conclude 
that though tho clouds obey law, the French have 

found out some way of shaking themselves free from 
the laws of nature; that thou"h there is no such 

"' 
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thing as freedom, the French have somehow made 

such a thing. Surely it is strange that two really 

eminent men should in all seriousness, nay, with 

solemn prophetic eloquence, discuss a .most important 

practical matter in a style so utterly hollow. Hero 

is another example. Shelley in his Jlfasque of Anarchy 

draws a harrowing picture of the distress of the 

working classes in England about 1820. They are 

starving, he says, and one would have thought it was 

not necessary to say more, for surely nothing can be 

worse than starvation. Shelley, however, still feels 

something wanting. He is writing a political poe:m, 

and you cannot make a political poem any more than 

a political speech without bringing in liberty. He 

therefore boldly affirms that a man who is starving is 

not free. 
Nay, in countries that arc frco 
Such starvation cannot bo 
As in England now we sec. 

So liberty is actually discovered to be something to eat. 

But if we put poetry on one side and look only 

at the usage of the most sober and matter-of-fact 

writers, we shall see I think that the term "liberty" 
' ' 

is used to describe wholly different conditions or 

states of affairs. Horatius and Leonidas keeping a 

position against the enemy are called champions of 

liberty, and so are Brutus and Hampden resisting 

arbitrary govemmcnt. Surely the two causes are 
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wholly different. To resist the government of the 

sta.te, however justifiably, is an act wholly different 

from resistance under the orders of the government 

to a foreign enemy. If we call the first act a 

maintenance of liberty we ought to call the other a 

defence of independence. But liberty and independ­

ence ought not to be confounded, and in like manner 

the word "patriotism," if we consider, is appropriate 

only to the second class of actions and not to the 

first. Again, decentralisation is often described us 

"local liberty." Decentralisation, as we defined it 

last week, is a certain relation between two kinds of 

government. \Vhere it exists the local magistrate 

in performing acts of authority is not under the 

dictation or tutelage of another magistrate at the 

centre of affairs. Now observe that in other instances 

liberty was a freedom from restraint enjoyed by the 

subject in relation to the government: here it is a 

freedom from restraint enjoyed by one government 

in relation to another. The difference between the 

two things is enormous. For freedom in a govern­

ment may easily be equivalent to slavery in the 

subject, since it is freedom to command, to prohibit, 

to punish. But such heedless laxity has prevailed in 

the use of this word liberty, that in many despotic 

states, where liberty in the proper sense has been 
unknown, a clamorous controversy about the ancient 
liberties of the country has continued for centuries 
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together. So it was in the Holy Roman Empire of 

the German nation. Tho liberties of Germany were 

solemnly guaranteed by France in tho Treaty of 

Westphalia.. Liberties! why, what liberties had 

the subjects of Frederick the Great, or of those 

Hessian princes who used to sell their youth as 

mercenary soldiers to England and France 1 The 

liberties meant are in fact that very despotism. 

What France guaranteed was that tho minor sove­

reigns should be independent of the emperor in the 

exercise of their authority-that is, should have 

liberty to do what they chose with their people. 

How then is liberty to be defined as a term of 
political science 1 Can we give it a more special, a 

more preci~e meaning, and can we do so without 

wresting it out of the meaning it has in popular 

parlance 1 If we can succeed in finding for it such 

a meaning, at once definite, important, a meaning 

which properly belongs to it, and also a meaning 
properly political, we shall have enriched science 

with a serviceable term which will probably be of 
much use to it. 

I say the meaning must be properly political. 

The word "liberty" may be used quite legitimately 

and yet in such a way that it docs not belong to 
political science at all. Think of Mr. Mill's essay on 

Liberty. He spoke there of a certain oppressive 

power residing in public opinion, and in opposition 
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to this be claimed for the individual a right to hol1l 

independent opinions and to indulge personal tastes 

and preferences in a greater degree than has usually 

been thought allowable. Now it was quite legitimate 

to usc the word liberty so, hut such liberty is not 

political liberty. The phenomenon we study is the 

state, that is, the community held together by 

government. Government is a power of constraint 

or compulsion exercised by means of punishment. 

This power of constraint may in certain circum· 

stunces be oppressive; in opposition to it liberty is 

set up. Thus in political science the tyranny to 

which liberty is opposed must reside in the govern­

ment. If at the same timo there exists another sort 

of tyranny, which is exercised not by the goYcrmncnt 

but by public opinion, this fact is very interesting, 

and may even indirectly affect the government anrl 

the state ; hut snch tyranny is not in itself political, 

nor is the liberty opposed to it properly political. 

'V o must look at government, and we must 
inquire how government may use that power of 

constraint which is inherent in it in such a way as. 
to infringe liberty. 

Now let us for a moment consider the history of 
the word "liberty." 

In Latin it expressed properly a certain statu~ 
which was possessed by certain individuals in the 
community but was wanting to others. It was not, 
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when used literally, a political term, but a legal t.enn, 

for it expressed a relation not between the citizen 

and the government, but between some individuals 

who were not called citizens, and other individuals 

who were citizens. Metaphorically, in poetry or 
high-flown oratory, it might be used in a political 

sense, but when this was done it was done consciously. 

When the oppressed citizen was called a slave he 

was deliberately and intentionally compared to the 

degraded, squalid, half-brutal creatures who kennelled 

in the outhouses of Roman palaces or worked in 

chains on the estates of great nobles. 
Now no such servile status exists in modern 

Europe; in England for many centuries, with the 
exception of a few negroes who in the eighteenth 

century might have been found in a few English 
houses, no slaves have been seen. But though the 

thing is quite unknown to us the metaphor founded 
Upon it is constantly used, and we talk of liberty 

much more habitually than the Romans themselves 
did. This is a very curious fact, and seems to me 
to account in a great measure for the reckless vague­
ness with which we employ the word. Our liberty 

is a metaphor which has been, as it were, cut adrift ; 
it expresses a resemblance, an analogy, which we can 
never test, because the phenomenon to which it 
points is entirely unknown to us. 

Now what was the peculiarity of the status of the 



v POLITICAL SCIENCE 111 

slave in ancient Rome or in other countries in whicb 

slavery has been allowed~ 'Vas it that the slave 

was cruelly treated 1 Many slaves no doubt wer1' 

cruelly treated, and the status lent itself to such cruelty. 

But many slaves, on the other hand, were treated 

kindly, some were petted and treated affectionately, 

but they were none the less slaves on that account. 

'Vhen, therefore, we use the word slavery to ex­

press the condition of those who are subject to a 

cruel or excessively severe government, we are not 

using it in a very appropriate manner. For suppose 

quite a difl"erent sort of government, one which is 
mild and paternal but at the same ti..mo interfering. 

one which decides everything and meddles in every 

affair, so that the subject is absolutely deprived of tho 

use of his free-will and held, as it were, in leading­

strings. 'V c shall want to call this too slavery. And 

yet this condition is not only very different from the 

other, but may chance to be diametrically opposite to 

it. For as the mild govcmment may be extremely 

interfering, so on the other hand the cruel and brutal 

government may interfere very seldom; or, in other 

words, may allow an unusual and exceptional degree 

of liberty. I will take two extreme examples to 
illustrate the vast difference between these two kinds 

of government. 
Take first the government of the Tartars in Russia 

from the thirteenth to the fifteenth century. Nothing 
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could b 
h e more ruthless and brutal. On the other 

and 't · 
' I Interfered so seldom and so little that for the 

most I a t h . . 
• J r t e Russmn populatiOn were scarcely aware 

of Its existence. The ruling horde lived within its 
own enca · · · · d mpment, from whtch at times It Issue on 
exped· . 

Itions of plunder and devastation, but it was 
content · d' · · 1 R · · th In or mary times If t 1e ussian prmces, e 
dukes of Moscmv, or the burghers of N ovgorod, made 

an annual pilgrimage to present their tribute to the 

great Khan. Thus in this government there was at 
the same time the greatest degree of cruelty and the 
greatest degree of liberty. Something similar may 
be noted in the Turkish Empire, where there is much 
cruelty but at the same time in some respects a re­

~arkable degree of freedom is granted to the Chris­
tian P0Plllations. 

Now look at the other extreme in the Jesuit 
g~vernment of Paraguay. Here everything was 
mild, amiable, paternal. But at the same time such 
a complete control was established over the minds 
of the natives that their free-will was absolutely 
taken from them and their lives reduced to an 

I 

unalterable routine. It is said that all the most 
private acts that a man can do, the acts in which 
among us no one would allow the least interference, 
Were performed in Paraguay according to a fixed rule 
and at the ringing of a beli. Was this liberty~ It 
was just the system against which we exclaim most 
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loudly when we are threatened with the introduction 

of it, and we cry out on slavery and protest in the 

name of liberty. And yet if liberty means merely 

the opposite of cruelty and oppression we must con­

fess that it was liberty, for it was n. government 

singnlarly free from cruelty and oppression. 

One of these two inconsistent senses that may be 

given to the word liberty we must evidently discard. 

I think we had better discard the sense which puts 

it in opposition to cruel government, for the simplP. 

reason, if for no other, that we do not want a special 

term for this. I\lild government is a simple and 
sufficient term for such a simple notion; it is mere 

waste of a good word to call it liberty. 

Shall we then adopt the other sense 1 Shall we 

treat liberty as the opposite of over-government 1 By 

doing so we should keep sufficiently close to tho 

original unmetaphorica.l meaning of the word. For 

it was the peculiarity of the status of tho slave that he 

was under an unlimited goYornment. The free citizen 

might be bound to obey an employer or a state official 

within certain limits fixed by law or by contract; 

but the slaYe had no reserved province of free-will 

except what his master chose to allow him; all his 

time and all his powers might be confiscated to the 

master's use. If then in any state the government 

makes a similar unlimited demand, intruding its 

authority into the most personal [XLrts of human life, 
I 
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allowing the subject no rest and no scope for fi·cc-will, 

it may very properly be said to make its subjects slaves, 

or to deprive them of liberty Not only may we pro­

perly usc this expression, but we constantly do use it; 

the word liberty used in this sense is familiar to us all. 

Unfortunately we use it at the same time, and 

even more often, in a sense different from this, and 

different at the same time from the other scuscs which 

I have considered already. Liberty is commonly 

regarded as the equivalent of parliamentary govern­

ment. The rights of parliament were the ancient 

liberties for which we contended in the seventeenth 

century, and which were our boast and privilege 

among the European nations in the eighteenth. Ac­

cordingly when we desire to know of any country 

whether it has liberty, it is our practice simply to ask 

whether it has a free parliament. If it bas this, and 

by means of this a power of calling the government 

to account, or of changing it if it docs not govern in 

conformity with public opinion, we say of such a 

country that it has liberty, and if not, not. 

Now here is a use of the word which is familiar, 

and which in many cases at least seems highly ap­

propriate. But observe that if we adopt it we must 

give up the other use of the word, which also seemed 
satisfactory, or again if we adopt the other we must 

give up this. For it will not do to assign to the same 
word two wholly distinct meanings at the same time 
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Perhaps we do not clearly understand that the two 

meanings arc wholly distinct. 'Ve can bring this 

question speedily to the test, for we have only to ask 

ourselves two things-First, Is a parliamentary govern­

ment always contented to govern as little as possible 1 

Secondly, Is an absolute government always ambitious 

of governing as much as possible 1 For if so, then 

the two meanings of "liberty" melt into one; a 

parliamentary government and an uninterfering 

government are identical, and therefore may both 

alike he called "liberty," as on tho other hand nn 

absolute government is equivalent to a meddlesome 
government, and both alike may be called slavery. 

Now I think tho fact is not so at all. The two things 

have no inherent affinity or connection whatever. 

Many of the most absolute governments in history 

have been, ns I said above, cruel but not at all inter­

fering. On the other hand, popular government at 

some periods has shown itself restlessly busy and 
meddlesome.l 

You will observe that there is no reason why this 

should surprise us, for on the one hand a despot hns 
1 "Look only nt tho French Revolution. When it took its 

second or Jncobinicnl shnpe in 1792, breaking with Monnrchy nnd 
bnsing it,elf decisively upon the many, <lid it become modest? 
Did it profess to regard government as n necessnry evil, which it 
was nll-importnnt to confine within the narrowest province possihlo! 
Assuredly not. It interfered with everything nnd took possession 
of the whole mnn. It meddled with religion ; it turned Franco 
into n camp. In short, instend of diminishing it extended tho 
province of govemment ns much ns it popularised its bnsis."-From 
the Fourth Lecture of the 1891 CourSOl. 



116 INTHODUCTION TO LEOT 

no peculiar temptation to interfere; on the other 

hand a popular government has no particular motive 

for refraining from interference. To the despot inter­

ference is laborious, while at the same time he gets 

nothing by it; his temptation would rather he to 

indolent negligence ; but the popular parliament 

naturally feels an intense interest in those regula­

tions of government which affect so powerfully the 

condition of the people. 

Accordingly I think we may venture to say that 

what affinity there is is of the opposite kind, that is, 

that on the whole parliamentary government is 

tempted to do too much and absolute government to 

do too little. Surely what we witness in England 

must lead us to this conclusion, at least as far as 

popular government is concerned. "\Ve have lived in 

a period in which government hns been growing 

continually more and more popular, nnd we see that 

each new reform bill is followed by a new outburst 

of legislative activity. 'V e nre not told that a reform 
bill is passed in order that we may be let alone more 

than in former times, but in order that we may be 

governed more than formerly, not in order that the 

governing apparatus may be held in check, but in order 
that it may be made tenfold more active and energetic. 1 

1 "It was the pride of our country in the eighteenth century to 
lean less than other countries on legislation, nud to believe in it 
less. At .the ti1u~ whcu wo hnd n monopoly nmong European 
states of hberty, hberty wa.s understood to menu this. It was a 
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Of course I do not mise the question whether this 

activity is excessive; there are times when govern­

ment has occasion to be very activo. Bnt assuredly 

tho temptation to excessive activity besets a. popular 

government, which is full of confidence, of fresh 

interest in the matter of government, of party excite 

mont, and of the consciousness of a mighty support be­

hind it, far more than it can beset the languid officials 

of absolutism in the midst of a silent passive people. 

And De Tocqueville has observed in his examina­

tion of the absolute government of France before the 

Revolution that in spite of all the pride and parade 

of absolutism, that government was timid. Not only 

is such n. government inert from want of any interest 

in action, but it is inert from timidity. Being separated 

from tho people it labours under a. want of satisfactory 

information, and is afraid to advance because it does not 

know the ground. For the opposite reason, that is, be-

dislike untl repugnunco to nrtificiul forms. V.1hcn the continent 
groaned under over-government, under un excess of restraint und 
institutions, England wns suppo,cd to have succeeded in keeping 
nearer-such wns tho language of the time-to the original pattern 
of nn.ture. 'Vo were said to be 

ny forms nnfashioned, fresh from Nntnrc"s hnnd. 

Bnt in those dnys we were not democratic. 'Ve had not yet seen 
our first Reform Act. The franchise was narrow aml exclusive. 

"In the present ccntnry nil this bn.s been changed. Govern· 
mcnt has been put into the hamls of many. At the same time 
the old dislike of go\·ernmcnt interference has disnppcnred. '!'be 
nncient parties hnvo disappeared, which were nlike devoted to the 
ancient constitutions, n.n<l nnotber party, devoted to innovation 
a.nd the enlargement or the province of government, hll.1l risen to 
!lscendancy."-From tho Fourth Lecture of the 1891 Course. 
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cause it knows the ground incomparably wel1, a popular 

government advances with the utmost confidence. 

It appears, then, that these two meanings which 

we give at the same time to the word "liberty" are 
not, as we seem to think, much the ~ame, but who1ly 

different. Nor are they, if not the same, yet similar 

or cognate; so that a state which has liberty in the one 

sense is pretty sure to have it also in the other. No; 

there are two wholly dissimilar characteristics which 

a state may have; these two characteristics have no 

tendency whatever to appear together, they have even 
some tendency to hurt or neutralise each other, and 
yet we call them both liberty. 

One of these is padiamentarism, that is to say-as 

for tho present purpose we may describe it-an account­
ability of the govemment to the majority of the people. 
This may very well be called in popular language 

"liberty"; but I doubt if by calling it so we put the 
word to its best use. Here, again, the word is not par­
ticularly wanted; it is quite sufficient and satisfactory 

to speak of tho accountability or responsibility of 
government. And if w& decide to say liberty here we 
must find some other term for that other property of 
certain states which we have discovered to be wholly 
distinct. But for this the term liberty seems to me 
perfectly appropriate. All perplexity and ambiguity 
disappear at once if we consider liberty to be the 
opposite of over-government. 
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In ordinary parlance liberty docs not mean happi­

ness or comfort or frcc\lom from hardship; it means 

permission to do what you like. It is not, therefore, 

the opposite of misgovernment, for misgovernment 

may produce these other evils, but does not, as mis­

government, destroy liberty any more than good 

government does. Good government and misgovern­

ment arc alike government, and us such necessarily, 

as far as they go, abridge liberty; they differ from 

each other not in this respect, but in the fact that the 

one abridges liberty in a wholesome manner, while 

the other docs not. 

Liberty, in short, in the common use of language, 

is opposed to rostra'int : and as government, in the 

political department, is restraint, liberty in a politica.l 

sense should be the opposite of government.1 

Strictly and properly it is the opposite not merely 

of over-government but of government itself. Strictly, 

therefore, there cannot be in a state perfect liberty, 

for perfect liberty is equivalent to total absence of 
government, and where government is absent there 

can be no state. Nevertheless it is quite admissible 

to speak of liberty as that which some states possess 

1\nd other states want; only we must understand 
clearly in what sense this is said. 

Liberty being taken as the opposite of govern-
1 I infer, from n pencil note of the author, that it wru> his 

Intention nt this point to introduce some discussion of the K:mtiau 
\·iew of freedom as the euu of ls.w.-En. 
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ment, we may say that each man's life is di\·idcd into 

two provinces, the province of government and the 

province of liberty. To t,he first belongs all that part 

of his life which is given up to aut,hority, which is 

guided by a foreign will ; to the latter all that part 

which he has to himself. Now in some states this 

part, which is abandoned to individual free-will and 

which is not invaded by government, is large, and in 

other states it is small. In the former class we say 

there is liberty, or the people arc free; in the latter 

class we say liberty is wanting, or the people are not 

free. This is quite in accordance with the usage ac­

cording to which we call some things "hot" and others 

"cold," not meaning by "cold"·" entirely devoid of 

heat," but only "below the average of things in 

respect of heat." 

1Ve may say, then, that liberty is primarily tho 

absence of restraint or the opposite of government; 

but in a secondary sense, which is also convenient, 

it is the absence of excessive restraint or the opposite 
of over-government. 

\Vhen, therefore, we inquire after practical liberty 
in a state we must not ask whether the laws are 

good or bad, whether they are enforced by mild or 
by cruel punishments, whether they are enacted in a 

popular assembly where all interests arc duly re· 
presented, or in some exclusive, secret, and interested 

conspiracy of oppressors. These questions are of 
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course all important. If a favourable an~;wer can be 

returnell to them the country will perhaps he happy 

and in a healthy cmulition. But shall we call it free 1 

It seems almost impossible not to usc the word, 

which seems expected and indispensable whenever a 

people in a. healthy condition is to be describeu. 

And yet if the word is really to be taken from 

rhetoric and poetry and made available for science, 

we must confine it to one notion, and that a notion 

different from any of these. If we do so, we shall 

inquire not after the quality of the laws, whether 

they arc good or bad, but after the quantity of them, 

whether they are many or few. The question, the 

only question will be, Is the individual frankly .let 

alone~ Is he permitted, wherever it is possible, to 

do what he chooses 1 Is the number of state regula­

tions, the number of restrictions upon free-will, 

reduced to the lowest point 1 If so, the people is 
free, even if their arrangements nrc bad, even if their 

life is unhappy. If not, the people is not free, however 

well governed and healthy anu happy they may be. 

I put this proposition purposely in the sharpest 

language and expect to provoke the objection, "If so, 

it is very doubtful whether liberty is a goou thing." 
Well ! who said it was a good thing 1 Tho truth is, 

we have a difficulty in handling a conception which 
never shows itself but in the perorations of high-flown 
speeches. Like some king who can do nowrong,Liberty 
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is disguisJd in a splendid robe of legal fiction, and if 

she appears to do harm it is considered decent to sny 

that some one else was acting under her name. Tho 

formula runs : "That is not liberty, that is license ! ' 

Oh ! yes, it is liberty. But like everything else that 

is real, Liberty is only good in certain circumstances, 

and in a certain degree. There have been moments, 

many moments, in history when it has been a price· 

less blessing, when the highest minds have been 

passionately devoted to it, so that the very word 

Liberty has risen to the same sacred height as Virtue 

or as Heaven, and become a worshipped ideal 

Now high on waves that idly burst, 
Like Heavenly Hope she crowned the sea.. 

And now, the bloodless point reversed, 
She bore the blade of Liberty. 

But Liberty is not the universal ideal of every 

place and age. In some states, we ought to be pre­

pared to think, she may appear before her time or in 

an exaggerated form ; and still more, we ought not 
to assume that Liberty is the only and all-sufficient 

object of all political striving. Above all, after hav­

ing with due care defined the word and attached it 

to a particular notion, we must not change our mind 

merely to gratify the demands of poetry. 

But we must not forget for what purpose we 
entered upon this discussion. Our object is classifica· 
tion. I have analysed the notion of liberty to-day, 
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not for its own sake, but only in order that we may 

make use of liberty as a principle of classificatio•1. But 

the analysis itself has occupied me through thf whole 
hour. It remains to apply to our classification the 

result we have arriYetl at. This will be the subject 
of the next lecture. 



LECTURE VI 

WE paused last week in our tusk of classification and 

devoted an hour to a different sort of task, to an 

exercise in the definition of terms. \V e inquired into 

the best and most convenient way of applying in 

political science the term liberty. But we did this 

with a view to classification. Finding in popular 

discussion that states arc distinguished as having 

liberty or wanting it, and again as having it in a 

greater or a less degree, we wished to ascertain 

whether it would be possible to give precision to this 

popular classification and make -it available for 

scientific purposes. 

The conclusion we arrived at is this, that it is not 

convenient to use the word in the sense in which it is 

most ordinarily used. According to this ordinary 

usage, liberty is merely constitutionalism or respon­

sible government. vVhere the government, as soon 

as it becomes unpopular, can be turned out, and 

another government commanding more popular 

support installed in its room, there liberty in its 

fullest form is said to exist, and some degree of 
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liberty is reco~ised where the popular discontent is 

allowed to show itself through some recogJ.ised organ, 

and is habitually treated by the government with 

deference. This is responsibility of government, and 

it is of course of the utmost importance. But it did 

not appear to us either necessary or convenient to 

appropriate to this the term liberty. 

But we found another sense which is just as much 

recognised in popular parlance, and which is also of 

great importance, though it may be of not equally 

great importance, in which the word liberty may 

most conveniently be taken. \Yhat is the phenomenon 

with which our science deals 1 It is government. 

And government is a power of constraint or coercion. 

Now, liberty in the simplest, most universal, ac­

ceptation is the condition of the person who is not 

under such restraint or coercion. He who is under 

government does as he is bid; he who does what he 

chooses is at liberty. But further, no one is always 

or altogether under government. Government does 

not dictate to any one all his actions ; it does not 

take possession of the whole time, the whole pro­

perty, or all the powers, of any one. \Vhat it 

refrains from taking possession of, what it abandons 

to the man's own free disposal, is his liberty. This is 

the liberty of an individual.. What is the liberty of 

a people 1 Evidently it is that province in the life 

of the people over which government assumes no 
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control, which is left to the voh;11tary principle. 

For instance, if the government decides to refrain 

from the attempt to regulate trade, by doing so it 

adds trade to the province of liberty ; as we say, 

trade becomes free. On this principle, what makes 

one people free and another not free 1 what is the 

test of liberty and absence of liberty 1 There will be 

no rigid test, and liberty in all cases will be but 

comparative. But we shall say that a. nation has 

liberty where the province left to tho voluntary 

principle is comparatively large, and tho domain of 

government, or the domain in which authoritative 

regulation prevails, is comparatively small, and con­

versely. 
To sum up: it may be convenient to contrast 

briefly the three chief. political meanings of the word 

liberty in popular usage :-
First, it stands for national independence. This 

is the case especially in ancient history and poetry, 
as when we connect it with Marathon, Thermopylro, 

Morga.rten, Bannockburn, and so on. 
Secondly, for responsibility of government. This 

occurs not only in ancient history, in the classical 

stories of tyrannicide, but also in our own con­
stitutional history, for the main object of our struggle 
in the seventeenth century was to establish the re­

sponsibility of government. 
Thirdly, it stands for a limitation of the province 
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of governmerh. This meaning also is quite usual, 

but it has seldom been distinguished from the other. 

Look, for instance, at our own constitutional history. 

The responsibility of government is the principle 

most strongly asserted, but when the power of 

church courts is limited, when religious toleration 

is introduced and dissenting worship is permitted, 

when the Licensing Act is allowed to expire, and so 

the Press acquires freedom,-in all these cases we 

see government not submitting to responsibility but 

limiting its proviuce. 

I gave reasons for thinking that the word liberty 

is best applied when it bears this meaning, so that a 

people ought to be called free in proportion as its 

government has a restricted province. 

Thus understood, liberty will appear to be a. good 

or a bad thing according to circumstances. 'Vhen it 

is complete it will be equivalent to utter anarchy, 

and that is not a condition which we hr.ve any 

reason to think desirable. ·whatever in human 

history is great or admirable has boon foi.md in 

governed communities; in other words, has been the 

result of a certain restriction of liberty. On the 

other hand, when government is once established 

it easily becomes excessively strong. During a groat 

part of their recorded history men have suffered from 

an excess of government. Accordingly they have 

learnt to sigh for liberty as one of the greatest of 
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blessings, but in accustoming themselLto regard it 

so they have insensibly modified the meaning of the 

word. "That poets and orators yearn for is not the 

destruction of government-though they are not 

careful to explain this, being accustomed to pre­

suppose a government which is certain to be strong 

enough-hut only a reasonable restriction of govern­

ment. In taking tho word "liberty" out of rhetoric 

and transferring it to science, we make, as I said, 

just the same correction in its meaning as in the word 

"heat." "Liberty" in the rhetorical sense would be 

in our language "a good deal of liberty," just as 

what is popularly called "heat" is in scientific 

language "a good deal of heat." 
I now proceed to consider the different degrees in 

which liberty may appear in a state. You see that 

this may he otherwise e:ll..-pressed as "tho different 

Jegrees of extension that may be given to the pro· 
vince of government." Here appears very clearly 

how different is this mode of treating political 

science from the dogmatic method. 

The province of government has always been a 

favourite topic among teachers of politics, but they 

have commonly introduced it uuder the form of an 
inquiry. What is tho le!!itimate province of O'overn-o 0 

ment 1 And still more commonly in discussing 
particular cases of government interference it is 

argued that they are infringements of natural, 
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inalienable liberty; in other words, that the right 

of coercion which belongs to government is a strictly 

limited right, and also that it has the same limits 
everywhere. 

Now I do not say that we may not ultimately 
arrive at the notion of some snch moral limitation of 

tho competence of government, but I say that at this 

stage we have nothing whatever to do with it. '\Ve 

take now a naturalistic view of the subject. 1 The 

human group, in struggling against the difficulties 

that surround it, in resisting pressure from neigh­

bouring tribes, or from an adverse nature or climate, 
has recourse to the contrivance of government. By 
this contrivance it vastly increases its power of with­

stan'ding attack or of executing such aggressive plans 

as it may form. But the principle, once admitted 

into the group, modifies it greatly and rapidly. '\Ve 

desire to study the modification it produces. Now 

much evidently will depend upon the amount of 
government which is admitted, upon the dose of 

1 In 1891 the author's alienation from the "dogmntie" point of 
view wns more strongly expressed:-" It undertakes," be snid, "to 
lay down dogmntienlly whnt things government bns, nnd whnt 
things it hns not, tho right to regulate ; or, in other words, how 
wide the province of government by the nnture and definition of 
government ought to be. From nil such inquiries I nm precluded 
by the gencrnl principles which I begnn by laying down. I trent 
government not as n conscious contrivance, but as n half-instinctive 
product of the effort which human beings mnko to ward off from 
themselves certain evils to which they nre exposed. If then you 
ask, How much government ought we to bnve 1 the only nnswer I 
can give will be, You not only ought to bnve but you infallibly 
will have ns much government as is necessary for this purpotic." 

K 
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government which is taken. And to ascertain the 

amount of government is to ascertain the amount. of 

liberty. Liberty, therefore, becomes important to us. 

But in this inquiry it does not concern us at all by 

'IYhat right liberty is restricted when government is 

introduced, or to what degree it is morally allowable 

to put restrictions on liberty. For the modifications 

produced by government will bo tho same whether 

the government is right.ful or wrongful, and therefore 

our classification will be the same in either case. 

And this classification we can make at once, while 

the question of the natural rights of the individual 

against the government, or of government against the 

individual, the whole question in fact of the relation be­

tween politics and ethics, is not yet ripe for discussion. 

But though we cannot yet say by what right 

government crushes the individual will, we may 

point out tho cause which brings government into 
existence, and may argue that according to the inten­

sity with which this cause acts will probably be the 
intensity of government, I put aside here all those 

states which I have called inorganic ; in these of 

course government rests on violence and covetous­
ness. It is the organic state that we consider, and 

in this the political principle is awakened and 

developed by the struggle of the society with its 
environment. The · · d commumty IS un et· a pressure 
which calls for d common action, an common action 
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calls for government. It is reasonable therefore to 

conjecture that the degree of government will bo 

directly proportional, and that means that tho de­

gree of liberty will be inversely proportional, to the 

degree of pressure. In other words, given a com­

munity which lives at large, in easy conditions and 

furnished with abundant room, you may expect to 

lind that community enjoying a large share of 

liberty; given a community which has to maintain 

itself against great difficulties and in the midst of 

great dangers, you may expect to find in it little 

liberty and a great deal of government. 
The historical examples which may be cited in 

support of this general proposition lie on the surface, 

and in dealing with them I may be brief. Among 

European states, which has taken tho lead in liberty, 

in which has government rested content with the 

most modest province 1 Evidently in our own state. 

But outsi<le Europe we should all agree in pointing 

to the United States as a state which has from the 
beginning shown an equal devotion to liberty. Can 

ariy explanation of this be offered 1 A very tempting 

explanation offers itself at once. In those two states 

the population is closely akin. And so we say, it 
is the sturdy Anglo-Saxon race which on both sides 

alike of the Atlantic Ocean rebels against tyranny, 

and cannot live without liberty. But now these two 

populations have another common quality which it 
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would be equally plausible to allege. Both alike 

have an excellent natural frontier. \Ve liYe in an 

island and are protected from the enemy by a silver 

streak. And what the narrow channel does for us 

is done for them by the broad Atlantic Ocean. Let 

any historical student ask himself the question why 

it was that in tho seventeenth century, while the 

development of England was steadily towards liberty, 

France moved with equal steadiness in the direction 

of absolutism. Assuredly in Louis XIV.'s reign the 

dominant fact in France was the frontier. Louis 

XIV. himself, as Ranke says, was regarded in his 

own time less as a great conqueror than as the 

fortifier of France, the man sent to give France a 

satisfactory frontier. Bnt the more he strengthened 

the country against the foreign enemy, the more he 

consolidated his own authority, crushed liberty, and 

established absolutism. . 
I will cite in the second place the example of 

Prussia and the Hohcnzollern Monarchy. This 

state took its present form in the early years of 

the eighteenth century, under the reign of Frederick 

William, the eccentric father of Frederick the Great .. 

That king established a peculiar form of absolutism 

more rudely and brutally military than had been 

seen in Europe before. He became almost a laughing 
stock, yet now after a hundred and fifty years what 

political experiment of the eighteenth century can 
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be named which has proved so strikingly successful. 

How can this be explained 1 Tho Prussian population 

was Teutonic, and it was also Protestant. ·why then 

did it turn its back so pointedly on liberty 1 Look 

at the frontier. Frederick William's territory was 

the least defensible in Europe. It consisted of three 

masses wholly separate and without intercommunica­

tion ; and we aro able to show that this extreme 

military disadvantage had been in a special manner 

brought home to Frederick William l in tho early 

years of his reign by the great war of tho North. 

His innovations were in a great measure an attempt 

to profit by the military lessons he had learnt in 

the course of that war from Charles XII. and Peter 
the Great. 

This geQeralisatiou illustrates two principles which 

I would recommend you never to lose sight of in 

trying to generalise upon history. The one is, never 

be content with looking at states purely from within ; 

always remember that they have another aspect, 
which is wholly different, their relation towards 
foreign states. This is a rule which it is particularly 

necessary to impress upon English students, for there 

is no nation which has disregarded it so much as 

our own. We have an inveterate habit of regarding 

our own history as self-contained, and of assuming 

that whatever has happened in England can be ex­

plained by English causes. So much so, that 1 
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think the English history still remains to be written 

which shall do anything like justice to the foreign 

or continental influences which have contributed to 

determine the course of English afTairs. The other 

principle is, that we should be slow to allege mere 

national character in explanation of great historical 

phenomena. No explanation is so obvious, or suggests 

itself so easily. No explanation is so vague, cheap, 

and so difficult to verify. vVhy did the English 

gain freedom early 1 Any one can answer, because 

they arc English, and it is the nature of Englishmen 

to love liberty. I call this a cheap explanation. It 
is easily given, and almost impossible to verify. It 

is the more suspicious, because it gratifies national 

vanity. For these reasons it seems to me that this 

explanation ought to be regarded in general as in­
admissible. 

To return : we see that intense government is the 

reaction against intense· pressure, and on the other 

hand liberty, or relaxed government, is the effect 

of relaxed pressure. This is the general rule ; as n 

matter of course it will suffer many exceptions. 

And now, liberty being thus defined and explained, 

can we usc it as a principle of classification 1 

Evidently states will differ through all degrees in 

the amount of liberty they admit. The only doubt 
can be whether the differences thus caused arc such 

as to create a moderate number of well- marked 
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groups to each of which we may attach a character 

istic name, or whether they arc too small, gradual, 

and numerous to admit of distinction or lend them­

selves to classification. For of course it will not be a 

sufficient reason for putting two states in different 
classes, that in one of them government is in general 

more disposed to interfere than in the other. 

But it will be more satisfactory if we can observe 

that some great and well-known department of alfairs 

is in one state subject to government regulation, 

but in another state is abandoned to voluntary agency. 
According to our definition, this is the very dis­

tinction upon which liberty depends. Liberty pre­
vails where many departments are thus abandoned 

by government, and vice verscl. 

I must again remind you that I lay down nothing 
about any absolute lilpit to the province of govern­

ment which may be imposed by some abstract' 
principle. \Ve all know that in the present age 

it is usual to regard the interference of government 
in certain classes of affairs as absolutely wrong 

and inconsistent with civilisation. Thus, though in 
former times government used almost everywhere 

. alike to interfere with religious belief, or at least 
religious worship-it cost us a struggle of about 

half a century to obtain the modest degree of 
toleration which was granted by the Toleration Act 
of William and Mary- nothing now seems so 
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universally accepted as the absolute duty of all 

government to grant a practically unlimited religious 

toleration. The old restrictive legislation seems to 

be commonly assumed to have been always utterly 

indefensible. This kind of dogmatism in politics 

I do not understand. Nothing of course can be . 

more undeniable than that goverument restrictions 

on such subjects as these are wholly incompatible 

with the ideas that prevail in the present age, but 

it seems to me very rash to condemn a system which 

in other ages was well-nigh universal as if in those 

ages it had been as indefensible as it would be now. 

There is no limit to the right of self-defence. Govern­

ment will assume, and no one can forbid it to assume, 

whatever powers are necessary to save societies from 

massacre and destruction. But in this case, you 

will ask, how can it possibly have any concern with 

· religion; what dangers of this obvious kind can 

possibly arise from allowing the most unbounded 

religious toleration 1 In certain periods, it is true, 

no such dangers are to be feared. But was this so, 

for instance, in the days of the Crusades, or earlier, 

in the age of the Arian controversy 1 It rather 

appears to me that the great standing dangers which 

government exists to avert take two forms. First, 

there is the enemy in the neiO'hbourhood the next 0 , 

tribe which is waiting just beyond the frontier. But 

there is also an enemy less visible, less material. 
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I have before shown that religion has a great ueal 

to do with the origin a!ld essential nature of the 

state. States arc composed of men who are in some 

sense homogeneous, and not only homogeneous in 

blood and descent, but also in ideas or views of 

the universe. During very large periods of human 

history men have refused to live together in the 

same state who did not hold the same religion. 

And within these periods, it seems to me, the 

tendency was irresistible, so that toleration in such 

times was impossible. It would have led to the 

violent dissolution of society. It seems to me that 

religious toleration, if it had been introduced pre­

maturely, would have caused those very horrors 

against which we commonly regard government as 

having been principally provided. Religion is of 

course the extreme case. All other uepartments 

which government has in exceptional cases arrogated 

to itself will seem more admissible than this. Accord­

ingly there is no more conclusive way of establishing 

what I may call the relativeness of political truth 

than by advancing that even religious intolerance, 

which to the present age appears almost the un­

pardonable sin, was, in its own time and place, not 
absolutely condemnable. It may be called the test 

question upon which depends the choice between a 

dogmatic and a scientific view of history. Those 

who think toleration an absolute law allowing no 
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exceptions, must turn away from a considern.ble part 

of the history of the world .as if it were a bad dream. 

What can they do with the Crusades or with the 

Counter-reformation and the whole story of the 

Spanish Monarchy 1 And yet I should like to meet 

the man who would venture to tell me plainly that 

it would have been safe to introduce toleration in 

the great European states earlier by a century or 

two than it was introduced ; that, for instance, it 

might have been introduced into England under 

Elizabeth, or that Philip II. might have introduced 

it into Spain, or the House of Valois into France. 

But our business at present is classification, and 

the immediate question is whether it would be 
possible and advisable to arrange states in a series 

according to the extent which they allow to the 

province of government. We can measure this 

province roughly by reckoning .up the classes of 

affairs of which government may claim to itself 
the regulation. According to the view we have 
taken, the class of affairs which originally and most 

necessarily belongs to government is the defence of 

the country against an enemy, together, of course, 
with any offensive wars the state may undertake. 

Where war is waged it is more necessarily than 
anything else the affair of the state. Next after 

this comes law. The repression of crime and violence 

we sec to be undertaken at an early stage by the 
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government. After law in this restricted sense 

comes law in its larger acceptation. Distributive 

justice, the function of composing differences and 

enforcing contracts, is added in due time to the 

more necessary functions of government. But now 

we observe that as government develops in a state 

another kind of development is also going forward 

\Vhen we compare the primitive with the more­

advanced condition of society we see that they difrer 

not merely in government, but more generally in 

what ·r have called specialisation. In property, in 

industry, in occupations and pursuits, society becomes 
more diversified. At first all property is in land, 

and almost every citizen is occupied in the same way. 

No special skills have yet been invented, there artJ 

no arts, and labour has not been divided. Every 

man, for instance, is equally a soldier. The time 

comes when all this is altered: industry becomes 

complex, manufacture and foreign trade are de­

veloped, capital accumulates, personal property 

takes its place by the side of real, money comes 

into use, and after money credit, arts and sciences 

spring up, education and literature become important, 

schools and universities are founded. This develop­
ment is not in itself strictly political, and yet it 

continually raises new political problems. For at 

any stage the question may arise :-This new thing 

that has appeared in the state, to which of the two 
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provinces shall it helong-to the province of liberty, 

or to that of government 1 Is there tratlc 1 Then 

ought government to regulate t1·a<le 1 Is there litera­

ture 1 Then ought every author to publish at his 

own pleasure, or ought he to obtain a license from 

government1 

"t You sec, I think, that we might arrange a sencs 

of states according to the answer which is given to 

these questions, and we might invent a nomenclature 

corresponding to the difterent extent gi,·en in difl'erent 

states to tho province of government. German 

writers use such a. nomenclature. The state where 

government is at a minimum is often called by them 

the \V ar- state, Der ]( ricgstaat. They speak also of 

the Law-sta.te, Dcr Rechtsstaat, the Trade-state, Dcr 

Handelsstaat, the Police-state, De-r l'olizeistaat. On 

the other hand, for states in which tho province is 

very large they have the expression Culture-state, 

Der Kulturstaat. And you will sec that if we adopt 

a classification of this kind it will consist in the main 

of two great classes, for the grand question will 

always be, Shall we, or shall we not, adopt a. material­

ist view 1 that is, shall we consider that the state is 

concerned only with temporal objects such as order, 

comfort, and the repression of crime 1 Or, on tho 

other hand, shall we allow to the state a higher 

character 1 Shall we suffer it to concern itself with 

the great ideals of humanity, with religion, morality, 
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science, and art 1 Shall we m one word admit the 

/{ultursfaat. or shall we not 1 

As I have explained, it is not my undertaking in 

this course of lectures to give a dogmatic answer to 

such questions. I confine myself to the classificatbn 

of states. But I have to notice the mighty drifts of 

opinion which have prevailed on this very subject 

during tho last two centuries. Till the seventeenth 

century if there was a universal opinion it was that 

purity of religion was tho principal object of the 

political union. The state and the church were in a 

manner identical. This view was but very gradually 
given up. About the same time that it began to dis· 

appear we note the germs of a later controversy 

about the limits of the province of the stn.te, which 

bas disturbed the world almost as much. Toleration 

was definitively admitted in England under \Yilliam 

and Mary. The very same period saw a. series of 

great wars commence for England, which, when we 

examine their origin, are seen to arise out of trade, 

and particularly out of the pretension which was 

then common to all governments of regulating 

trade. \Ve are thus brought to the eighteenth 

century, and it was not till the second half of 

that century had opened that the idea began 

to seize the minds of men that governments aimed 

too high and attempted too much. In that strange 

unrest which was the principal moral cause of the 
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French Revolution the feeling was certainly a principal 

ingredient that-government had gone much too far, 

that mankind was greatly over-governed. In several 

departments at once,-in religion, education, trade, 

and politics,-the same cry arose; a demand for 

more simplicity, for less institution and greater con­

fidence in nature. Laissezjaire, lai.~se::-passe1·, was the 

watchword of this new school. This watch word em­

bodies the principle I have once or twice mentioned­

the principle that government is a necessary evil, 

and that its activity ought to be restrained to a 

minimum. In other words, it is the watchword of 

liberty in the sense which we have given to that word. 

It is, of course, a great question for political science 

whether this watchword ought or ought not to have 

succeeded; but, as I have urged, in laying down 

any dogmatic conclusion, the relativeness of all 

political truth ought by all means to be borne in 

mind. In each state the conditions of government 

are different. Population is large here, small there ; 

this state is in an advanced stage, and that in an 

early stage of development. Is it reasonable, then, 

to expect that any dogma universally applicable 

can be laid down with respect to the extent which 

may be properly given to the province of govern­

ment 1 The doctrine of laissezjaire once laid down 

in the eighteenth century had a great vogue ; and 

yet the reaction against it in the nineteenth century 
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has been powerful too. Has it won on the whole, 

or has it lost 1 To give a short alliwer to this 

question would perhaps be difficult. On some great 

questions, as that of religion, it has certainly been 

completely victorious, so that most people at the 

present day fiiHl it difficult to understand how so 

many nations through so many centuries can have 

believed that govern.nent had any concern with 

religious worship. But in general I hardly think 

the watchword itself, Laissez-fairc, is popular now. 

\V e know, indeed, that on the other great question, 

that of trade, it won a great victory in England, 

and that when, forty-five years ago, we adopted the 

principle of free-trade, the advocates of it among 

us devoutly believed that their reform would be 

adopted before long all over the world. \V e know, 

however, that this did not take place, and that by 

many great st.'l.tes it is still almost as much as in 

old times considered to be among the most import.'l.nt 

functions of government to regulate trade. 
In the main the tendency now sets in the most 

energetic manner the other way, that is, in the 

direction of state interference, and what I may call 

establishment. Thus of late years the state has in­

cluded education within its province. Primary educa­

tion has been in tho fullest sense established, all tho 

state's power of compulsion being brought to bear 

upon individuals. Secondary education and uni· 
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versities have been vigorously remodelled by the 

intervention ~f Parliament. The same may be said 

of sanitation, and every day new demands are pre­

ferred in behalf of some new interest for the cutting 

of some knot by the trenchant hand of government. 

But the best proof of the chango is to be found 

in the prodigious activity which now prevails in 

politics, in the agreement of all parties that there is 

a vast amount to be done, that wo have more work 

before us- than can possibly he overtaken. This 

shows, not indeed that the province of government is 

increasing in all directions, but that in one direction 

it increases vastly. For all this activity is devoted 

to one kind of work, viz. legislation. 

Looked at historically, the present activity of 

governments in legislation is very remarkable and 

abnormal. In other departments the action oi 

governments is regarded with as much jealousy as 

ever, or more. There never was a time when they 

Were more liable to censure for arbitrary interference 

in private affairs or for severity of administration. 

In these matters' we abide by the old tradition of 

liberty. But wo make a distinction in favour of 
le · 1 · gis atron. \V e think governments ought to he 

continually busy in passing important Ja.ws. 

Historically, this is as unlike as possible to the 
doctrine of other periods. The state in other times, 

it may almost be said, was not supposed to be con-
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corned with legislation. Communities had indeed 

laws, and at times, though rarely, they altered them; 

but the task of alteration hardly fell to the state. 

To illustrate this I cannot do better than cite an 

example given by Sir H. Maine. Runjeet Singh, 

says he, was not only a ruler but a despotic ruler, if 

there ever was one; yet probably in his whole life 

he never performed an act of legislation. He was, 

as it were, the state in person, yet, as such, he had 

scarcely any concern with legislation. 

In earlier times, the state, that is the power which 

issues commands and inflicts punishments, was hardly 

supposed capable of making law. It could conduct 

a campaign, levy a tax, remedy a grievance, but law 

was supposed to be in a somewhat different sphere. 

Law was a sacred custom; the state might admin­

ister, or enforce, or codify it ; but legislation, the 

creating, or altering, or annulling of law, was con­

ceived as a very high power, rarely to be used, and 
concerning which it was doubtful who possessed it. 
Laws are v.fl7ro8es Bt' aUJepa 7"€KVW8EVT£<;, "walking on 

high, born above the heavens." Often religion was 

called in, and commonly some degree of fiction was 

used to conceal the too daring alteration that was 

made. 
On this point we have completely broken with 

the tradition of earlier times. I said the Germans 

speak of the Law-sta.tc; by this they mean merely 
L 
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the state which undertakes to guard rights; we 

Want another name to describe the state of the nine­

teenth century. It is the LegishLtion-state. It has 

abandoned the exercise of many powers which states 

used to wield, but the power which states in past 

time were afraid to claim it uses with the utmost 

freedom and with indefatigable energy. It makes 

law a.nd unmakes it, and alters it. Law it conceives 

simply as the opinion of the majority, founded upon 

discussion and reasoning. It is the Legislation-state. 

You sec that though I am able to suggest names 
by which states may be distinguished according to 
the provi'uce of state-action, I do not find that I can 

arrange states in a progressive series according to the 

degree of liberty. Liberty shifts its ground. Some­

times it appears in one department, sometimes in 

another, of human action. The state that favours 

liberty in some matters is found adverse to it in 
others. 

Of course, however, we can discern in general two 
sorts of state, in one of wnich liberty and in the 

other government is chiefly favoured, and wo can 

find in history examples of either sort in many dif­
ferent degrees. But the examples which arc most 

obvious, and occur to the mind most naturally, can­

not in our system be classified under this head. 

Nine out of ten of the oppressive and crushing 

governments presented by history nrc, in our nomen· 
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clature, simply inorganic, governments founded from 

the beginning on nothing but force. When, how­

ever, all these examples have been rejected, there will 

remain a small number of states which it is possible 

to arrange in a progressive series according to the 

intensity of government; or, in other words, accord­

ing to the extent of the province it assumes. 



LECTURE VII 

You have listened to two lectures on the subject of 

Liberty. \Vhat arc the conclusions to which we have 

been brought 1 Our first inquiry was, whether it is 

possible to classify states according to the degree of 

liberty which they admit. W o found that the pro­

vince of government, and therefore, according to our 

definition, the province of liberty, differs very greatly 

in different states, and that in some states liberty 

is very small and government very large, in others 

liberty is very large and government very small. 

But we also found that the differences arc not 

merely quantitative, and that the provinces do not 
simply increase or diminish in extent, but often 

increase in one direction while they diminish in 

another. \V c did therefore arrive at a classification, 

but not quite such a. classification as we expected;. or 

rather we arrived at two classifications, only one of 

which can be said to be based simply on the principle 

of liberty. It will be worth while to recall briefly 
the difference between the two. 

First, then, some states are intense and others lax, 
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i.e. in some government is strong and active, in others 

forbearing and passive. And as a general rule it 

appears that the energy of government corresponds 

to the need of it, that is, to the difficulties with 

which the community has to contend. 

I quoted examples to show that where the frontier 

is weak, government usually by way of compensation 

makes itself strong. All the worl<l understands that 

in a camp there must be much more government than 

in a peaceful trading settlement, for the simple reason 

that an enemy is to be feared. A community with a 

weak frontier has in this respect the nature of a 

camp, and accordingly it creates for itself a strong 

government. I may remark that other needs beside 

that of defence against an external foe may conceiv­

ably produce the same effect. Anarchic instincts 

within the community, an intestine discord between 

families or sects or parties, may provoke the com­

munity to remedy the evil by creating an iron 

government. 
Governments then may be arranged in a certain 

gradation of intensity or laxity roughly corresponding 

to the difficulty of defending the state against destruc­

tive influences, external or internal ; the most striking 

division being between the governments which in any 

way assert authority over the mind and those which 

do not. ·where a government uses its power of 

coercion to prescribe some religion or some education, 
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or to prohibit certa.in doctrines or speculations or 

certain associations for purposes of study or worship 

as dangerous, it separates itself strikingly from states 

professing tolerance. Only we must be on our guard. 

against erecting tolerance into an absolute principle, 

any deviation from which would be a sin. The 

question is one of self-defence. If tolerance can 

be allowed in a slate, so much tho better; that 

proves that the state is strong. But tho majority of 

states have not been strong enough to bear it, and 

have been obliged in self-defence to place restrictions 

upon it. The most Liberal states on the Continent 

find that they can scarcely tolerate Jesuitism. 

However this may be, there are toleration-states, 

and an opposite class. Again, we might distinguish 

between states which impose milita.ry service upon all 

citizens and those which do not. Hero, again, is n. 

difference in tho intensity of government caused 

evidently by a difference in the difliculty of defend­

ing the state; for such states as Germany, whose 

frontier is always exposed, adopt. the principle of 

universal service, w bile England and tho United 

States, which are not exposed to attack, do not. 
Perhaps you may on reflection be able to distinguish 

other similar classes. And I think you will find it an 

instructive exercise to seek in history exemplifications 

of the great law we have been considering, t.hat 

governments draw the reins tight when dangers 
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threaten the state, and that liberty flourishes where­

ever there is little danger. 

But, as we saw, this classification of states accord­

ing to the degree of liberty is complicated by another 

classification according to the kind of liberty. For 

we find that different communities turn their attention 

to different objects, and it is natural that government 

in each should follow and conform to the inclination 

of the community. Accordingly government will 

lean now on one side, now ou another, and, as liberty 

is wherever government is not, there will be just as 

mauy varieties of partial liberty. 

\V e have now to observe that however far we may 

go in devising classificatious of this kind, we have 

rather missed the mark at which we primarily aimed 

in undertaking the inquiry. Our object was to give 

scientific shape and precision to the great broad dis­

tinction, which is implied in the current use of the 

term " liberty " as characteristic of certain states, in 

certain phases of their development~ But when we 

speak-for instauce-of English liberty, or trace the 

consolidation of it in the constitutional struggles of 

the seventeenth century, or the adoption of it by the 

coutinental states since the French Revolution, we 

most commonly use the word liberty in a sense differ­

ent from that which I have thought it best to adopt. 

True that since the seventeenth century we have 
constantly considered the question of the extent of 
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the province of government, hut the liberty of which 

in the eighteenth century we had a monopoly, and of 

which 've still boast docs not consist so much in the 

contraction of the province of government as in n 

peculiarity in the manner in which government is 

conducted. Let us begin by stating in general terms 

in what this peculiarity consists. Evidently it has 

something to do with the power assigned to Parlia­

ment. As in the first sense Liberty was opposed to 

needless interference, so in this other sense liberty 

is opposed to absolutism or personal government. 

So far, then, it corresponds to Aristotle's government 

by few or many in opposition to his govemment by 

one. But we never apply the word liberty to what 

we distinctly recognise as government by a few. The 

English Parliament now represents a vast number of 

people. In the middle of the last century, when it 

was still the only "free " Parliament, it represented, 

we know, a number of people comparatively small ; 

but if that number had not been positively at least 

considerable our country would never have claimed 

in virtue of its parliament to be considered free. On 

the other hand, it has to be admitted that liberty, 

taken in this sense, as in the other, is usually in 

practice comparative rather than absolute. It would 

be a very extreme view to refuse to reckon England 

among the states that have liberty on the ground 

that universal manhood suffrage has not yet been 
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realised in England after so many Reform Acts ; but 

we recognise that her "liberty" is not absolute but 

only comparative. A "free" Parliament must re­

present at least a good many people: but only if it 
represents ali-or, as in the ancient city-states, 

actually includes all-do we say that there is liberty 

absolute, taking liberty in this sense. 

This remark shows that there is a theory under­

lying the positive facts which are expressed by 

the word liberty when it is thus used. It shows 
that we think we know why the Parliament should 

have so much power, since we think it not fully 

developed so long as it does not either repre­
sent or actually include all. This theory is com­

monly expressed by the word self-government, so 

that liberty in this sense is often called self-govern-

. ment. Hitherto we have often spoken of government 

as the badge by which the state is known. I have 
considered the essence of it to lie in the imposition 

of his will by one man upon another, so that A does 
under fear of punishment not what A but wh~~:t B 

wills to do. This statement, you see, excludes such 

a thing as self-government. But perhaps we may 

imagine, between the case where a man does simply 
what he himself wills and the case where he does what 

another wills, a third case where he does that which 
is neither simply his own will nor simply another's 
will, but that which for a special purpose, viz. the 
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general good, he consents to have considered as his 

own will. This would be a sort of self-government in 

its naked form. The formula of it would be somewhat 

as follows. A at the present moment would personally 

prefer to remain wholly inactive, but taking into ac­

count the danger which threatens the community from 

the neighbouring tribe, and the necessity of vigor­

ous common action in order to avert it, he, under 

no constraint, freely elects and wills to march against 

the enemy. This, you see, is self-government, and if 

such a system could be worked out it is perhaps con­

ceivable that the operations of the state might bo 

purged of that taint of .....-iolence which from tho be­

ginning has corrupted them, and that such a thing 

as government without coercion might come to be 

regarded as possible. 
Here, perhaps, is an ideal to attain which it 

might be worth while to make some considerable 

sacrifice. For the purpose, you see, it would be 

necessary that each individual citizen should be con­

sult~d in two distinct capacities. First, ho must be 

asked simply what be as an individual wills and 

chooses. Secondly, he must be asked, as a member 

perhaps of some universal assembly, what, taking 

everything, the public good included, in to considera­

tion, he desires to be considereu as his will. This 

would be self-government, or government without 
coercion. Is such a thing possible 1 It is often spoken 
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of as if it were not only possible, but had been already 

realised. Thus it is common among us to say, On this 

subject the people has e:-.:prcsscd its will, and that will 

is supreme. But yon observe that the ideal I described 

is not attained so long as any one person is obliged 

to do tho thing which, considering everything, he 

docs not wish to do. Now, I put aside for the 

present that we cannot speak with colTcctness of the 

will of tho people so long as the suffrage remains 

short of universal, and that when all the men have 

been admitted in order to ascertain the will of the 

people you mnst also consult all the women and all 

the children. 'l'his is a trifle. Besides this, if you 

would get rid of coercion the voting in your universal 

parliament must always be unanimous. For on this 

principle, what possible right ca.n a majority have to 

bind a minority 7 I think no sufficient justification of 

this right of the majority has ever been given. A 

French writer has justly remarked that the right of 

an enormously largo majority may be granted, but 

that it is almost impossible to defend the right of a 

small majority. Thus, if out of thirty millions 

29,900,000 are agreed, we may talk of the will of 

the people as if it had been pronounced approxi­

mately, but it is quite otherwise when it is pronounced 

only by a majority of ten or twenty in an assembly 

in which 700 men represent 37,000,000. 

Surely this assumption that in matters of legislation 
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the majority is to count for tho whole, and the minority, 

even if it amount almost to a full half of tho citizens, 
is not to count at all, is so enormous that we may at 
least be surprised to find it admitted, as it commonly 
is admitted, without discussion. But suppose wo 
admit that in political science the majority may be 
taken to stand for the whole, still the word self­

government-which might fairly be applied to a 

system of government in which no violence was done 

to individual wills-is not properly applicable to a 
system in which individual wills may be overridden 
freely so long as, taken together, they form but a 
minority of the whole. Such a system may be justi­

fied perhaps by convenience or by the difficulty of 

devising another, but it surrenders tho ideal of a 

collective will of the people and of government 

without coercion. 
Instead, then, of laying it down that there may be 

two kinds of government, the personal government 
of an individual, and the self-government of all the 

citizens, we should rather state that tho opposite 

of personal government is the government of the 

minority by the majority. Though this latter is 

by no means self-government, it is none the less a 

system of the utmost :mportance. I do not see how 

it can be based upon abstract right; even to assert. 

that the will of the majority is in all cases, or even 

in the majority of cases, likely to be preferable to 
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that of the minority would be very rash. All, I 

think, that can be said is that the principle of giving 

authority to the majority over the minority is simple 

and easily intelligible, and, where the majority is 

enormously large, approximately just; that it reduces 

to a minimum the odium with which government is 

naturally regarded ; and that it is so far natural 

that it gives authority to tho section which, as being 

the more numerous, would probably win if an appeal 

were made to physical force. But in virtue of 

all these advantages together we may say that the 

principle of giving rights to the majority is perhaps 
the greatest and most momentous practical invention 

ever made in the department of politics. Only do 

not let us resort to fiction, and when it is quite 

sufficient to say that it is in many respects con­

venient to yield to the majority, do not let us say 

that it is of course just to do so, or that of course 

the majority is to be regarded as equivalent to the 

whole. 

This, I say, is the greatest practical invention, 

though it is commonly regarded as if it were rather 

a discovery than an invention, and as if it had 

theoretical justice as well as practical convenience 
to recommend it. Closely connected with it is 

another great invention which deserves that name 

much more evidently. In general we have to be on 

our guard in political science against attributing too 
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much to conscious contrivance. 1\Iost political pheno­

mena seem rather to have grown than to have been 

invented. But the idea of the representative system, 

which has wholly transformed the aspect of political 

institutions, constitutes an exception. One of the 

most fundamental facts which I have to put before 

you is, that whereas both personal government and 

government by majority arc found in antiquity us 

well as in modern states, on the other hand the 

representative system was scarcely known to tho 

ancient world. This grand difl"crcnce between the 

ancient and modern world is closely connected with 

that other broad difference which strikes our at ten· 

tion so instantaneously. That in ancient Greece and 

Italy the state was identified with the city rather 
than with a large territory,-this is necessarily the 

first observation we make when we compare them 

with modern Europe. But the second observation is 

this, that though notoriously the ancients had what 

we often call liberty, that is, government by majority, 

-so much so that the modern movement in the 

same direction which began in the eighteenth century 

seemed like a. revival of antiquity,- yet ancient 

"liberty" assumed a. form which it has been found 

impossible to revive. The Ecclesia at Athens was not 

an assembly of the representatives of the Athenian 

community: it wn.s, we may say, the community 
itself. And we remark tho same thing if wo turn 
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from Greece to Rome. There, too, popular assemblies 

met and conducted tho business of the state. There 

was the Comitia Centuriata, which was supposed to 

have been founded by one of the ancient kings, 

Servius Tullius; and there ";as the Comitin. Tributa. 

Between these assemblies there were great differ­

ences, but neither was founded on tho representative 

principle. Both alike were open to all citizens. 

The Senate at Homo was of course in some respects 

and at certain periods extremely influential, and 

this certainly did not include tho whole mass of 

citizens, but neither was it in any degree represent­

ative. 
\Ve thus discover two grand differences between 

tho world of classical antiquity and the modern 

world in respect of political development. Let me 

now proceed to point out how closely these two 

differences are connected together. It is by taking 

note of this that we see what has been tho precise 

line of human evolution in this political department. 

Both personal government and government by a 

majority were known to ancient states as well as 

to modern. But in ancient states, being city-states, 

the intrgduction of government by majority implied 
an assembly in which all the citizens should have a 

place. The very idea of such an assembly, if it were 

suggested to any modern politician, would take his 
breath away. In modern states the utmost point of 
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progress is the creation of an assembly founded upon 

universal suffrage, that is, a parliament in electing 

which every citizen shall haYe an infinitesimal share. 

But in Athens and Rome every citizen was himself a 

member of parliament. Now why was this compre­

hensiveness of democracy possible to them, while it 

is impossible to us 1 You sec that it was possible to 

them simply because they were city-states. In a 

city-state the population will be small, and the 

citizens will live ncar each other. In a city-state 

such scenes may be witnessed as you will find 

described ncar the beginning of the Acharnians of 

Aristophancs. There you find described the sum­

moning and the meeting of the Athenian Ecclcsia 

itself. In the market-place, says the poet, the people 

arc gossiping, and up and down you see them trying 

to dodge the vermilion-dyed rope. Yes! there is 

indeed a. picture of universal suffrage. Every person 

in the market-place has not only a. right but a posi­

tive duty to take his place on the Pnyx ; and that 

no one might escape, a rope was drawn round the 

market-place which should sweep the whole popula.­

tion bodily into parliament, and it was dyed that it 

might at least leave a mark upon those who might 

try to escape the duty. 

But in a country-state, where the population 

numbers 30,000,000 and is scattered over 200,000 

square miles, how shall such a comprehensive de-
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mocracy be intmduced 1 Aristotle himself recognises 

the difficulty when he asks-speaking of an over­

grown city-state-Must not the herald that is to ad­

dress such a multitude be a Stentor 1 Here, indeed, 

is a practical obstacla. \Yo see that to Aristotle it 

must have seemed insurmounta.ble. He could con­

ceive government lJy many, but he could conceive it 

only in a city-state. 

But this obstacle has been surmounted by the 

introduction of the principle of representation, which 

has this grand advantage, that it is applicable to the 

country-state. Being so applicable it opened out to 

mankind the possibility of a new political develop­

ment. For a long time the greatness of the ancient 

world lay with an oppressive weight like an incubus 

upon the moderns. The ancients, it seemed, had 

done everything, and nothing remained to be done. 

Literature, art, philosophy, all were theirs. The spell 

'vas first broken perhaps by the maritime discoverers 

of the fifteenth century, who first extended modern 

knowledge clearly beyond the knowledge of the 

ancient world. Among the superiorities of antiquity 

was its superiority in politics. In the monotonous 

world of feudalism, where government took always 

m~wh the same form, and that not a very high one, 

it was remembered that antiquity haJ. had splendid 
states, renowned assemblies that had been controlled 

by the eloquence of Demosthenes and Cicero. The 
1\[ 
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time came when the modern world was able to rival 

the ancient in this department too. It did not indeed 

revive the ancient "Polis," but it invented something 

analogous, so that at last it became in a position to 

add a second part to tho Politics of Aristotle. It 

developed the country-state, and showed how this 

might be made capable of all tho splendour, liberty, 

and glory of the Polis. And this it did by means of 

the representative principle. 

You see, then, that the system which was thus 

introduced, and which has taken such deep root, is 

not only not in a strict sense self-government, hut is 

removed from it by two degrees. Self-government 

strictly taken would be government in accordance 

with the wishes of the governed, but this is a system, 

in the first place, of government in accordance with the 

wishes only of the majority-a very dill"erent thing. 

But now, secondly, it is a system under which the 

people itself is not consulted at all, but only its 

representatives, and you know what a small number 

of representatives are consulted. Here in England, 

out of a population of some 37,000,000, the represent­

atives in the House of Commons amount to less than 
seven hundred. Surely under this system tho share 

of power assigned to the individual does not amount 
to much, even if we suppose the system very com­

pletely realised. Let us make the most extreme 
assumptions. Let us suppose in the first place that 
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the suffrage is extended to the utmost, so that almost 

everybody enjoys it; secondly, that the Parliament 

which results has the whole government in its hands; 

thirdly, let us suppose that the province of govern­

ment is enlarged to the utmost degree, that is, 

according to our definition, that liberty in the sta.te is 

reduced to a minimum, yet even then what share of 

power has the individual1 He has, perhaps, a thirty­

millionth part in determining of whom this omnipotent 

assembly shall consist. I am reminded of a remark 

made by l\I. About, who says of the system as it 

stood some forty years ago in France, where Par­

liamentary government was combined with rigid 

centralisation and restless government interfm·ence­

he says that it was the pride of every Frenchman, 

when he looked in his glass in the morning, to think 

that he saw there the twenty-seven-millionth part of a 

tyrant, but that he was apt to forget that at the same 

time he saw the whole of a slave. 

This representative principle, however, has taken 

such deep root, and we have become so familiar with 

it, that we perhaps have a difficulty in understandinO' 
0 

its prodigious importance or the extreme slowness of 

its introduction into the world. Look, however, at 

one of the !argest and most palpable facts in history. 

The older system, that of universal assemblies, camEl 

to an end evidently in Rome. That singular revolu­
tion, which we call the fall of the ancient Roman 



164 INTRODUCTION TO LE:cr. 

republic, or perhaps the fall of liberty at Rome, was 

in reality the fall of the city-state. It was followed, 

we know, by the rise of Imperialism, the establishment 

of an absolutism which grew e\·er more military. 

Century after century passed, experiment after experi­

ment was tried, but one experiment appeared always 

hopeless, and that was the restoration of the old 

republic. Nor could anything of the same nature,be 

devised. From that time no government had a chance 

that was not a form of absolutism. 

Now, if you inquire into the reason of the impossi­

bility of reviving the republic, you speedily discover 

that the old republican institutions of Rome were 

essentially civic. They were fitted only for a city­

state, and a city-state Rome could never again be. 

The Comitia Centuriata might meet in the Campus 

Martins to elect the annual consuls, so long as it was 

not quite absurd to identify the citizens of Rome with 

the inhabitants of that city. But Rome had become 
tho centre of a vast dominion, limited by the Rhino 

and the Danube. By this expansion the state had 

changed its whole aspect and manifestly outgrown its 

old institutions. But, perhaps you will say, in that 
case why did not Augustus introduce the representative 

system. If Rome had ceased to bo a city-state, why 

did he not introduce into it the institutions proper to 

11. country-state 1 You might as well ask, "SVhy did 
not Augustus discover America 1" If, as we have 
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seen, the political philosophers of antiquity scarcely 

realised that there was such a thing as a country-st..1.te, 

can we e:...-pect the Roman politicians to have known 

by what changes of machinery, by what reforms, n 

city-state could be transformed ~nto a healthy country­

state 1 For this was the problem, which has been 

somewhat obscured to us by our habit of introducing 

everywhere the terms monarchy and republic, liberty 

and slavery. These terms are thought to explain 

everything in politics; and so in tho Roman Revolu­

tion we see the fall of a republic and the introduction 

of a monarchy; tho fall of liberty and tho introduc­
tion of absolutism. This description misses the 

essential feature of it. It was the fall of a city-state, 

and along with that the fall of the institutions proper 
to the city-state, and, in particular, of the universal 

unrepresentative Assembly. 

What would happen in government after the fall 

of the city-state seems to have been a problem wholly 

beyond solution by any political thinker of those ages. 

No one divined that the country-state would be found 

capable of so much development, and in particular no 

one seems to have guessed that assemblies analogous 

to those which had been addressed by Demosthenes 

and Cicero would be seen, assemblies not universal 
but at the same time large, assemblies founded on the 

representative principle. To open this new course 
and enter successfully upon it took much more than a 
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thousand years. The English Parliament, which is 

now regarded as the mother of l'adiaments, dates, as 

We know, in its proper representative form only from 
the latter part of the thirteenth century. 

But though the progress of this principle has been 

incredibly slow, it has been so solid that in the 

present age this principle and what flows from it 

occupy the very centre of politics. In England, from 

the thirteenth century to the seventeenth, parlia­

mentary government did not make any marked 

progress. Parliament was always there, and at 

certain periods very powerful, but in those four 
centuries the principle of representation by no means 

developed all that was in it. Then came the revolu­

tions of the seventeenth century, which I mention 

here, not for the purpose of discussing them, but only 

in order to mark their total result. Other disturbances , 
which in some of their sta.ges were extremely wild and 

confused, had a remarkably happy termination in 

1688. A settlement was arrived at which secured for 

a great country-state that particular form of govern. 

ment by majority which is based upon the rep~·esenta. 

tive principle. The representation of the people was, 

of course, extremely imperfect, but the authority of 

the representative assembly even in the greatest 

questions was established. A century followed in 
which for the most part England appeared to have a 

monopoly of what were called "free" institutions. 
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But since the wars of the French ReYolution a system 

substantially identical began to spread itself over 

continental states : in l 848 it made solid progress : 

and now, if we judge liberty by largeness of suffrage, 

more than one continental state is in advance of 

England in liberty. A remarkable uniformity has 

been attained in the political constitutions of tho 

globe through tho universal prevalence of the repre­

sentative system. As Aristotle's state, the Polis, has 

disappeared, so too Aristotle's popular assembly, the 

Ecclesia, giving direct power of government to the 

whole multitude of tho citizens, has disappeared. 

Government by many is known now only in a modified 

form ; it means now government by a comparatively 

small assembly _of representatives. But in this 

modified form it has received the highest honour 

which in the political department can be given to 

anything, for it is called by the name of liberty. 



LECTURE VIII 

IN the last lecture we were concerned with the 

notion of "Government by Many." Before we pro­

ceed to consider this further, in the modified form 
which it has assumed in modern states, we may con­
veniently examine more closely that "Government 
by One" which we are wont to contrast with it 
under the name of Despotism. 

It is the custom to regard despotism as a sort of 
unmixed curse, as an incubus or nightmare, as a 

supernatural evil which, leagued with superstition; 
crushes the unhappy race of mortals in the dust. 
This doctrine is the counterpart of that which re­
presents liberty· as an unqualified divine blessing, 

equally desirable in all times and places. Now there 
is a sort of despotism as ghastly as this theory 
imagines ; in inorganic states, where everything is 
founded on violence and conquest, such horrors are 
not rare. But we have nothing to do here with 
inorganic states. ~he forms of government with 
which we are concerned have grown up by a reac­
tion of the political vital principle against some pres-
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sure. Among these forms is the government of one. 

By the hypothesis it meets some want; and in some 

cases it is obvious that one import..'\nt want which it 

meets is the want of protection for the people at large 

against the tyranny of the few. Thus Julius Cresar, 

as wo know, began his career as the head of the 

democratic party in Rome; and the Roman emperors 

were the champions of the provincials against the 

oppression of senatorian proconsuls, who had de­

pended on the aristocracy. Thus the English 

supported their strong Tudor kings to bo their 

protection against tho lawlessness of the armed 
nobility. Thus in the Dutch Republic, when the 

people entered into politics, they threw up their 

caps. for the Prince of Orange, and raised the cry of 

"Orange Boven" as the watchword of resistance to 

tyranny of the burghers. How, again, did the 

French monarchy in tho thirteenth century rise so 

rapidly to despotic powers in the very country where 

a century before monarchy bad been exceptionally 
insignificant 1 It was by reaction against tho tyranny 

of feudal nobles, by the support of the Communes 

who in all parts of France at once found that the 

king was ready to give them aid in their struggle 

against the seianeur. Once more, look at the 
0 

strongest form of despotism which modern Europe 

bas known. \Vhat bas made Russia for so long a 

time loyal to her Czars 1 The desire of the mass of 
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t.he population to have a strong protector against 

the Boyars. ·witness the famous scene of the 

accession of Anne. "\Vhen the Boyars called Anne, 

Duchess of Com·land, to a throne to which she had 

but a poor title, imposing upon her a constitution as 

the price of their support, what frustrated their 

scheme 1 The people rose in rebellion, knowing that 

the weakness of the Czarina meant oppression to 

themselves. They insisted that she should be 

absolute, and it was like a charter to the Russian 

people that she solemnly tore the charter that bad 

been extorted from her by the Russian nobles. 

Examples such as these may awaken in you a 

certain feeling of dissatisfaction with respect to tho 

popular political philosophy. What I said on liberty 

will, I trust, have convinced you that we are scarcely 

so strict as we ought to be in the use of political 

terms. But those remarks left the citadel of the 

popular philosophy unthreatened. They tended to 

show only that it might be more conveniently 

stated in other terms. They called only for tho 

alteration of a word. Put but popular principles or 

popular government for liberty, which we found it 

more convenient to use in another sense, and tho 

accepted theory would still seem as true as ever. 

But what do you think of the view of despotism 

which I have just suggested 1 The popuiar theory 

certainly holds nothing in so much horror as 
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despotism; in opposition to this, as the government 

of happiness, it sets up democracy. It does not of 

course like oligarchy, but it regards oligarchy, so far 

as oligarchy is republican, so far as it involves debate 

and discussion in an assembly, as less monstrous than 

despotism, which it puts almost on a level with some 

Mexican idol-worship. You see now that it is pos­

sible by the help of historical examples to give a 

different account of despotism, according to which it 

is not the worst government, but a contrivance for 

escaping a sort of government more oppressive still. 

Instead of being opposed to democracy it may, on this 
hypothesis, be a rude form of it. That is, a great 

population scattered over a large territor.v and 

struggling against the oppression of great magnates, 

being unable to organise concerted action ovt.lr so 

large a space, may collect all its power into the hands 

of an individual, and arm him with a sort of iron 

mace strong enough to crush any or all of the 

enemies of the people. Such a power, compared 

with an oligarchical Senate, would be rude and in 

appearance brutal. It would strike hard blows and 

use no refined artificial eloquence, but its rudeness 

and coarseness would be democratic. The despot, so 

regarded, would be only the demagogue armed with 

power. 
This has certainly been the character of some 

despotisms, and in other despotisms we may trace 
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that they had this character at the beginning, and 

have only lost it by corruption. Before, however, 
we abandon as false the favourite contrast between 

monarchy and repulJlic, and the doctrine, almost 
universally held, that democracy is a strong and 

almost extreme form of opposition to despotism, it 

will be well to examine the notion of despotism 

somewhat more closely. For wo observe that the 

word does not merely ueuote the fact, but is sup­

posed in some sort also to explain it. With the 

name is invol ve1l a sort of theory of the phenomenon. 

For through the whole accepted doctrine there runs 

an assumption that govemment is of two l<inds, 

radically uistinct, which may be distinguished as 

government from above and government from below. 

"\Ve keep constantly before our eyes two types of 
authority, unmistakably different, and these two 
typos serve us as a practical guide which we 

feel sure can never mislead us. One is inherent 

authority, speaking in a tone of command and using 

force. This kind, when it is most favourably de­

scribed, may be illustrated by that of a father over 

infants. In that one instance it is allowed to be 

good and lawful, but it is maintaineu that such 

authority, when claimed by a ruler in the state, can­

not be allowed without degrading the citizens into 

infants, and ascribing to the ruler an inherent 

superiority which ho cannot possibly have. The 
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other type is entrusted authority. In this the 

ruler is really the servant, and the subjects taken 

all together arc the rulers. An obvious illustration 

may be ta.ken from the office-bearers of a club or 

company, to whom a certain amount of authority is 

granted. merely in order that the wishes of the 

society may be carried more promptly into effect, 

but who do not presume to have any opinion of their 

own ; or at least, if they find themselves so far in 

disagreement with the majority that they cannot con­

sent to sacrifice their own opinions, they are expected 

quietly to withdraw. This view of government, 

which, since it was clearly set forth by Rousseau, has 

been the ferment of the European revolution, is called 

tho doctrine of the sovereignty of the people. But 

how old the theory of the two opposite types is, and 

how deeply it has penetrated all minds, may be seen 

from tho popular use of the words republic a.nJ 

commonwealth ! One of those words translates the 

other, and we might suppose neither could ever be 

adopted as the distinctive name for any one form of 

government. For surely, however forms of govern­

ment may differ, they must at least all agree in 

professing concern for the commonweal, and must 
therefore, all be equally "republics." But no; this 

name is given to states whore an assembly rules and 

where there is no monarch, because it is supposed 

that the monarch does not necessarily even profess 
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to aim at the common good, but rules by inherent 

authority. That the kernel of the accepted theory 

lies in this distinction may be seen from the way it 

treats rulers like Cromwell and Napoleon. They, 

to be sure, were monarchs not less despotic than 

Charles I. wished to be, or than Louis XIV. was. 

Yet they are regarded quite differently, because wo 

suppose that they acknowledged themselves to hold 

their power, absolute as it was, from the people 

and for the people. 
Certainly the' distinction, if real, is all-important, 

and indeed we should have a very terrible Yiew of his­

tory if we were oblicred to think that Louis XIV. and 
0 

Charles L, and the long royal lines which in most 

European countries represented for a long period the 

same principles of government, ruled their subjects as a 

master rules a household of sla vcs, crushing them down 

by superior force. Assuredly no rhetoric or poetry 

could ever exaggerate the horror of such a system, 

but I can scarcely describe it without betraying how 

difficult it is to conceive such a system at work. Let 

us try to imagine Louis XIV. crushing down the 

French people by superior force ! Clearly we can­

not take the words literally! Even a slave-owner 

docs not hold down his many slaves literally by the 

use of superior force, but by the threat of a superior 

force which he could specuily call in: for in a slave­
holding country all the free population are banded 
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together to hold the slaves in subjection. \Yell then ! 

Louis XIV., if the French people had risen against 

him, woultl have ca,lled in assistance from neighbour­

ing kings to put them down 1 Bodies of police would 

have been sent from Germany and from England to 

restore order 1 Yon know that nothing of the sort 

woultl have happened, and that the French people 

could not have been led to suppose that it would. 

\Vhat then would have happened 1 He would have 

called in his soldiers. What.1 But I thought these 

soldiers were themselves among the Frenchmen whom 

he was to hold down. Surely one of his principal 
difficulties lay in the fact that a large number of his 

slaves were armed and disciplined. Surely if you 

admit that Louis XIV. depended upon his army, it is 

evident that his power too "carne from below," just 

as that of the modern ruler who says that he derives 

his power from the people. The systems no doubt are 

different, but in both cases the support is below, not 

above. For as the modern ruler must yield if the 

people do not support him, so must Louis XIV. have 

yielded if the army had deserted him. 

The truth is that the antithesis between govern­

ment from above and government from below is 
illusory. A despot governing by superior force as a 

father governs infant children is an absurd conception. 

\Vhat is true is this. A comparatively small 

number may by superior concert and organisation 
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control a large number, and this small number may 

have a chief at their head. Cromwell, for instance, 

could not by his own personal strength control the 

English nation, but by means of a trained army of 

50,000 men who were devoted to him, he could easily 

do so. But to get the services of this army he must 

in some way have persuaded them. And if so he 

must have been dependent on them, responsible to 

them. 

Indeed it seems strange that wo should imagine 

the monarchical of all forms of government to rest on 

force, since evidently it is the only one of the three 

Aristotelian forms which cannot possibly do so. The 

many may of course easily-rule by force, for they havo 

the superiority in force ; the few may do so, for by 
organisation and discipline they may render their 

force practically superior; but the one cannot do so. 

At the utmost we might conceive that in a very small 

primitive clan some Achilles might for a short time 

rule by sheer physical superiority; but if we tried to , 

describe mch a. heroic personal government we should 

soon find ourselves driven to admit admiration, hope 

of reward, and sense of public interest, as well as the 

sheer intimidation before a superior force, to a place 

among the motives of obedience. 

In short, while the few and the many alike may 

depend on themselves alone and usc naked force, the 

monarch cannot do so, but must necessarily persuade 
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somebody to help him, convince somebody that his 

rule is desirable, and therefore must depend on some­

body, be responsible to somebody. Therefore there 

is no such thing as irresponsible monarchy, though 
irresponsible oligarchy, and still more irresponsible 

democracy, are quite possible and ordinary. 

This would be evident to us if our minds were not 

clouded with the dust of the old divine-right con­

troversy. For that leads us to bring in the idea of a 

supernatural Power supporting the monarch, with­

out closely considering whether we mean that the 
supernatural Power really does support him, or only 
that some people erroneously believe this to be the 
case. 

It has always been taught that the law of duty is 

enforced by divine sanctions, that what we ought to do 

it is well for us to do, and ill for us to do what we ought 

not to do. Religion, especially Christianity, makes 
it in general a moral duty to obey the government. 

Accordingly government necessarily enjoys the benefit 
of this teaching, and is considered to be supported by 
the Power that rules the universe. Usually, but not 

necessarily, that Powe; has been regarded as acting 

by supernatural means as well as by natural. So 
far, then, government is regarded as supported by 

supernatural power, but so far this applies to all govern­

ments alike, and not merely to monarchical govern­
ments. It has often been remarked that those well-

N 
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known texts of the New Testament were originally 

intended to apply, not to a heredita.ry monarchy, but 

to an elective imperialism. It is not monarchy only, 

but in general "the powers that be," that are said to 
be ordained of God. If this religious sanction has 

practically been enjoyed more by monarchy than by 

other forms of government, that, I take it, is only 

because all over Europe for many centuries monarchy 

has been the government in possession, " the power 

that is." Other governments equally, whenever they 

find it necessary, call religion to their aid; aristocracy; 

and st.ill more democracy, try to represent themselves 

as the only right, just, religious form that govern­

ment can take, and democracy particularly loves to 

be regarded as the practical fulfilment of the Christian 
ideal. 

But the important thing is to note in what way 

religious sanctions strengthen government, when they 

do strengthen it. The monarch, I have pointed 

out, cannot rest on force, because superior force is just 

the thing which he most evidently lacks. And yet 

he especially uses a high tone,. and seems to depend 

on an intrinsic superiority. Is this because Heaven 
actually interferes in his behalf with thunder and 

lightning 1 Not so; religion acts by faith, not by 

sight. It does not alter the actual proportion of force 

between the ruler and his subjects, but it acts upon 
the minds of the subjects. It forms in them an opinion 
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concerning their ruler which they would not otherwise 

have entertained. Louis XIV. in the midst of the 

French was actually but a puny wealdi!1g, but owing 

to many influences, of which religion was one of the 

most important, they regarded him with awe. They 

probably did not believe, any more than we do, that 

any one disobeying him would have been instan­

taneously reduced to ashes by fire from Heaven. 

Only the prevalent opinion among them was that, 

taking all things into consideration,-the present and 

the future, themselves, futuro generations and the 

realm, the welfare of their bodies and the welfare of 

their souls,-it was expedient to render him loyal 

obedience. If so, you observe that Louis XIV. 

did not depend immediately upon support from 

above, but upon an opinion in the minds of his 

subjects below. 

It may be replied : "True, the one cannot rule 

purely by force ; but as the few cnn prevail over 

the many by adding to force organisation, so the 

one can eke out his insufficient force by the help of 

fraud. The despot is an impost?r falsely pretending 

to supernatural power, and maintaining his authority 

by means of superstition and deception." 
Now in special circumstances and for a short time 

this may be just conceivable, as we see by the story of 

the Veiled Prophet of Khorassan. If not by super­

natural power, yet by the pretence of supernatural 
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power, the one may succeed in being for practical 

purposes more strong than the many, and so may be 

independent of his subjects and irresponsible. 

But such a. bare possibility docs not at all help us 
in explaining the historical examples of despotism. 

Let us bring Louis XIV. into court again. The awe 

with which he was regarded had a strong religious 

element in it, and wo might admit that the religious 

teaching which had fostered it was not quite tme, 

,..,.as tainted with superstition. But if there was 

deception, Louis Xl\r. himself was not the deceiver. 

The extravagant claims had not been put forward 

mainly by him, nor by others in his pay. A doctrine 

had sprung up in the French church and nation, 

which had gathered strength through a long period 

from many circumstances ; of this Louis XIV. reaped 

the benefit. Observe, then, the promulgators of the 

opinion which was so useful to him were distinct 

from him; they might change their opinion and pro· 

mulgate another. He was therefore dependent on 

them and to some extent responsible to them ; he 
was under the necessity, if he would reign success· 

fully, of carefully watching, studying, and humouring 
the minds of those who taught the people to obey. 

As Cromwell on his army, Louis XIV. was in a greaG 
degree dependent on his bishops ; he succeeded on 

the whole in carrying them with him in his contest 
with the Papacy, but his whole reign would Wm 
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now a very different aspect if they had chanced to 

side against him. As it was, while no despotism that 

modern Europe has known has been much more 

complete than that of Louis XIV., still few states 

have had so much unity of feeling or been so 

thoroughly organic as France was in his age. In 

that age the devotion of the French to their monarchs 

became a proverb, and it continued unshaken half 
through the reign of Louis XV. 

The distinction I am trying to impress upon you 

is one which I have found to be of great practical 

importance. According to the popular notion des­

potism is a mere incubus, under the weight of which 

there can be no life or movement of any kind. 

Under its pressure there can be no play of interests, 

no political activity, no thought of the common good, 

but mere abject servility, sloth, and death. It is 

to be observed that despotism rather favours than 

combats this notion of itself, since the despot likes it 

to be supposed that he derives his power from above 

and prides himself upon his supposed irresponsibility. 
But to the historical student, I think, despotism 

comes to wear a somewhat different aspect. In the 

first place, he finds that it is just as dependent as any 

other form of government upon support from below. 

No despotism ever encounters him in the course of 

his researches concerning which he cannot with great 

confidence pronounce upon. what interests, upon the 
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support of what group of persons, it leaned. The fancy 

of two distinct kinds of government-one responsible 

and one irresponsible, one from above, the other from 

below-gradually vanishes from his mind. Secondly, 

though he finus despotism in particular cases quite as 

terrible, sometimes perhaps even more terrible than it 

is popularly conceived, yet these cases appear to fall 

under one class, the class of inorganic governments. 

That is, when the despotism rests on the support of 

some group foreign to the community, a. horde of 

conquerors, or a mercenary army, in these cases there 

is often no limit to its tyranny. But when despotism 

is organic-and this happens not so rarely-it is not 

by any means the monotonous death-in-life wo are 
apt to suppose. The despot, liko the Constitutional 
.Minister, has to reckon with public opinion. He 

knows well what interests he must conciliate, what 

classes he must not offend, what public wants he must 

satisfy. Study the Tudors, stmly Louis XIV., study 

modern Prussia. These despotisms are organic, and 

therefore they exhibit all the movements and pro­

cesses of organic life. 

We inay now, I think, reasonably draw tho conclu­

sion that the accepted distinction between monarchy 

and republic or commonwealth is incorrect and ought 

to be abandoned. These two latter words evidently 
describe a state in which the good of the whole is the 
object of government. Why then should they bo 
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L..1.ken to denote any state which is not monarchical, 

as if a. monarch, say .Alfred or St. Louis, were 

necessarily, as such, an oppressor, and every govern­

ing assembly- say the V cnetian Council or the 

Roman Senate in the time of Sulla-were necessarily 

well-intentioned 1 

In our system "republic" or " commonwealth" are 

terms very suitable to describe what we have called 

the organic state. An organic state, we have laid 

it down, springs up by the effort of the social 

organism to resist a. hateful pressure, that is, by a 

striving towards the common good or commonweal. 
Opposed to this are all those states which we have 

called inorganic, because they rest upon the violent. 

effort of some group or section to coerce the community 

for its own advantage. I have had in view principally 

the case where this group is a conquering horde; at 

a later stage perhaps I may discuss the inorganic 

state more in detail. This state is not necessarily 

monarchical. The government of the Mamelukes was 

an oligarchy. But since an army is governed by a 

general, and since the ruling group in such a state has 

the nature of an army, the government of an inorganic 

state is perhaps most commonly monarchical, being in 

the hands of the general of the ruling group, who is 

called Emperor, or Khan, or Sultan, or Khedive, or 
sometimes King. 

This monarch is not really irresponsible, for he 
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depends entirely upon the fav01~r of the ruling group. 

The great Turk himself, most despotic of despots, wa~ 

often overthrown in a moment lJy a rebellion of the 

Janissaries. But with respect to tho mass of his 

subjects he is wholly irresponsible, and it escapes 

their notice that a class of men exists without whose 

help he could do nothing. Accordingly in their 

imaginations be figures as a god upon earth, and he 

is glad enough to encourage a delusion which is highly 

useful to him. Here is the genesis of that poetical 

monster, the irresponsible king, ruling from above 

and supported on nothing below him, tho Kohama or 

Almighty Man. 
But the European monarch of Divine right does 

not really belong to this class, though ho partly 

professed to do so. Tho Tudor monarchy, and that 

of Louis XIV., rested on a public need, was sup­

ported by public opinion, and did not for a moment 

profess to have anything else in view but the public 

good. But it did profess that for tho measures which 
it might take for the public good it was not responsible 

to the people, but only to God. This was a fantastic 

theory, but we must not allow it to affect our opinion 

of what that form of government really was. What the 

government was is one thing, what it supposed itself 
to be quite another. James II. may have imagined 

himself not to be responsible to his subjects. This is 
a pity, but nothing can be more evident than that in 



VIII POLITICAL SCIENCE 18[J 

so imagmmg he mistook the nature of his own 

authority. A~d if Louis XIV. himself supposed that 

his power did not rest on the consent of his people 

he was just as much mistaken, though his mistake 

was not exposed in the same overwhelming manner. 

Perhaps, then, we may consider these conclusions 

as established. Firstly, all monarchy whatsoever 

rests upon the consent of some tolerably numerous 

group. This group will in most cases be a section of 

the community, though we may imagine a case where 

it lives apart and sends help to the monarch from 

another country. For instance it may be said that 

our government in India is supported, not by the 

help of any section of the Indian population, but by 

the help of the population of another country, namely 

England. 
Secondly, there is such a thing as organic mon­

archy, which is at the same time despotic. This 

may be called a monarchical commonwealth or 

republic though it has no parliament. Such a 

despotism must rest on the consent, not perhaps of 

the people at large, but at least of that part of the 

people which takes an interest in public affairs; strictly 

speaking, it has the active consent of the political 

classes and the passive consent of the rest. Tho 

phrase monarchical commonwealth bas often been 

used to describe a parliamentary government with a 

king at its head. I use it here, as you see, in a 
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different sense to denote a. government which, while 

it enjoys popular support, is absolutely in the hands 

of the king or monarch. 

You ask, perhaps, How can a nation uclibcratcly 

support a despotism, as though they were in love with 

slavery 1 If their wishes arc really consulted, surely 

they will give their voice for a parliament. I answer, 

Not by any means always. Often there arc practical 

difficulties which prevent the formation of n parlia­

ment such a.s the people would .desire to sec. Thus, 

in Russia. at the accession of Anne no assembly 

could have been formed which would not have been 

oligarchic, for Russia contained no class below the 

noblesse out of which such an assembly could have 

been taken. But the Russian people deliberately 

preferred a despotic Czarina to such an oligarchic 

assembly. More frequent still, perhaps, is the case 

where the first need of the nation is guidance in war. 

For the time all other objects arc postponed to the 
public safety, and all classes and interests unite in 

supporting the chieftain who seems most capable of 

conducting the nation to victory. If the exigency is 

transient it will call into existence but a brief 
dictatorship, but if it is a standing exigency, caused 

by a weak frontier, as in Prussia, or by the national re­

solution to wage war persistently until a strong frontier 
is gained, as in France, then it will call into existence n 

dynasty of securely seated despotic monarchs. These 
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considerations explain equally the Russian Czars, 

Louis XIV., Frederick the Great, and Napoleon. 

Only it must be umlerstood in all these cases 

that an organic despotism thus created is always 

liable to outlast the need that called it into existence. 

To dissolve it when its work is done is almost 

impossible ; it remains to encumber and curse for a 

generation or two the community it once saved. The 

corrupt survivals of organic despotism are often as 

bad as inorganic despotism itself, and increase in our 

minds the difficulty of conceiving that despotism can 

ever be a healthy, natural, and beneficial form of 

government. 
I have been labouring all this time to make room 

for the true distinction between despotism and 

government by assembly, by removing an imaginary 

one. Government from above, it appears, is a 

ehimrera formed by misconceiving the nature of an in­

organic government which chances to depend on some 

small, scarcely visible, group of supporters alien to 

the community. Such govemment by an alien group, 

a mercenary or foreign band, is indeed despotism, 

and despotism of a kind very frequent in history ; but 

then it is inorganic, and therefore does not concern 

us here. Organic despotism may seem at first sight 

impossible, an incongruous conception, but I trust I 

have shown you that it is not so, and that the greatest, 

most civilised despotisms known to history are of tlna 
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kind. Being organic, these despotisms rest on tho 

consent of the people not less than parliamentary or 

republican governments. And now comes the ques­

tion, In what respect then do such despotisms dift'er 

from government by assembly 1 

Undoubtedly the question is very bewildering, 

chiefly owing to a cause of mistake which is peculiar 

to political science and does not trouble the naturalist. 

How very trying it would be to the animal phy­

siologist if the animals which he studies continually 
poured into his ears their own views, their own 

theories, of their own structure and organisation ! 
Tho student of political constitutions and institutions 

can scarcely attend to the actual facts before him for 

the clamour of explanation, theory, representation 
and misrepresentation, which deafens him from the 

subjects themselves of his investigation. '\Vo have to 

go to the English parliamentary debates of the seven­
teenth century for information about ti1o nature of 

parliamentary government; but who docs not lmow 

ho'v those discussions teem with legal fiction and 
obsolete theory 1 It is not an easy thing to detach 

the simple facts from all that incrustation ! 

vV e aro told that by tho English constitution the 

popular assembly reserved to itself the right of the 

purse. From this example the general principle has. 

been deduced, as the essence of popular government, 

that no man is to be taxed without his own consent. 



V!JI POLITICAL SCIENCE 189 

Wl1n.t a. clumsy, helpless, grotesque generalisation ! In 

its modern meaning, by the way, it is quite erroneous. 

By taxation we mean the annual subscription upon 

which government absolutely depends, In the time 

of the Stuarts, government paid its way out of quite 

another fund, and only resorted to taxation in 

extraordinary cases. So that the power of the purse 

did not in those days mean, as we suppose, a. power of 

paralysing government whenever government should 

take an unpopular course. But, apart from this 

historical error, what can such a. principle mean 1 

What is there specially sacred about taxation that 

we should hold that a government may in other things 

act at its pleasure, only not venture to take money out 

of the pockets of the people. Evidently, when we 

generalise in this fashion, we confound together the 

end our ancestors aimed at with the means which in 

their need they seized because by chance they found 

them within their reach ; we waste upon a mere 

practical device, a. mere accidental expedient of 

politics, the enthusiasm and awe that properly belong 

to great universal principles. 

"\V e are misled in another way, as it seems to me, 

when we lay it down that Parliament in England is 

the organ of legislative power, and the king or 

minister that of the executive power, and then pro­
ceed to describe the con_test of the seventeenth 

century as a struggle by which the legislative asserted 
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its independence of the executive. This, to be sure, 

is not so grotesque an attempt at philosophising ns 

the other; but I cannot admit it to be at all true, 
though I cannot at this moment pause to examine it. 

If it were true, those memorable struggles of the 

seventeenth century would evidently afford us little 
help in our attempt to find a general description of 

the difference between government by assembly and 

personal government or despotism, unless indeed we 
should suppose both forms to be corrupt. For we 
should have to assume, on the one hand, that in 

despotism the executive has swallowed up tho legisla­
tive power, and, on the other hand, that in government 
by assembly the legislative power has swallowed up 
the executive. 

I suggest-and perhaps in the lectures of next 

term I may take occasion to show in detail-that 

great caution must be used in gencralising upon the 
revolutions of the seventeenth century. They mal{e a 

most interesting, but at the same time a difficult, an 

intricate chapter of history, a chapter which the 

student is scarcely prepared to understand until he 
has mastered the whole doctrine of "fiction," and 
learned how large an allowance must be made for 
fiction in interpreting the contemporary record of any 
great political transformation. I suggest also that we 
shall get more light on the particular question before 
us from our own time than from a past age. 
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Of late, popular government bas assumed in 

England a peculiarly transparent form. Legal fiction 

is reduced to a minimum, and the whole process is 

laid bare, so that it bas become really almost too 

simple, almost too intelligible. vVe see the country 

ruled by a statesman who bears the title of Prime 

Minister, and we see him resting undisguisedly upon 

the opinion of the majority. While this opinion 

supports him, be is powerful; when it wavers, he 

becomes anxious and timid ; when it declares against 

him he makes no resistance, but lays down his office 

without delay and is succeeded by the rival statesman 
to whom prevalent opinion has transferred its loyalty. 

Now, as I have shown at so much length, in organic 

states a system substantially similar-within limits­

bas always been pursued. For while in all states the 

ruler has always leaned upon the favourable opinion, 

upon the choice, of some group of supporters, in com­

pletely organic states the ruler bas derived his power 

from the favour of the community at large. It matters 

nothing, so we held, upon what title the ruler may 

profess to depend, what theory of his own authority 

he may adopt or profess to adopt. He may maintain 

that he succeeds to the post of ruler by the same legal 

right by which a landowner succeeds to his estate, or 

that he rules by divine appointment, either in the 

natural sense, as we may say, that a father is divinely 
appointed to govern his children, or, supernaturally. 
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as David is said in the Bible to have reigned as "the 

man after God's own heart." These theories may be 

true or false ; in any case they can only be efl'ective 

as arguments addressed to the community. They are 

reasons why the community should support the ruler 

who puts them forth. In themselves they have no 

power to support anything, but if they convince the 

community the ruler will stand. In that case we 

may say, using an abbreviated language, that he 

stands on such and such a title. In reality he stands 

and can stand only on tho support of certa.in persons, 

who give their support for reasons which they regard 
as good. And if the state is organic, then the 

opinion that supports the ruler is the prevalent 

opinion of the community at large, or at least of tho 
classes that take an interest in public affairs. 

So far, then, despotism and government by 

assembly, even in its most recent, most frank, and 

candid form, agree. In what then do they differ1 

Surely in this, that in the modern system public 

opinion expresses itself and is ascertained by fixed 

rules and through certain recognised channels. Tho 

favour of the public is recorded, and at the same time 
measured, by a majority in the House of Commons; 

a.nd a change in the favour of the public by a change 
in that majority. 

This may be expressed in one word by s·ay­
ing that public opinion has an organ by means of 
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which it makes, supports, and destroys the govern­
ment. 

This formula may he expressed more generally so 

as to apply equally to all states alike, those which 
are inorganic, and those (this point, it will ·be seen 

later, is important) which are only partially organic, 

or in which political consciousness is only partly 

developed. For we may say that in all states there 

is a government-making power. This name we may 

give to the group of persons, small or large, foreign 
or native, disinterested or selfish, upon whose support 

the government depends. In all states alike, then, 

this government-making power may have a recognised 

organ through which it habitually acts; or again, it 

may be without such an organ. 
Now, suppose it to want such an organ, what will 

happen at those moments when it changes its mind 1 

When the power on which a government has long 

rested becomes unwilling to support it any longer, 

and has no official way of expressing this change of 
mind, what must take place 1 Evidently the state 

will be convulsed. Tho unorganised force will break 

forth chaotically. When Enceladus fessum mutat latus, 

all Sicily is shaken. This is what we call revolution. 

It is the chaotic outbreak of the government-making 

power, for which no organ bas been provided. 

Thus, it used to be said, and indeed it may still 

be said, of the Russian government that it is an 
0 
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autocracy tempered by assassination. The truth is 

that all autocracy, at least pure autocracy, is and 

must be tempereJ. by assassination. If assemblies of 

any kind exist the government-making power may 

work through them and develop them into an organ 

for its action. But if there is a want even of germs 

or rudiments, then there is no remedy, and violent 

actions will infallibly be done. In two notable in­

stances the ruler of a vast state, in which for special 

reasons no assembly capable of becoming an organ of 

the government-making power existed or could exist, 

has chanced to be simply a lunatic. I refer to 

Caligula and Paul of Russia. In both cases the 

imprisoned power broke out in assassination. 

\V e have had no royal assassinations in England 

for four centuries, and when we had a king who at 

times lost the usc of his reason he was treated with 

pity and respect, and reigned for sixty years. This 

is because the power here has an organ. \Ye have 

also been in the habit of saying that in England we 

do not have revolutions. This, of course, is intelli· 

gible, but it would be almost more accurate to say that 

in England we have always a revolution. Hardly 
anywhere do governments fall more frequently or 

more suddenly than in England. \Vhy, then, do we 

seem in comparison with most states so exceptionably 
steadfast and stable. It is not because we do not 

have revolutions, but because we have reduced 
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revolution to a system and given it legal forms. We 

have always a revolution, and therefore, in a certain 

sense, we never have a. revolution. 

"\Ve have arrived then at a mode of stating the 

difference between despotism and government by 

assembly. I only offer it for the present as a sug­

gestion. Before we can accept it there will be needed 

much more investigation and much consideration of 

the various historical examples of either system. As 

there is no question in political science more im­

portant practically nor more prominent historically 

than this, I shall spare no pains and no time necessary 

for elucidating it thoroughly. But I am glad to have 

been able in this last lecture of the present term to 

carry the inquiry so far as to arrive at least at a 

tenable hypothesis. 

I close this course, then, with the following theoretic 

statement, which will be our starting-point when we 

meet again :-

1. Government rests upon force or coercion. 

2. In most cases government is forced to assume a 

form more or less monarchical. In an army there 

is one commander; in a law court there is either one 

judge or a small number. 

3. One person cannot apply force or coercion to a 

large number except by receiving assistance from at 

least a considerable number. 

4. Such assistance must be given volunta.rily or 



196 INTRODUCTION TO LKCT 

from conviction, though the motives of those who 

render it may be good or bad, selfish or disinterested, 
low or high. 

5. It follows that in every governed community 
there must be not merely two things, the government 

and the governed, as we arc apt to suppose, but three 

things, the government, the government-supporting 

body, and the governed. 

G. \Vhat supports the government also makes it, 

and when it chooses to withdraw its support destroys 

it. The government-supporting body or power is 
therefore the government-making power. 

7. T.his power may be in a particular instance en­

tirely without organisation, or again it may be en­

tirely unorganised as such. Louis XIV. was supported 
by a public opinion almost unanimous but entirely 

unorganised; Cromwell was supported by his army, 

that is, by a body organised indeed, but not organised 

avowedly for the purpose of supporting him. 

8. In other cases the government-making power 

may be organised. In other words, some states have 

not only a government-making power, but also a· 

government-making organ. 

9. In such states there is an assembly which often 
appears to govern. In reality it usually does not 

govern, but makes, supports, and destroys the govern­
ment. 

10. In the former class of states there is no similar 
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assembly. The government stamls apparently alone. 

It therefore easily represents itself and supposes 

itself to govern by an inherent force, or by super­

natural or providential assistance. In reality it is 

supported by a power below, by a power not visible, 

because not organised. 

11. This is despotism; the other is government by 

assembly. 
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LECTURE I 

THE vacation interrupted us while we were examin­

ing perhaps the most important of all the differences 

which arc observed among states, the difl'erence which 

in popular discussion is described ns equivalent to 

the difference of light and darkness or good and evil. 
If we confine ourselves to pure matter of fact, this 

difference consists in the presence or absence of an 

assembly for political debate; but when we attempt 

to define the precise function performed by this 

assembly, and so to measure the difference produced 

in a state, by having it or wanting it, we meet with 

difficulties. Some of these difficulties we thought we 
had removed, and in the last lecture I wa·s able to 

lay before you a theoretic st..1.tement of the diflerence 

between the two sorts of state, which appeared at 

least intelligible and conceivable. But a theory may 

be cleat· without being well-grounded, and the view 

I took of the political assembly differed from that 

which is currently accepted, and though consistent 

with some striking historical facts might appear at 
first sight inconsistent with others. The theory in 
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short was presented and explained, but l have still 
to establish it. 

Our science is intended before all things to be a 

guide to history. Now this particular question, tho 

introduction of the assembly, and the increase of its 

influence, or in certain unfortunate periods its decline 

and disappearance, occupies bistoric<~l students moro 

than any other question. This is the chapter headed 

"Liberty," ancl though we thought it moro con­

venient to use that word in another sense, yet wo 

cannot help seeing that this :md no other has been 

the question of questions since political debate 

began. In English history the standing topic from 

Magna Charta to tho Reform Bill is the growth of 

parliamentary government; in French history it bas 

been so since the Revolution and before the Revolu­

tion; the main problem is to trace the causes which 

gave despotism the ad vantage over parliaments. 

Ancient history deals with the disappearance of king­

ship, and the establishment of government by 

assembly in city-states, then at a later time of the 

mishaps that befel government by assembly, and of 

the restoration of personal government. The medieval 

history of Italy, reviving the city-state, presents a 
somewhat similar series of occurrences. Everywhere 

we meet with this contrast between the assembly and 

the person. It should be our object, therefore, to 
furnish an account of the difference which might 
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throw a broad light over the whole field of history. 

I was obliged to confess that my theory did not seem 

at first sight to be much confirmed by the history of 

the Stuart controversy, and that it was necessary to 

read that chapter of history with much caution. 

And yet no chapter surely is more memorable or 

. momentous. \Ve cannot be content to leave tho 

subject in a condition so unsatisfactory to historical 

students. It will be no waste of time if we linger 

over historical occurrences so exceptionally important, 

suspending our theoretic exposition for the sake of 

them, and taking special pains that what stands out 
most in history should receive the fullest light from 

theory. I intend, therefore, to devote t"·o or three 

lectures to English constitutional history in order to 

remove the difficulties which hamper the theoretic 

description of parliamentary movement. 

Let me begin by recapitulating the theory. First, 

we put aside all inorganic states, and attend only to 

such states as evolve government by a vital process, 

in which therefore government, of whatever kind, 

answers a public need and is supported by public 

feeling. We find that among such states, too, the 

difference in question exists. These, too, fall into 
two classes, those which have an assembly and those 

which have not. Now the theory says that the 

assembly is an organ by which the government is 

created and supported or destroyed, and that such an 
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organ forms itself in one class of states; but that 

there are other states which want the organ, in which 

therefore government rests upon a. support more or 

less hidden-some support it must in all cases have 

-and can only be changed violently if the public 

feeling should demand a change. The former class 

have great freedom of debate and reform, but great 

security from revolution ; the latter know no alterna­

tive between immobility and revolution, because they 

want the organ of reconstruction. Now here is a 

theory which at first sight docs not square with the 

great historical facts of the seventeenth century. It 

is held that, by the Revolution of 1688, England 

succeeded after many struggles in establishing 

parliamentary government, and fairly left the other 

kind, personal government, behind it.' Yet assuredly 

it was not determined by that revolution that 

Parliament has the power of creating and destroying 

governments. The utmost that was claimed was 

a power of setting aside a ruler who showed an 

extreme contempt for his engagements. Only in 

extremity and on the ground of self-defence could 

the parliament destroy government, and oven then 

the new government created itself by the operation 

of a fixed law of succession, and Parliament only 

ventured of its own power to associate with the 

new monarch her husband and cousin. Yet before 

it could use these powers, which fell so far short 
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of a power of creating and destroying government, 

the state was shaken to its centre; and it was held 

that in so acting Parliament did not fulfil a 

normal function, but only called into play an ex­

treme power reserved to it for the preservation of 

the state. 

Evidently, then, it will cost me some trouble to 

reconcile the theory I have suggested with facts 

which seem so much at variance with it. But the 

theory is a key which fits the lock of our present 

system much better. Now that the minister rules, 

and that he rests on the support of a parliamentary 

majority, sinking at once when that majority fails 

him, Parliament may perhaps be said to have, at 

least among other functions, the function of creating 

and destroying government. At any rate such a 

statement is not open to the same objections as occur 

to us against a similar statement applied to the 

English Constitution of the seventeenth century. 

Our present system is one thing, our old constitution 

quite another. I propose, therefore, in the present 

lecture to speak only of the former, leaving the 

latter for another occasion. To-day the question 

simply is whether the theory gives a satisfactory 

account of the function of Parliament in England at 

the present time. 
For of course we are aware that quite a different 

account is current. The rise and fall of governments 
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according to the oscillations of the parliamentary 

majority cannot of course be denied, but it is not 

usual to represent them as the effects which Parlia­

ment exists to produce, rather as incidental con· 

sequences which follow from the discharge by Parlia­

ment of other fnnctions. \Yhat are these other 

functions 1 Parliament, we are told, is the Legislatttre. 

Blackstone will inform you that there are two powers 

in the state, the legislative and the executive. The 

executive power, he says, resides in the King, but 

is exercised by him through responsible Ministers. 

The legislative power, on the other hand, resides in 

King, Lords, and Commons acting together. This 

is the formal statement. But if we are content to 

recognise facts, we must add that the personal share 

of the King in legislation has fallen out of usc, every 

Act passed by tho two Houses since a particular date 

in the reign of 'Yilliam III. having received the 
royal assent without opposition or delay. This power 

of the Crown, then, having dropped and being mani­
festly incapable of revival, it follows that the 

Legislature is now not King and Parliament, but 

Parliament alone. Parliament consists of two Houses, 
but in the present discussion I do not think it will be 

necessary to consider the Houses separately. At the 

present day, under ordinary circumstances, legislation 

by Parliament practically means legislation by the 
House of Commons : for simplicity, therefore1 I shall 
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speak as if Parliament consisted of the House of 

Commons alone. 

Now if this is a true account of the English Con­

stitution, a very tempting generalisation presents 

itself. \V e see tho personal element prevailing in .the 

executive, tho assembly appropriating the legislative 

power. Now what is the difference between these 

two powers~ They seem to us contrasted much 

in the same way as theory and practice or as 

principles and details. In legislation, we fancy, the 

principles of government are laid down, then the 

executive carries these principles into efrect. And 

we can readily understand that the first ta.sk wants 

an assembly, but that the second is better done by 

individuals. In our experience of societies and clubs, 

we meet with a committee or general meeting which 

in like manner legislates, and then with the active, 

precise, and punctual secretary, who translates the 

wishes of the meeting into act. Reasoning in this 

way, we arrive at a theory of government which 

seems very plausible. Government in reality, we are 

disposed to think, is a very simple thing, and wants 

only a little common-sense and honesty. Let the 

citizens-or, in a modern state, their elected repre­

sentatives-meet and consider on what general plan 

they wish to be governed. As soon as a majority 

of them has decided on this plan they may disperse. 

But they must leave behind a certain number of 
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individuals, whose business it shall be to put into 

execution what has been resolved, supplying from 
their common-sense any necessary details that may 

ha':e been forgotten. Thus in a rational civilised 
government, the execution and administration of 

the laws will be assigned to individuals, while 

the alteration of them, the repealing of those 

which appear unsatisfactory, the creation of others 

which may seem advisable, will be. in the hands 

of an assembly. If, however, honesty is wanting, 
or if barbaric manners prevail, this simple arrange­
ment is liable to be disturbed. An individual avails 
himself of the advantages of his position, of being 

always on the spot, of superior knowledge, of access 

to the funds, and gets control over the assembly, 
intimidating or bribing its members. Sometimes he 

procures that it shall wholly cease to meet for formal 

business. Thus creeps in the other type of govern­
ment, the personal. It is in reality not another type, 

but a corruption of the one true type ; and the 

corruption consists in this, that the two powers, 

which should be held distinct, have been confused 

together, and the one has encroached on the other. 
Absolutism consists in the encroachment of the 

executive upon the legislative power. 
Now what objection can be made to this explanation 

of the matter, or what need can there be of resorting 
to a far-fetched one when this simple one is at hand 1 
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I will point out to you a historical fact which 

forcibly suggests that all is not right with this theory. 

In the middle of the last century it had great vogue 

through the authority of Montesquieu. Thirty years 

later there commenced a period which is pre-eminently 

the constitutional period of the modern world. 

America made a constitution for itself, and speedily 

France followed its example, constructing for itself 

four different constitutions in fourteen years, first a 

Constitutional :Monarchy, then a Republic without a 

President, then a Republic with a President (called 

a First Consul), lastly an Empire. Both in America 
and in France the constitution- builders had the 

English Constitution before them, and studied to 

reproduce its main outlines. They hold that in 
England tho King had the executive and Parliament 

the legislative power. "What was the consequence 1 

In both countries they drew the conclusion that the 

Ministry ought not to sit in Parliament. Accordingly 
to this day in the United States the Ministers do not 

sit in Congress, and in France, when the first Con­

stitution came into operation in 1791, the Parliament 

was called the Legislative Assembly, and in this 

Legislative Assembly the Ministers did not sit. 
Now it is certainly true of that French Constitu­

tion that it was ruined by this peculiarity. By the 
want of a link between the Government and the 
Parliament, the two powers were ranged in mortal 

p 
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oppo!'ition to each other, awl within a year tl;e 

".}"stem ~ank in blood. In Amc1·ica there bas been no 

such failm·P, hut a system has been created which 
l 

goud o1· !.ad, is not the English system, nnd works in 

(jllitc a dillercnt maJJJICI'. And nothincr is more 
0 

oJ.vious than that the whole fabric of English politic~, 
as we sec it, would fall at once if the principle of 

excluding .:'lriuistcrs f1·om Parliameut were introduced. 

Can we imagiuc, thcu, that a theory of tho English 

Constitution can be sound from which this principle 

seemed both to the French and to the Americans to 

follow by logical necessity 1 

Let us consider why tJ,cy drew this conclusion. 

They reasoned thus. The function of l\Iinistcrs is 

to administer. Their power is executive. But the 

function of Parliament is legislative. Ministers there· 

fore have no natural placo in Parliament, and if the 

great danger to he feared is a confusion of the two 

powers, how could such a confusion mo1·o easily and 

necessarily begin than by allowing Ministers to sit in 

Parliament 1 

Now I tllink tbo force of this argument cannot ho 

denied. N cverthelcss it is not quito conclusive. For 

· we may meet it thus. .Ministers certainly, as Ministers, 

have no placo in Parliament, and a place cannot, he 

given to them without danger. 13ut, on tho ot,hcr 
hand, it is practically very advantageous that they 
should have scats, and the ath•autage on tho whole 
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greatly outweighs the danger. Nor IS there any 

positiYc breach of principle in allowing them a place, 

for it docs not follow because a man is a l\Iinister and 

has executive power, that he cannot also be a repre­

sentative and have legislative power, especially if by 

the contriYancc of re-election the consent of his con­

stituency be obtained. Thus the English system may 

be represented as founded on a due distinction 

between cxccuti,-c and legislative power, but as in­

cluding also a very happy practical adjustment by 

which the two powers are prevented from falling 

out of harmony, or coming into collision with each 
other. 

Let us resort again to the club or society for an 

illustration. Such a society may ha\"e a paid secre­

tary who is not a member of the committee, and has 

no vote on it. But this secretary would attend the 

meetings of the committee, nay, he would be re­

garded as more essential to the meetings of tho 

committee than any committee man, and it would bo 

held absurd to discuss the affairs of the society and 

refuse the advice of the person necessarily best 

acquainted with them. Now the English system 

adopts this principle of practical good sense. It does 

not exclude from parliamentary debate tho very men 

who have the best right by their official knowledge to 

take a share in it. It attains this end, not indeed by 

allowing them to be present and to speak but not to 
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vote, but by allowing them to represent constituencies 

11.t the same time that they hold ministerial portfolios. 

So the English system may be represented, and in 

this way it may be defended. But the defence is 

hollow, and the representation ludicrously unlike the 

reality. According to this statement the :Ministers as 

such have nothing to do with Parliament. They only 

happen by great good luck to be there. It is a kind 

of club where they pass their evenings. They arc 

present under a sort of disguise, not as Ministers, but 

as members for Tiverton or Midlothian. Happening 

to find themselves there, and hearing matters dis­

cussed upon which they are well informed, they can­

not help giving their opinion, and this opinion is natur­

ally heard with respect; but the decision of the House 

is no affair of theirs, or rather their responsibility ex­

tends only to one vote out of six hundred and seventy. 

Can there be a wilder misrepresenta.tion of the fact 1 
We allow ourselves to be misled by the form. It 

is true that the Prime Minister or Chancellor of the 

Exchequer sits in the House of Commons only as 

representative of some borough or district, and that 

his office confers no seat. But nothing can be more 
untrue than that in the House of Commons he acts 

not as Minister, but only as member for a locality. 

On the contrary, it is as Minister that the First Lord 

of the Treasury leads the House, and the Chancellor 

of the Exchequer opens the budget. Their executive 
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function is not ignored in the Honse, but. makes the 

foundation of all the proceedings, the plot of the 

whole drama. Properly speaking, indeed, the English 

parliamentary session ought not to be considered as a 

series of legislative debates at which the Ministers 

give the benefit of their official knowledge. Such a 

description misses the principal feature. It is a series 

of conferences between the executive government and 

the representatives of the people. 

The mistake, then, of those legislators who in 

France and America tried to reproduce the English 

Constitution did not consist simply in this, that they 

overlooked the expediency of allowing the Ministers 
to be present and take part in the debates. They 

overlooked that the essence of the English system lies 

in this, that the Ministers are present and take the 

lead not in another character but as Ministers, and 

that the whole business of Parliament is to talk to 

them and to be talked to by them. Here lay tho great 

failure of Mirabeau. It had been his ambition to 

dominate the French Revolution as he had seen the 

elder Pitt dominate the politics of England, i.e. by 

combining in one person the characters of a com­

manding popular orator and of a great administrator; 

but no such combination was possible to a Minister 

who was either excluded from the assembly, or was 

only allowed there in disguise; it required a :.i\Iinister 
leading the House as Minister. 
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But if all this is admitted it seems to me to follow 
that the whole theory which wnuld make Parliament 

the special organ of legisbtive power falls to the 

ground. For the essence of the institution appears to 

lie rather in some sort of negotiation or parley with 

the executive power. 

It is true of course that a new law cannot in general 

be made except by a bill passing both Houses of 

Parliament, for I will not insist on the fact that n 

certain amount of law comes into existence in another 

way through the decisions of the judges. It is true 

also that the executive power is wielded by the 

Ministers in their respective departments. Parliament 

has legislative, and the Ministers have executive power, 

but it is not true that parliamentary power is correctly 

described as legislative, or ministerial power as 

executive, for parliamentary power is executive as 

well as legislative, and ministerial power is legislative 

as well as executive. In fact the distinction of legis­

lative and executive, though theoretically perhaps 
unobjectionable, appears practically to have been 

quite disregarded in assigning the powers of the 

Crown or Ministry, and of Parliament. 

·what is the principal business of Parliament~ To 

grant money for the annual· expenses of administra­

tion. If you examine the plan according to which 

the parliamentary session is arranged, you will see 

that everything is made dependent on this main 
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task, which extends over the whole of it. It is still 

possible to mark the traces of the old system, accord­

ing to which legislation, instead of being the work of 
parliament, was the concession extorted from tho 

Crown as an equivalent for the money granted. The 
session, as I said, is a conference or negotiation ; 

the parties to it arc on the one side the government, 

on the other side the representatives of the people; 

these arrange the terms of a bargain according to 

which certain sums shall be granted and certain 

grievances redressed. The redress of grievances is 

legislation, but the grant of money cannot properly be 
called legislation. At least if the word legislation be 

so loosely defined as to make it include the levying of 

a sum of money in one year for tho use of government, 
it ceases to have anything distinctive, and therefore 

can no longer be distinguished from executive power. 
Thus tho main or principal business of Parliament is 

one which cannot bo properly described as legislative. 
The truth is that a. circular argument influences us 
bore. ·we have grown accustomed to call granting 

money legislation, because it is done by the body 

which we call the Legislature. But i{ you still fancy 
that it might be possible to frame a definition of law 

and legislation that might include the granting of 
taxes, let me ask you this : if it takes legislation to 
grant a. tax, does it not take legislation to make war 1 
Surely it is absurd to maintain that the former net is 
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more of the nature of a law than the latter. But in 

England when war is to be made it is not made by 

Parliament but by the :Ministry. You will observe 

that I do not raise the question whether it is reasonable 

or unreasonable that parliamentary power should be 
necessary to raise the smallest tax, but not necessary 

to declare the greatest war. I inquire only wherein 

the difference consists between parliamentary and 

ministerial power. Now I think you must admit one 

of two things. Either granting taxes is not legislation; 

but in this case the principal power that Parliament 

possesses is not legislative; or making war is legisla­

tion; but in this case the Ministry, too, have legislative 
power. 

The theory I am discussing would represent 
the Ministry and Parliament as having each respect­

ively its province of affairs in which the other has no 

right to interfere, whereas the very essence of our 

constitutional system lies in the negation of this, and 

in the principle that the Ministry and the Parliament 

have absolutely the same subjects of interest and 

occupation. The difference is strikingly brought 

before us by a remarkable letter written by Napoleon 

to the Abbe Sieyes at the time when he was meditat· 

ing his coup d'etat. No one, he says, can have greater 

respect for the independence of the legislative power 

than he ; but legislation does not mean finance, 

criticism of the administration, or ninety-nine out of 
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the hundred things with which in England the 
Parliament occupies itself. The Legislature should 

legislate, that is, const.ruct grand laws on scientific 
principles of jurisprudence, but it must respect the 

independence of the executive ns it desires its own 
independence to be respected. It must not criticise 

the government, and ns its legislative labours are 

essentially of a scientific kind there can be no reason 

why its debates should be reported. 

You see at once that be has in view a system 

precisely opposite to tho English. With us whatever 

the Government does becomes a subject of discussion 
in the House. No appointment can be made, no 
circular be issued from any government department, 

but it is liable to be canvassed in debate. And when 

a Minister is thus called to account he does not rise 

in his place and ask Mr. Speaker whether it is orderly 
in a legislative assembly to mention or discuss matters 

which can only concern the executive power. On 

the contrary, he renders his account with anxious 
humility, and we have seen powerful governments en­

dangered by such incidents as that one :Minister had 

returned a rough answer, another had jobbed an 

appointment, a third had evaded a statute. Parlia­
ment, in short, is interested in everything that tho 

Ministry can do. Its resolutions, its votes of censure 
or of confidence, in which it does not even pretend 
to legislate, arc regarded as just as important and 
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perhaps even more interesting than its ponderous 

achievements of legislation. 

And now look at the l\linistry. Docs that confine 

itself to exercising executive power 1 Heally I must 

apologise for raising such questions. Who docs not 

know what a clamour is raised whenever a new 

government takes office, how we ask what will they 

do 1 what is their programme 7 have they really a 

policy 7 or do they really mean to face Parliament 

with no policy at all 7 Policy 1 w bat is this 7 It 

commonly means the introduction into Parliament of 

a number of bills; in other words, it means legislation. 

'Vhat we call the policy of a government is scarcely at 

all its exercise of executive power; a l\linistry which 

confined itself to that would be said to do nothing. 

Imagine how it would be received should a Minister 

in reply to the appeals of tho House say that he was 

and would continue to be industrious in his office, 

that that was his policy, ami that as Minister he 

could have no other policy, for as Minister he had 

only executive power; in his legislative c?-pacity he 

had no more responsibility than other members of 

the House, and that his policy as Member would con­

sist in faithfully representing the interests of his 
constituency. 

The truth is that the Min)stry, and the Ministry as 

such, has legislative power in a far higher sense and 

greater degree than Parliament. It has the task of 
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initiating, designing, and working out the details of 

almost all important legislation. Nominally, of course, 

no Act can pass but by the will of the majority of the 

House. But consider under what conditions this 

power is exercised. In almost all important cases the 

bill is brought forward upon tho responsibility of the 

Ministry. Now the 1\Iinistry, it is understood, has 

a majority in the House, otherwise it would not be a 

Ministry. In important cases, therefore, their consent 

is secured beforehand-at least it is known that if the 

Parliament refuses an important bill they by the same 

act expel the Ministry from office. For a Ministry 
in dealing with an important bill will stake its own 

existence upon success. It will :Lllow the House a 

certain freedom in dealing with its minor provisions. 

Some things the House will be permitted to alter, 

but in its main parts the House must take the bill or 

be prepared to dismiss the l\linistry. Now by the 

very nature of our system the House will not be 

prepared to do this, for to dismiss tho l\Iinistry 

means at the same time to install the opposite party 

in office : but by the hypothesis tho majority of the 

House arc favourable to the Ministry and adverse 

to its opponents; they have been sent to Parliament 

to support the :Ministers and to oppose their opponents. 

Now, if by legislative power be meant a free power of 

deciding what shall become and what shall not become 
law, can it be said that the House of Commons 
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standing in this relation to the l\linistcrs possesses in 

itself and apart from them much legislative power1 

With respect to any gi \'Cn proposal it has little 

freedom. Its one substantial power is that of turning 

out the l\Iinistcrs with whom in the main it agrees, 

and substituting in their place other Ministers with 

whom in the main it differs. Such a power as this, 

instead of being called a power of legislation, should 

perhaps be rather called a 'Veto on legislation, and a 

. veto which it is not easy practically to usc. 

To sum up, then, it is said that Parliament has 

legislative power but not executive. In reality it has 
but a certain veto on legislation, which it exercises 

under great difficulties, and a certain power of altering 

the minor details of bills. But besides this it has a 

most formidable power of oversight and criticism 

upon the proceedings of the executive. Again, it is 

said that the Ministry have executive power, but not 
legislative. Executive power they have, but only 

under the strict and jealous control of the House; 

legislative power they have in a far greater degree than 

the House, so much so that the House has ordinarily 

only so much legislative power as the l\Iinistry consent 
to allow it. It may be said, in short, as in execution 

the Ministry is afraid of the House, so in legislation 
the House is mortally afraid of the Ministry. 

The source of error has been that technically our 
Ministers arc also members of the House; this has led 
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us to imagine that in legislation they do not act as 

J\Iinisters but as members; but there can be no greater 

mistake. 
The result of all these considerations is to show 

that that tempting image of Parliament as representing 

the general meeting of a society, and the l\finister as 

its paid secretary, who carries into efl'cct the wishes 

expressed by the members, is utterly misleading. 

The Minister is not the servant of Parliament, but its 

king. He docs not carry into effect the wishes of 

others, but his own wishes. It is a sort of high treason 

against the state when the Minister gives up his own 

view in deference to Parliament. If he must give up 

something, it is his duty to give up, not his view, but 

his office. 

But now, if the Minister is king, not servant, of 

Parliament, what is Parliament 1 The remark I just 

made will suggest the answer. Parliament is king­

maker, and at the same time can deprive its king of 

his office. It cannot dictate what he shall do; on the 

contrary, he dictates to it. But it can bid him retire, 

and it can put another Minister in his room. And 

this is its main function. In legislation, as I have 

urged, its power is more nominal than real. But it is 

really true that the Minister is such because Parlia­

ment wills it, and ceases to be such when Parliament 
wills it. 

There is something very singular-! imagine 
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unique-in the unceasing interest with which in Eng­

land we follow the proceedings of Parliament. \Vhat 

would become of conversation among us if there were 

no Parliament~ 'Ve should all be stmck dumb. 

This is often explained by saying that the English. 

man is a political animal, aud King Louis Philippe 

used to say that the French would not have so many 

revolutions if they could learn the English habit of 

talking politics after dinner. But the cause is more 

special. Mr. ·woodrow Wilson, in his interesting 

volume on the American constitution, entitled Cv11 .... 

gressivnal Politics, remarks that no one in America 

reads the debates of Congress. Not a few there arc, 

he says, in America who read the English debates, 

but none who read the debates of Congress. Surely 

this is not because the American is less political in 

his tastes than the Englishman. Surely the reason 

is this, that Congress is only a legislative assembly, 

but not an assembly that makes and unmakes the 

government. For such is the fact. The President 

in America is chosen for four years by popular elec­

tion ; he chooses his Ministers, who have no seats in 

Congress, and are not, as a general rule, dependent 

on its vote. But this being so, the session of 

Congress is not, like the session of our Parlia­

ment, a drama. There is no important action 

in it. 
'Ve may see, then, in what we onrsel ves feel tho 
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importance of Parliament to consist. \Vhy do we 

read the debates 1 Simply to see whether the 

Government is likely to stay in or to go out. \Ve 

follow tho session with precisely the same interest 

with which we follow a boat-race, and the successive 

division lists show us whether the Opposition i& or is 

not gaining upon the Government. \Ve may no 

doubt occasionally feel interested also in the fate of 

some particular bill, but what fixes the attcnti(•n of 

the whole nation with unflagging eagerness upon the 

proceedings of Parliament is this, that by our system 

no important bill can fail without bringing the 
Government down with it. 

It seems to me, then, that tho theory I have sug­

gested is fully confirmed by our system as it is now, 

and also that the other theory might have been seen, 

even in the time of Montesquieu, to be incorrect. I 

do not assert, however, that in the time of l\fontes­

•luieu it would have been possible to discern the king­

making power of Parliament. The present system 

was then only in embryo. Godolphin and vValpole 

were not such kings as modern .Ministers are, nor 

were they in the same degree dependent for their. 

position on Parliament. Even those who, near the 

end of the eighteenth century, devised the Con­

stitution of the United States seem not to havo 

bee!l aware how much the king's power had de­

clined-that, for example, his veto had perished,-
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nor how much the Minister was taking the king's 

place. 

The eighteenth century phase, as well as the seven­

teenth century phase, of our Constitution must be 
reserved for separate treatment. 



LECTURE II 

I DREW last week a distinction which may have 

struck you as somewhat subtle. It is commonly 

held, I said, that Padiament rules, and the Minister 
is but the servant of Parliament. Not at all;. the 

Minister rules, and is the king, not the servant, of the 
nation and the Parliament alike. But Parliament 
makes him king, and can unma]{e him. A distinction 

without a difference, perhaps you say. If Parlia­
ment can dismiss a Minister at pleasure, it is evident 

that it can force the Minister by the threat of dis­

missal to obey it,-it is evident that the :Minister will 

execute the will of Parliament in order to retain 

office. 
But there is all the diflerence in the world 

between a representative and a delegate. 'Ve recog­

nise this in the case of members of Parliament. The 
member is sent to the House of Commons to speak 
the mind of his constituents. Does that mean that 
he is not to speak his own mind 1 Not at all ; he 
represents the constituency not by giving up his 
mind to theirs, but by having the same mincl 

Q 
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Accordingly we think that if the representative 
holds conscientiously an opinion different from that 
of his constituents, it may or may not be proper for 
him to retire, but it cannot be proper for him to set 
his own opinion aside and adopt slavishly that of his 
constituents. In other words, by becoming their 

representative he becomes in no sense their servant, 

and it is his duty in all cases to do what he himself 
thinks right, not what they think right. 

This is true in a still higher degree of the 

Minister. He has the same mind as the Parlia­

ment; that is why he is Minister; but he has not 

borrowed their mind. They choose him, not because 

he is pliant, not because he has no opinion of his 

own, and will readily conform himself to any view 
that may become prevalent among themselves. 

They choose him for the very opposite reason,­
because his convictions are, or at least seem, excep­

tionally strong, because they can count upon him 
that he will have the energy and force of one whose 
heart is in his work It has always been recognised 

as a corruption of the ministerial system when the 

Minister has waited on the good pleasure of the 
House, when he has been ready to take back his 

plans and bring them up again amended, to say to 

the House: 

The piece, you think, is incorrect ; why, take it I 
I'm nil submission ; what you'd have it, make it. 
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Why is this a. corruption 1 Why ought this not to 

be 1 If the House were sovereign and the :Minister but 

its secretary, such conduct would be reasonable and 
natural, a.s we hold it to be in the secretary of a 

society. But it is not so. The Minister is indeed 
chosen by the House, but he is chosen to rule, not to 

serve ; the House docs not dictate to him, but com­

missions him to dictate to itself. Perhaps the word 

Minister may contribute to mislead us; for does not 

Minister mean servant 1 But I need hardly remind 

you that the Minister is not Minister to the Parlia­

ment, but to the Crown. On the whole, then, the 
English Minister is a ruler. If he is dependent upon 
others who can make and unmake him, so is every 

ruler, as I showed in a former lecture. 'Yhat is 
singular in his position is only the curious refinement 

of machinery by which the government-making power 

is enabled to exercise its function at pleasure and 
without delay. 

In a great number of states this power, though it 
exists, for it must exist in all stn.tes, has, as I showed, 

no organ. It is therefore only called into action by 

extreme pressure, and then it acts with spasmodic 

violence. But I have propounded the theory that 
generally where we see an assembly taking a leading 
part in public affairs, we are to regard it as the organ 

of the government-making power, and I now consider 
myself to have shown this theory to afford a sufficient 



228 INTRODUCTION TO LF.L'T. 

eA-planation of one prominent exan1ple. In thie 

instance we sec that the organ has a peculiar mode of 

action, viz. that the ruler is deposed by failing to get 

a majority in the assembly upon an important question. 

But as this system is very peculiar,-only found in 

England and some European states, which in recent 

times have adopted it from England,-and yet the 

political assembly is by no means uncommon, you will 
ask, in what way docs the government-making organ 

usually perform its function 1 Putting aside for the 

present difficult cases which may require special 

investigation, I must try to show that the theory is 

widely applicable by pointing to some simple mode of 
action which in the ordinary constitutional or re­

publican state supplies the place of this refinement. 
And I think I shall find this easy. 

In the English system the truth has to be detected 

under disguises and bewildering misnomers. The 

ruler is not called ruler; oh no ! he is a Minister, he 

has received Her Majesty's commands to form an 

administration. The ruler is not appointed by 

Parliament; heaven forbid ! tho ruler succeeds by 

hereditary right; still less can he be deposed by 
Parliament, for indeed no power on earth can depose 
him ! It is only by obstinately disregarding these 
assertions and fixing our eyes resolutely upon the 
facts that we discover that the person called Minister, 
that is, servant, would be more properly called magis· 
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tratc or ruler, and that he is virtually, though not 

nominally, appointed and also dismissed at pleasure 

by Parliament. 1 

Now in other states a direct course has been t..1.ken. 

The rulers have been actually elected by the assembly. 

This has been the method of appointment. Deposition 

was more difficult. How bring to trial a man who 

at the moment was in possession of all the power of 

the state 1 The difficulty has been met by a simple 

expedient, that of choosing the magistrate for a short 

term only. l'vlisconduct in a ruler, even extreme 

misconduct, may be endured if the people have a 
security that it will soon come to an end. Thus in 

the eighteenth century, when our American colonists 

1 "You must begin by distinguishing two great developments 
which have taken place in modern England, the development which 
hns given so much power to tho representntivo nssembly, nnd the 
other which hns given so much power to tho Minister. You must 
consider also that he wicl<ls this power in accordance with the rules 
of the party system. These things nrc wholly distinct. Parliament 
might have gainetl supreme power nnd yet the l\liuister might not 
have taken tho place of tho Crown. Atul ngnin, these things might 
bavtl happened without tho establishment of that strict party system 
which we sec, under which tho lenders of Pnrlinment nnd holders 
of ministerial departments are persons who ngree in opinion on the 
great questions of tho dny. 

"With us these three things go together, nnd it is tho sum totnl of 
them that makes the English Constitution of the present day: {1) 
tho decision of nll questions by tho vote of n representative assem· 
bly; {2) the unbounded power of n ministerial cabinet combined 
with the nominal mnintllnancc of royalty ; (3) the party system. 
And nil thestl things linvll reappeared in some Continental states, 
e.g. Belgium and Italy, with tho difference that the party system 
has not there worked with the samll regularity, n number ol 
cliques taking the plnco of tho two great rival parties which have 
commonly confronted ench other among ourselves. "-From the 
Seventh Lecture of the 1891 Course. 
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tried to reproduce the substance of our English Consti­

tution without the legal fictions in which it was 

wrapped up, they created a President who should be 

chosen by popular election. They might have 

entrusted the choice of him to Congress, and some 

think they ought to have done so, but they considered 

that as he was to be the king of the whole people, and 

to lean on universal consent, the whole people ought 

to take part in his election. So much for the appoint­

ment of the ruler; for his deposition they provided a 

method of impeachment, but as they did not consider 

this sufficient they decreed also that the President 

should hold office for four years only, so that tho 

citizens of the United States might have the assurance 

that the worst reign in their annals should not be 

much longer than that of James II. in England. 

The history of what is called liberty in the Athenian 

and Roman republics shows in full the development 

of this system. Out of hereditary kingship we trace 
the growth of a system by which popular assemblies 

elect their rulers for a term of one year. This is 

common to the constitutional history of Athens and 
Rome, but the Athenian system has some peculiarities 

which require a special explanation. I will dwell for 

a moment on the Roman system in order to show you 

how easily and naturally our theory may be applied 

to it. 
The assemblies at Rome were called comitia. They 
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were three in number, hut of the three one was in the 

historical period effete; the other two had certain 

differences upon which it is not necessary here to 
dwell. By the side of these assemblies was a sort 

of council, neither popular nor representa.tive, but 

similar to our ancient \Vitenagemot, or to our modern 

House of Lorus, calleu the Senate. Power in the 

strict sense of the word may be said to have been 

confined to the popular assemblies ; what the Senate 

possessed was described in Latin as auctorita.s, that is, 

a high kind of influence, which on certain subjects 

was allowed to have the force of law. Now when we 
compare these assemblies to our Parliament we see 

that their main function is one which among us is 

formally performed neither by Parliament nor by 

the constituencies, that of electing magistrates. In 

Roman politics and in English alike popular election 

is a very prominent topic, but the offices which are 

filled by election arc quite different. In England we 

elect members of Parliament, but in Rome, as I said 

last term, every citizen might be called a member of 

Parliament, and the Senate was not strictly elective 

at alL Elections were held at Rome for those offices 

which we call executive, for the Ministry, in short, 

though the Romans more correctly called them tho 

Magistracies ; and to make these elections was the 
main business of the assemblies. 

At Rome, then, much more evidently than in 
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England, the assembly was tho government-making 

power. In legislation it hac~ much the same share as 
we have seen that our Parliament has. As with us, 

the active and constructive part of legislation belongs 
to the Ministry, so, or rather still more, it belonged 
at Rome to the magistrates; to the assembly in both 

states remains the passive part, the right of ratifica­

tion. But to make the government, which here is 

virtually the function of the assembly, was there 

· its function avowedly and technically. So much 

so that the word comitia, which is the name of the 

assembly, is also the recognised Latin word for an 

election. 
The assembly made the government then ; did the 

assembly also unmake or destroy it1 No. But in 

that period of Roman history about which we have 

full information, the magistrates were elected for the 

term of one year only. The consuls, or secretaries 

of state, the prmtors or judges, the mdiles, or com­

missioners of public works and police, the qmcstors or 

junior lords of the treasury, the tribunes or guardians 

of the poor, nil the magistrates except the censor, 

whose office was often in abeyance, had an annual 

term. Accordingly, their power of doing harm was 

strictly limited. Their competence was indeed ex­

tremely ample. The magistrate's edict decided many 

things without appeal. For example, the whole 

system of legal procedure seems to have dependeJ 
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absolutely upon the will of the prretor, whose edict, 

issued at the commencement of his term, might; sub­
vert all received usage. But, in Lord Camden's 
phrase, it was only "a forty days' despotism." Time 

speedily undid ·any possible mischief, and the con­

sciousness of this limitation tamed and humbled the 

ambition of the magistrate. 

Of tho process by which this system grew up we 

have but imperfect information. But the traditional 

statement that, after the expulsion of Tarquin, the 

Romans resolved to abolish monarchy and to set up a 

republic is probably not very accurate either in form 
or in fact. I have already argued that the distinc­
tion of monarchy and republic is unreal, and, if it 

were real, it was probably quite unknown to tho 

primitive generation that expelled Tarquin. The 

story itself, moreover, suggests that the change made 

was not sudden or abrupt but gradual, for we are 

told that after the flight of Tarqnin a member of his 
family, Colla.tinus, held the consulship, and that a 

second revolution was required to rid the city of him. 

Just so, after the fall of the Bourbons in 1830, a 

younger branch in the person of Louis Philippe held 

the sceptre for eighteen years. Now, when we look 

closely at the story we find that there is absolutely 
no reason to suppose that the first magistrates ap­

pointed after the flight of Tarquin were consuls 
holding office for one year. For the story of the 
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establishment of the consulate is Lut a vague tradition 

without chronology. The later Romans when they 

read of consuls could scarcely avoid thinking of 

annual consuls such as they were themselves accus­

tomed to. But it seems most probable that thoro 

was no such cataclysm as the tradition describes, 

that there was no sudden abolition of the office of 

king, no sudden creation of the annual consulate, but 

a gradual decline of royal power such as has been 

witnessed in England. After Tarquin, Colla.tinus 

seems to have succeeded by hereditary right. 

·whether or not he was called consul, it is probable 

that his term of office was not yet limited. Then 

perhaps by a series of changes the monarchy shrank 

up into the annual consulate of later times, which 

indeed in form and ceremonial always continued to 

resemble monarchy. If so, we may see that the 

development consisted in two things-first, in making 

the office elective instead of hereditary; secondly, in 

reducing the term of it to a single year. 

It seems, then, that our theory is confirmed by the 

example of ancient Rome as well as by that of modern 

England. In describing shortly the constitutional de­

velopment of ancient Rome we may henceforth reject 

the unmeaning formula that monarchy was abolished 

and a republic set up. Henceforth we shall prefer to 

say that a government-making organ was developed, 
and that in order to make room for its action the 
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monarchy was made electiYe and restricted to an 

annual term. 

And when, later, what is called the republic de­

cayed and monarchy (so-called) reYived, it may be 
seen that this process was reversed. Augustus caused 

himself to be elected consul year after year. In 

other words, the revival of monarchical power was 

marked by the abolition of the limited term. Other 

offices also the Emperor held in a similar manner 

year after year, and on coins the tenth year of an 

emperor's reign is expressed by the words "tribune 
ten times." 

I return now, as I prom~sed, to English constitu­

tional history, in order to examine that earlier 

phase in which, though certainly the modern Minister, 

chosen by Parliament to rule the country and deposed 

by Parliament at pleasme, did not yet ·exist, still 

we had a parliamentary government, and resisted 

despotism with most conspicuous success. 'Vhat 

greater triumph has constitutionalism ever had than 

the Revolution of 1688 ~ Yet in 1688 Parliament did 

not assert that it existed in order to make and un­

make governments, but only at the utmost that in a 

desperate extremity Parliament might venture to 

interfere in a slight degree with the fixed law by 

which the succession of rulers in the state, like the 

succession of proprietors on a landed estate, was 
regulated. Constitutionalism, then, it would appear, 
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may exist without any government-making organ, yet 

it is in this organ that our theory finds tho essential 

feature of constitutionalism. This objection I will 

now deal with. 

I begin by admitting very freely the facts upon 

which the objection is based. This is not always 

done. That "Whig view of our history which has 

been fashionable since the time of Hallam and 

Macaulay exaggerates the importance of the H.cvolu­

tion of 1688 so much, that many of us, I think, 

suppose that the present ministerial system has 

prevailed ever since that date. \Yo fancy that tho 

abeyance of royal power datos from tho disuse of tho 

royal veto in \Villiam IlL's reign, and Macaulay 

traces the rise of the party system to the same period. 

I take quite a difl"orent view. It seems to me that 

royal power was not weakened by the Revolution, 

that "William and Anne were just as powerful 

sovereigns, in some respects more powerful sovereigns, 

than their predecessors. I do not discover any 

symptoms of decline in royal power till about tho 

middle of George II. 's reign, and even after this tho 

Monarchy had a period of revival. Party principles 

began to prevail, in my opinion, at tho accession of 

the House of Hanover, but for a long time after 

that they were materially different from the party 
principles of our own time. Altogether the modern 

system, so far from beina traceable hack to the 
0 
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Revolution, that is, to the seventeenth century, is 

scarcely to be discovered even in the eighteenth, and 

has taken shape in the main since the first Reform 

Bill. 
The constitutional development of modern England . 

has not been n. single movement culminating in the 

Revolution, but two distinct movements of which the 

one belongs mainly to the seventeenth century, the 

other partly to the eighteenth and partly to the nine­

teenth. The result which has been attained by these 

movements I have already described. A very 

powerful government has been created, and by the 

side of it a government-making organ highly sensitive 

and working with peculiar ease. This government 

is called a Ministry, nnd it is held together by a 

Monarch, who is called the Primo :Minister. But it is 

the later, not the earlier, development which has 

given this character to the Prime Minister and to the 

Ministry. I must take some pains to point this out. 

\V c have seen great Ministers in our own time, 
but surely, so perhaps you may say, .there were great 

Ministers in the eighteenth, in the seventeenth, ay, 

in the sixteenth century too. In what were the Pitts, 

or \Valpole, or Marlborough, or Clarendon, or 

Strafford, or Buckingham, or Burleigh, or \Volsey, so 

decidedly inferior to the Minist~rs of this age that 

they should be put in quite a. different class 1 Only 

in one point, but then this point is all-importa.nt,-in 
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exclusive dependence upon the Parliament, as the 

organ of public opinion. 

The change bas been gradual. The Minister is 

now dependent solely upon the Parliament and the 

people. There was a tr:msition-period, which may 

be said roughlyto cover the whole reign of George III., 

when popular influence was extremely useful to a 

.:Minister, and some Ministers for a short time depended 

exclusively upon it; but in that period the support 

of the Crown was equally, and for the most part more 

essential, and only such Ministers held a secure 

position as enjoyed, like the younger Pitt, the favour 

of the Crown and the people together. But if we 

ascend beyond this period, beyond the elder Pitt, tho 

first Minister of public opinion, we come to an age­

and still we are distant seventy years from the 

Revolution of 1688-wben the Minister rested on 

the Crown and not on the people or the Parliament, 

when he was still in fact as well as in name His 

:Majesty's Minister. Such were all :Ministers in 

England till William Pitt the elder forced the gates 

of power by the help of the people in the year 1757. 

In that old time the Minister was not necessarily at 

all less great or less prominent and shining than now. 
lie might outshine at that time the king who made 

him as much as now the Parliament who makes him. 

In France under the absolute king, great Ministers, 
Richelieu, Mazarin, Fleury, were more usual even 
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than in free England. This is because kings, where 

they have as much power a.s they will, are often 

enough gla1l to devolve the burden of government, 

either wholly or in part, upon a wise man. But this 

is at their pleasure, and the greatest Minister under 

that old system, a Marlborough or a Burleigh or a 

\Volsey, cannot properly be called a ruler or monarch, 

since his power depended upon the caprice of an 

individual, who, moreover, was always at liberty in 

particular cases to reject his advice. 

I would ad vise any one who would understand 

how little the Minister was depen.dent on Parliament 

and how much on the Crown, even long after the 

Revolution, to study in Coxe's Life of 1lfarlborough 

the change of Ministry which took place in 1710. It 

was then that Godolphin went out and Harley came 

in. You will see how completely the decision lies 

with Queen Anne. The Queen wants an adviser, 

that is all. Godolphin has served her for eight ye..1.rs, 

but they are no longer on such agreeable terms as 

formerly. She no longer feels the same confidence in 

him. She begins to 'vish to hear other advice. It 

is rumoured that she talks to Harley in private. 

Then the Duke of Shrewsbury is appointed Lord 

Chamberlain. Shrewsbury to be sure is not of the 

opposite party; still the appointment looks a little 
odd, and Godolphin does not like it. Thus suspicion 

grows1 and the breach between Queen and Minister 
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widens until at last he receives a Jetter from her in 

which she tel1s him that she means to put tbc 

Treasury into other hands, but that she wi11 give him 
a pension of four thousand a year, and that he may 

break his staff instead of returning it to her, which 
1vill be "more easy to us both." From first to ]nst 

scarcely a word of Par1iament, or of public opinion, 

though no doubt it was true even then that a 

sovereign of moderate prudence was attentive to the 

changes of public feeling, and that Godolphin might 
have held office longer, but for the agitation pro­

duced by Sachcverell's trial. 
"\V ell then, in what sense was England a constitu 

tiona! country in Queen Anne's reign, since the 

Minister is merely an adviser, dismissed as soon as 
sovereign is tired of him 1 And yet Queen Anne had 

helped to expel her own father for violating English 

liberties, and was at this very time keeping her 
brother out of his inheritance in order to protect 
t.he English people against arbitrary power. 

My answer is in one word this: Parliament was 
not then avowedly a government-making organ, and 

the doctrine that the ruler of the country could be 
dismissed and another appointed in his place by 
Parliament would have been rejected with abhor· 
renee. But yet we need neither deny that England 
was already a constitutional country, nor need we 
abandon our theory and seek for some now definition 
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of constitutionalism, for the power claimed then by 

Parliament, and asserted decisively at the Revolu­

tion, was of the same kind, though much more modest 
in degree. Not an unlimited power of making and 
unmaking governments, far from it, but still a cer­
tain power in certain circumstances of making and 
unmaking governments was asserted by Parliament, 

and it was in virtue of this power, and not of some 

other po,ver, for example legislative power, possessed 

by Parliament, that En"'land mi"'ht be called a con-o 0 

stitutional country. 

Very irresolutely in words, but without any 
practical hesitation, Parliament had deposed a king. 
By doing so they had asserted a right of destroying 
the government. They had been just as reluctant 

to assert the right of creating a government; it had 
been their intention to allow the rule of succession to 
operate in filling the vacant throne. Mary was to 
succeed James precisely as if he had died or 

abdicated. But they had been hurried farther than 
they intended, and had been forced to make William 
king. 

\Yhatever then it might profess, Parliament was 
really to a certain extent a government-making 
organ. No doubt only in an extreme case, but still 
in a cert~i~ case, Where the King departed from all 
the tradit~ons of his office, it could depose a. king. 
And withm very . . . ld 1 na.rro,v hm1ts 1t cou c 1oose a 

R 
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king. Not that it professed for a moment to make 

the Crown elective, or dreamt of asserting a power 

of putting Halifax or Danby or Churchill in the 

vacant seat of James II. But it could venture to 
confer royalty upon one who, both by birth and 

marriage, was a member of the royal house, when 

he had rendered an inestimable service to the state. 

The unmaking and making of governments is at 

all times a serious matter not to be taken in hand 

lightly. Under the modern system it is indeed 

always in a certain sense in hand. No sooner does a 

new government take office than we begin to watch 

the division liHt in order to see whether it is likely to 

be turned out again. Yet even now, when the 

government- making power of Parliament is so 

supreme and its machinery works so easily, govern­

ment would be felt to be impossible if no margin 

were allowed to the Ministry, if on the slightest 

pretext the support of Parliament were withdrawn 

from them and their majority deserted them. In 

Queen Anne's time it may be said that Parliament 

had the same power, but that tho reluctance to use 

it, which even now is traceable, was immeasurably 

greater. Modern constitutionalism means that a 

government in England falls in no Ion"' time after 
0 

it has begun to be unpopular; constitutionalism in 
Queen Anne's time meant that a kin(T who incurred 

0 

dislike and disapprobation, going beyond a certain 
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point, conhl and would be dismissed by Parliament, 

and that the Crown would be given nt the discretion of 

Parliament to some other member of the royal family. 

The ditference no doubt is great, but it is still only a 
difference of degree. Compared with despotic states, 

England under Queen Anne may be said to belong 

to the same class as England under Queen Victoria. 

Even now, as I have said, the true function of Parlia­

ment, as the government-making organ, is somewhat 

disguised. Parliament still professes to be a legislative 

body, a money-granting body, almost anything rather 
than a government-making body. In Queen Anne's 
time the disguise was so deep and impenetrable that 
it would not have occurred to any one to speak of 

Parliament as a maker or destroyer of governments. 

Only twice in a century had it ventured to destroy a 

government. It had destroyed that of James II., 

and earlier that of Charles I. ; but of its treatment of 

Charles I. it had afterwards bitterly repented. It 
had repented, too, of the revolutionary governments 
which it had set up in the place of his. It had 

also on two occasions created a durable government 

in England. It had made William king, and it had 

conferred the Crown on the heir of the Electress 
Sophia. During nearly two-thirds of the Stuart 

period Parliament had been in pretty constant session, 
and had worked industriously; yet only in these rare 
cases, and then only on the plea of absolute neces-
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sity, had it pretended to bo a. government-making 

organ. 

Novorthelcss, in real importance those few excep­

tional acts far outweighed a whole century of grant­

ing taxes and redressing grievances. A single 
successful precedent like the Revolution of 1 GSS 

altered the whole e,haracter of government in England. 

Shall we say it made government responsible 7 Let 

us remember the conclusion at which we arrived last 

term. All monarchical government is responsible, 

for all such government must rest upon tho consent 

of some body of persons, and this consent must in 
some way be earned. U uder the Tudors, when the 
power of Parliament was inconsiderable, govern­

ment, as we have seen, was responsible, and 

supported by public opinion, so much so that it was 
able to dispense with the support of an army. 

What new thing then was introduced by the 

Revolution of 1688 ~ 
Our theory supplies the answer. States are of two 

kinds. In some states the power that supports the 
government is latent and has no organ ; in such 

states the responsibility of government is, as it were, 
a secret. Those who are in fact able to control the 
government aro not conscious of tho power; the 

government assumes an air of irresponsibility, de­
clares itself to rule by divine right, and in every 
way studies to conceal its own dependence. In the 



II POLITI...:AL SCIENCE 245 

other class of states the power that makes the 

government has an organ through which it can act 

with regularity and legal formality. Where this 

organ exists tho responsibility of government cannot 

be concealed. It is not more real than in the other 

class of states, but it is not merely real-it is also 

evident and undeniable. 

England passed into this class of states at the 

Revolution of 1688, through which it was shown, 

not that government could be brought to account, 

but that it could be brought to account with legal 

formality and through a qualified organ. Many 

kings had been brought to account in England­
Edward II., Richard II., Richard III., Charles I.· 

Their fate had proved sufficiently, if any one 

doubted it, that one man cannot with impunity 

tyrannise over thousands. But those revolutions 

had been lawless and terrible, and had disquieted 

the conscience of the nation. Most of all had the 

last revolution, that which overthrew Charles L, 

appeared lawless, precisely because it had tried to 

observe the forms of law. Parliament had been set in 

motion, but it was a sham Parliament, a Parliament 

mutilated by the soldiers. Accordingly a violent re­

action had followed, and the paradoxical doctrine of 

the irresponsibility o! monarchy had found favour for 

a time. En.gland still belonged to tho class of states 
in which there is no government-making organ. 



v 

246 INTRODUCTION TO POc~.'ICAL SCIENCE LECT. 11 

It passed out of this class of states at tho Revolu­

tion of 1688. Then was discovered a way of destroy­

ing and creating government sufliciently legal and 

formal to satisfy the conscience of the nation. This 

time it was found possible to usc Parliament as a 

government-making organ without monstrous pen•cr­

sion and abuse. A revolution was made which after 

ages could look back upon with satisfaction, approval, 

and pride, to approve which has ever since been the 

principal point of our political orthodoxy. 

In one word, then,· our present England is widely 

different from the England of Queen Anne, but yet 

they belong to the same class of states, and may both 

alike be called constitutional as contrasted with 

despotic, because both alike have a government­

making organ in Parliament. The difference is that 

under the present system Government, that is, the 

Ministry, rests solely upon the active support of 

Parliament, and falls as soon as that support is 

withdrawn; whereas under the old system the 

Government, that is, the King, rested on tho passive 

support of Parliament, and only fell when Parliament 

was roused into activo hostility. W o may say, 

perhaps, that under the modern system it requires 

the action of Parliament to support a ruler, whereas 

formerly it required the action of Parliament to 
overthrow him. 
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\VE arc engaged in an attempt to classify a multitude 

of things which we regard as living organisms, viz. 

states. As living organisms these things may be 

ex-pected to have the characteristic of passing into 

each other by almost insensible gradations. For life 
works in this way. \Vben we deal with inorganic 
things or with abstractions, classification is a com­

paratively simple matter, because here the differences 

are large and plain. The geometer has no difficulty 

in describing the ditl'crence between a triangle and a 

parallelogram, and is in no danger of mistaking one 

for the other. Nor is the chemist in danger of 

confounding air with water or nitrogen with oxygen. 

It is otherwise with animals and plants. Here you 

have innumerable small variations. Some individuals 

are widely different from each other, but the distance 

between them is filled up by a number of inter­
mediate forms. And since everywhere in the 

domain of life we find development at work, we 
are not surprised to find here not only organs, 
but rudiments of organs that have not yet come 
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fully into play, n.ml survivals of_ organs that have 
become useless. 

Political philosophers in earlier times did not 

much apply these physiological conceptions to states. 

They distinguished classes of states by very plain, 

inelastic tests, and, as a natural consequence, they 

conceived historical revolutions, when states have 

changed their form, as much more abrupt and cat.1-

clysmal than history shows them to have been. In 

the last lecture I gave you an example of this when 

I spoke of the fall of monarchy in primith·e Rome. 

Historians have described this as if the shepherd 

warriors who clustered round the shrines of the 

Palatine and tho Capitoline had been familiar with 

the Aristotelian classification of states, and had on a 

particular day resolved, in consequence of events 

which had thrown a strong light on the disadvan­

tages of monarchy, to discard that political form 

and to adopt another form, that called republic. I 

remarked that nothing of this sort seems really to 

have happened, that monarchy was perhaps not 

consciously abolished at all, nor a republic consciously 

set up, but that the monarchy dwindled by a gradual 
process, so that after a certain lapse of time, perhaps 

after .a hundred years, it became natural to say that 
monarchy had ceased to exist. And I remarked 
that just in the same gradual way when the re­
public in its turn declined, monarchy was restored 
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by a series of small alterations between the time of 

Marins and that of Augustus. 

If such is the general character of political develop­

ment we must be prepared in the classification of 

states to find a great many transitional forms. By 

the side of states in which the organs are fully 

developed we may expect to find others in which the 

organs arc rudimcnt..1.ry, and if this is true in general 

it will be true of the particular organ we have lately 

been considering, the government-making organ. We 

have laid it down that some states have this organ 
and others want it. The latter we may call despotic 

states, the former we might perhaps call constitutional. 
But we may now proceed to lay it down that in many 

states this organ is imperfectly developed, in some 

perhaps so imperfectly that a question may be raised 

whether it exists at all. Such in general, then, is the 

view I t..1.ke of England at the end of the seventeenth 

century. It is a constitutional state, but imperfectly 

developed. The government-making organ is dis­

cernible, but it is only half differentiated. 

If this were so, nothing would be more natural 

than that it should be misunderstood and misdescribed 

at the time. It is by comparing Parliament as it 

then was with the same Parliament a.s it now is after 

the further development of a century and a half that 

we have arrived at our conception of it. But this 

comparison the philosophers of tho seventeenth and 
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eighteenth centuries were not able to make, and 

therefore they were liable to misconceive the essential 

function of Parliament-the rather because the com 

parison of other states gave them no help. Imper· 

fectly developed as the English Parliament was, it 

was far in advance of any assemblies of estates that 

could be found in other countries. 

Again, nothing was more natural than that the 

process of differentiation should be exceedingly slow, 

drawn out over more than a century. Development 

in a large country-state is always slow and diffi­

cult, and England was hampered also by its con­

nection with Scotland and Ireland. The wonder 

rather is that the differentiation was possible at all 

than that it should be accomplished slowly. From 

the thirteenth century to the sixteenth Parliament 

had already existed without becoming a government­

making organ, and in other countries assemblies not 

essentially different had also existed for centuries 

without developing in this manner. 

But as the English Parliament is the classical 

example of a Parliament, it seems to me worth while 

to arrive at a clear conception, not only of its function, 

but also of its history and of the stages of its develop­

ment. I took some pains in the last lecture to 

describe the degree of development which it had 

acquired at the beginning of the eighteenth century, 
and before that I had described it as it is in our own 
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day. I will proceed to fill up the outline of the 

history by tracing through what stages it arrived at 

the condition in which the eighteenth century found 

it, and then through what further stages it developed 

itself into what we now see. You will understand 

that I shall attempt nothing like a continuous 

history, that I shall content myself with marking 

epochs, with distinguishing phases. 

In the seventeenth century the growth of Parlia­

ment occupies the foreground of our history as it had 
never done in the three earlier centuries during which 

Parliament had existed. In the sixteenth century we 
find Parliament subservient to the Crown. Then in 

the latter part of the reign of James I. it gathers vigour 

and aggressive spirit. Against Charles it becomes 

rebellious, plunges into a war in which it proves 

victorious, but is itself at the same moment overcome 

by the military power. The country falls under the 

yoke of imperialism, until the military power in its 

turn is broken by intestine division. At the 

Restoration, King and Parliament are once more 

confronted with each other, as they had stood at the 

moment when the Civil \Var broke out, the whole 

period of discord being as far as possible cancelled 

and forgotten. But after a time a second struggle 

takes place between the second son of Charles and 
the Parliament, a struggle not unlike that in which 

Charles himself had engaged, but shorter and less 
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tragic; and whereas the former struggle had ended 

first in the complete victory of Parliament and then 

in its defeat and surrender, this later one, conducted 

with more modesty and circumspection, ends in a 

solid and decisive victory for tho Parliament. 

These arc the superficial facts which every one 

knows. "What tho total result of tho long controversy 

was is not so generally understood, but I have already 

considered this question in a. summary manner. I 
proceed now to inquire through what stages and in 

what way this result was attained by the struggles of 

the seventeenth century. 

In the first struggle, that of the reign of Charles 

I., we see an audacious experiment, but one which 

by universal consent ended on the whole in 
failure. Parliament undertakes to make and un­

make governments. It sits in judgment on the 

King, it abolishes tho kingly office and establishes 

a new kind of government. But so disastrously ill 
does the experiment turn out that in the next 

generation the whole nation repudiates it, and for a 

time the prevalent opinion is not only that a wrong 

method had been chosen, but that actually a wrong 

object had been pursued, and that Parliament should 
not pretend in any way to make and unmake govern­

ment-that government ought to be irresponsible. 
This failure is partly retrieved by the second struggle, 
from which it appears that Parliament may after all 
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pretend to a ceL"tai11 power oi making and unmaking 

government, if only this power is used with due 

caution. 
So far, then, it appears that the first struggle 'had 

been successful only in proposing a question, and had 

failed altogether to find the true answer to it. But 

was it such a. complete failure' Did Parliament at 

the Restoration fall back to the position which it 

had occupied when the civil contest began, and re­

place the Stuarts upon the almost imperial throne 

of the Tudors ' \V e must not suppose this for a 

moment. 
The system established after the Restoration in 

1660 was wholly different from that which had pre­
ceded the meeting of the Long Parliament in 1640. 

It seems to me that the view of English history 

which has been made fashionable by Macaulay under­

rates the importance of the Restoration, as it in some 

respects overrates the importance of the Revolution. 

At the Restoration, as I understand the matter, and 

not at the Revolution, the English monarchy and 

system of government. took the form which they 

retained throughout the eighteenth century. 

0£ course I could point to many changes which 
date from the Restorn.tion. But in a large view of 

our history the Restoration tal{es its character, not 

from these minor changes, but from one change of 
capital importance which it introduced. It is the 
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epoch from which we may say that the permanence oj 

Parliament dates. 
Before Parliament could become an effective 

government-making organ it was necessary that it 

should become a fixed and permanent feature of our 

body-politic. Now, it acquired this character at the 

Restoration, and we may say that herein consists the 

solid enduring benefit which the nation gained from 

its struggle with Charles I. 
At a much earlier period, under the Plantngenets, 

Parliament had, it is true, already had this character. 

Professor Stubbs will tell you that in the fourteenth 

century Parliament was usually convCJ_1Cd every year, 

and often more than once in the year. I should be 

led too far if I inquired into the early centuries of 

Parliament, and therefore I must content myself 
with remarking that this had ceased to be the case 

under the Tudors. Take down the records of Parlia­

ment, for instance, under Queen Elizabeth; inquire 

how often in that reign Parliament was summoned, 
and how long the session of it lasted; you will cer­

tainly perceive that tho Parliament of those times 

was not only less powerful, but was a wholly dif­

ferent institution from tho Parliament of our age. 
Parliament now has a permanent unity and a con­

tinuous history ; it is a living thing; it is so, politi­
cally speaking, in a higher degree than anything else 
in England ; so much so that I often complain that 
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in the eyes of historians it eclipses everything else, 

and that in recent times what is called the history of 

England is often only the history of Parliament. 

But Parliament now meets every year, and sits 
half the year. Now, look at the Parliament of Queen 
Elizabeth. It met, I think, about ten times in a 
reign of forty-five years, and each time its session 

lasted about a month, or two months. The whole 

time during which Parliament sat was perhaps a 

year and a half in forty-five, and between these 

sessions, so short and few, there occurred intervals of 
three or four years. 

Now, I say that such a Parliament could hardly 
be called an organ at all. It could have no policy, no 
systematic action, no corporate character. Such an 

Assembly was less like our Parliament than like the 
States-General of the old French Monarchy. France, 

too, had sometimes grand meetings of the Estates, 

and it is not to be supposed that these meetings 
were unimportant. But they only occurred at long 

intervals- perhaps once in a reign, or three or 

four times in a. century. Accordingly, it could not 

be said that the States-General formed any part of 

the French Constitution. In the ordinary routine of 
French political life the States-General had no place 

whatever. Its function was neither to govern nor to 
control government. It was called in exceptionally 
when there was need of some fundamental change, of 
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a new remedy for some new evil. As for the last 

t,ime in 17 89, so in earlier centuries, when the state 

was at a deadlock, when men were at their wit's end, 

they called out for the States-General. 

The English Parliament 1mder Elizabeth met no 

doubt oftener than the French States-General, but 

still scarcely often enough to deserve to be con­

sidered a part of the ordinary machinery of the 

state. \V e often say now that England is governed 

by Parliament; in Queen Anne's time it might have 

been said that England was governed by the Crown 

and Parliament together; but in Queen Elizabeth's 
reign it would not have been natural, I think, in 

describing the government of England to mention 

Parliament at all. Not exactly that Parliament was 

subservient, but that, in general, Parliament was not 

there. 
Does not the Church service put before us this 

phase of England 1 In the Lit..1.ny, the work of 
Cranmer, all the institutions of the country are 

passed in review in a series of petitions, but Parlia­
ment, in our view incomparably the most important, 

is not mentioned. \Vhen he has prayed for the 

King, the Royal Family, the Lords, and others of the 
Privy Council, the Magistrates, and all the Nobility, 

Cranmer is satisfied. If the Divine blessing rests on 
these it is enough, all is well. 

The Prayer-book has no doubt a form of prayer 
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for the High Court of Parliament to be used when it 

is in session. But here, too, the words chosen to 

describe its function seem to apply not so much to a 

governing or government-making body, such as the 

modern Parliament is, as to a constituent assembly 

called together exceptionally to make fundamental 

changes. \V e pray that all things may be ordered and 

settled by their endea~:ours upon the best and surest founda­
tions. 

\Yhen wo have realised this old condition of 

things, and then turn to the Restoration period, we 

see, I think, in :~ moment what result had been 
attained by the struggle between Charles and the 
Parliament. The ambitious experiment of the Parlia­

ment to set itself up without disguise as a govern­

ment-making organ has failed; but a great step has 

been made. Not yet a government-making organ, 

but Parliament is henceforth really an organ. The 

most prominent feature of the middle period of the 

seventeenth century is the two Lonn- Parliaments. 
. 0 

First came the Long Parliament of the Rebellion, 

which sat for thirteen years before it was dissolved 

by Cromwell, and met again after the fall of the 

Protectorate. And this was followed by the Long 

Parliament of the Restoration, which sat for seven­

teen years, though during that period it suffered 
some long adjournments. 

The great idea of that generation, which is to be 
s 
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clearly distinguished from the dreams, idle or pre 

mature, in which it occasionally indulged, was to give 

Parliament permanence and solidity. From being a 

comet, occasionally and rarely crossing the political 

sky, Parliament is to become a fixed star. It 
begins by declaring itself permanent, and after 

the Restoration one of the first steps taken was to 

pass a Triennial Act, of which the object was to 

guard against a revival of the old system, and to 

prevent the King from trying to dispense with Parlia­

ment for considerable periods. And though the 

particular arrangement made by that Act did not at 
that time prevail, yet the idea which suggested it 
prevailed. The Long Parliament of the Restoration 

imitates and, as it were, ratifies the Long Parliament 

of the Rebellion. The permanent Parliament takes 
its place from that time forth among English institu­

tions, and with a certain interval in the closing years 

of Charles II. and in the reign of James II., an 
exceptional, revolutionary period, we have had it ever 
since. 

But this Parliament of the Restoration, though in 
strength and firmness as superior to that of Queen 

Elizabeth as a man is to a child, is still weighed 
down by tho failure which had brought it under 

the yoke of the army, and had at last compelled 
it to bumble itself once more under the monarchy. 
Then begins a second revolutionary period which 
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covers ten years, from 1678 to 1688. It is a second 

struggle with the monarchy, in which, so long as 

• Charles II. lives, the monarchy on the whole ltas the 

better ; but afterwards, through the perversity of 

James II., the Parliament is enabled to win a victory, 
which in gt·eat part effaces the memory of the former 

defeat. At the Revolution of 1688 our system arrives 

at a point which seems like a triumphant consum­

mation and close of all development, and has proved 

so to this extent, that all later development has been 

so gradual and easy as to disfigure history with no 
new revolutions, and scarcely even to leave a trace 
on our constitutional law. . For though, as I have 

pointed out, the modern system is quite different 

from that which was established at the Revolution, it 

has been found possible to make the alterations 
without legislation. 

In the period following the Revolution our state 

is what is called a limited monarchy. The King is 

subject, as it is said, to constitutional checks. There 

are some things which he may not do. From the 

point of view of law the question would be, \Vhat are 

these limits to the royal prerogative~ But from our 

point of view the question is rather, How are the 

checks made operative 7 or in other words, "What will 

be done to the King if he transgresses the limits 1 

And the answer is, That will be done which was done 

in 1688. In short, Parliament will depose him and 
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set up another king. To this extent, then, Parliament, 

which had become, in consequence of the struggle 

with Charles 1., a fixed and permanent organ of tho 

state, is made by the Revolution of 1688 a govern­

ment-making organ. 
The result was a position of stable equilibrium 

which lasted a long time. A remarkably convenient 

modus vit·endi had been established beLween King and 

Parliament. It was agreeable to both parties; it 

ensured the public tranquillity; it was so generally 

liked that in later times when further alterations , 
were needed, it became the custom to conceal them 

by means of fiction, and up to the present day we 

have not ceased to believe that we are living ·under 

the Revolution system. In reality, however, that 

system has been left far behind. 
I have described the modern system of government 

by a Minister, which has taken its place. How this 

grew up I may trace in the next lecture. Meanwhile 

I may say something on the manner in which the 

intermediate system, the system of limited monarchy 

or limited parliamentary power, practically worked. 
The books say that after the failure of the attempt 

made by the old monarchy to rule by prerogative, it 

fell back upon a system of government by influence, 

and that this system for a time worked successfully. 

But they leave the origin of this sys~em som~what 
\'ague. It was admittedly prominent Ill the rmgn of 
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George III. ; in that reign attention was drawn to it, 

it was named and described, it was analysed and 

denounced. But it had certainly prevailed long 

before ; and my view is that it came in soon after 

the Restoration- as soon after as the necessary 

consequences of that event came to be tmder­

stood. It was at tho Restoration, I said, that Parlia­

ment began to be a permanent, fixed organ of tho 

English state. I add now that Influence is simply 

the now weapon to which the Crown had recourse in 

this changed state of things ; that as the Crown used 

prerogative so long as tho Parliament was but an 

occasional assembly, it naturally fell back upon 

influence when Parliament gained tho strength that 
comes from permanence. 

Influence is a general name for all tho different 

means of persuasion which the Crown by its great­

ness, splendour, wealth, and patronage could exert 

upon individuals. It could be brought into play as 

soon as the individual came within its reach or con­

tact. Now, when Parliament became permanent the 

Crown had this compensation, that Parliament also 

came within its reach, and so became subject to its 

influence. The country gentlemen and noblemen 

who in former reigns had lived for the most part in 

the country, and only attended Parliament for a 

month or two once in four or five years, began now 

to be regular inhabitants of London for.part of every 
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year. They were thus brought into the neighbour· 

hood of the Court, and Charles II. had thus an 

opportunity of trying in England the experiment 

which was succeeding so wonderfully on the other side 

of the channel in the hands of his cousin Louis XIV. 

-that of turning the governing aristocratic class into 

courtiers. Under Charles II. accordingly the Court 

comes more than before into prommence; the 

pleasures and vices of the Court, the King's charm of 

manner and conversation, arc a favourite topic of the 

historians of this reign. 

Influence on its worst side is bribery. In George 

III. 's reign the great complaint of the reformers is 

that the Crown has the command of so much wealth, 

the appointment to so many posts, the bestowal of so 

many pensions, that he becomes a sort of Corruptor­

General, as Bentham c.'l.Ils him, to the whole corn­

m unity. Accordingly, the cry of that age was for 
an economic reform which should diminish the King's 

fund of bribery. Now, the question has often been 
discussed, When did the bribing of members of Parlia­

ment first begin 1 Clearly not in George III. 's reign, 

for the outcry against corruption was quite as loud in 
Walpole's time. But as clearly not in Walpole's 

time, for in the reign of William III. there was not 
merely an outcry, but already a strong and systematic 

party movement against this very corrupt influence. 
The agitation which produced the Place Bill and the 
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Triennial Act arose from the observation, which was 

already made, that members of Parliament were ex­

posed to an overwhelming influence, and that no 

constituency could hope to be long faithfully served 

by its representative, tempted as he was by the bait 
of pension and place. And so we arrive at the 

Revolution. But the Revolution certainly did not 

create the evil, and when we look beyond it wo find 

that the Long Parliament of the Restoration was so 

much exposed to corruption that it was called the 

Pensioned Padiament: a tradition indeed says that 
the first Minister who bribed members of Parliament 
was Clifford, who managed tho finances in the 
Ministry called the Cabal. 

Now, it may be said of the Cabal that it was the 

first Ministry which deliberately adapted itself to the 

now state of things created by the Restoration, for 

the earliest Minister of Charles, Clarendon, notoriously 

did not do this, but adhered to an obsolete system. 
And thus you see that historically government by 

influence did really begin at the time when Parliament 

began to be permanent. 
It is by putting together these two things,-the 

limited control exercised by Parliament over the 

Crown, the secret influence exercised by the Crown 

over Parliament,-that we acquire a conception of the 

eighteenth-century phase of the English Constitution. 
The foundation of it was laid, I said, at the Restora· 
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tion. Then Parliament becomes permanent, and then 

the monarchy, recognising gr:ulually the importance 

of this new feature, meets it with the llC\Y and re· 

doubta.ble weapon of influence. Charles H.'s reign is 

in some parts very similar to a reign of the eighteenth 

century. But the system is not firmly established 

until it bas undergone the fiery trial of 1688. ·what 

we call the Revolution was rather tho warding ofl' of 

a revolution. It did not so much introduce new 

things as confirm and su.ve from violent destruction 

what had been introduced before. 'When this storm 

had been once weathered, the vessel glides into port. 

There begins a long period of constitutional tran­

quillity. In tho eighteenth century it seemed as if 
Englishmen could never grow weary of contemplating 

the perfection of the system they had devised, and 

it was at the same time the "envy of surrounding 

nations." V cry strange in truth it was to sec so 

much liberty and yet so little turbulence, a prodigious 

commercial development, a commanding military 

power, an onward march in the van of nations,-all 

this with so much order and security, with such easy 

and happy retention of old forms and time-honoured 

institutions. 

The secret lay in this play of action and reaction 

between the King and tho Parliament, in the sort of 

modesty with which either behaved to the other, in 

the sedulous concealment of power which both prac· 
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tised. The Parliame.nt had claimed and exercised 

the formidable power of making and unmaking kings, 

and the .Monarchy assuredly had taken the lesson to 

heart. Yet the Parliament was as far as possible 

from presuming upon its power. On the contrary, it 

studiously professed and took the greatest pains to 

prove that it had never either exercised or intended 

to exercise any such power. 'The King had not been 

deposed-he had abdicated; or if there had been some 

irregularity in the proceedings of 1688 they were not 

to be drawn into precedent, and Parliament acquired 

from them no new right. At most Parliament had 

but followed tho instinct of self-defence and used 
that ultimate right which belongs to every living 

creature in extreme, but only in extreme, circum­

stances. And in this modesty there was nothing 

hypocritical, as we may see from tht:> fact that the 

success of tho Revolution did not redeem the Rebellion 

from discredit. What republican feeling had existed 

in the country died out, the Church gained in strength, 

and dissent, especially political dissent, lost its hold. 

The country remained throughout the century 

steadily monarchical ; and in George IlL's reign the 

most influential writers, such as Hume, inclined even 

to the Tory view of tho seventeenth century con­

troversies. 
On the other hand, the Crown showed a similar 

modesty in its bearing towards the Parliament. It 
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would seem to have made the deliberate calculation 

that it could best preserve its substantial power by 
withdrawing somewhat from public view. It had 

become aware that in its splendour, wealth, and 

patronage, in the profound loyalty and reverence of 

the people, it possessed a fund of indirect power, of 

influence, which, well husbanded, might last for 

centuries. But in order to husband it wisely the 

Monarchy must practise reserve. It must as little as 

possible appear in opposition to Parliament, but must 

rather endeavour to throw upon Parliament the 

responsibility of its acts. It must manage Parliament, 

and again in the management of Parliament not the 

Crown itself but only its 1finistcrs must appear. As 

yet the apprehension had not arisen that a time 

might como when the l\Iinisters would usurp the 

power of the Sovereign. Now tho Minister spcal,:s 

through the Sovereign; when we say the Queen wills, 

the Queen appoints, we mean the Minister wills or 

appC?ints; but in those days the Sovereign spoke, or 

could, if he chose, speak, through the Minister. But 

on tho relation of King and Minister I shall speak 

more at large in tho next lecture. 
We say now, the Sovereign reigns, but does not 

govern. In the present century this has gradually 

grown to be the case. But the very opposite seems 
to have been the scheme or intention of the Revolu· 

tion Monarchy. It seems to have designed to govern 
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without reigning, that is, to give up the appearance 

of power in order to preserve the substance of it. 

This it could do by means of the Minister so long as 
the Minister continued really to be the King's 
:Minister, as through the eighteenth century in the 
main he did. And this may suggest to you how we 

ought to regard that famous surrender of the royal 

veto which began in the reign of William III. 

This is usually treated as a mark of the decline of 

royal power. I confess it does not strike rue so. I 

see in it rather an evidence of the King's consciousness 
of power, but at the same time of his inclination to 
conceal his power. In a letter to Lord North, 
George III. expressly says that though he will never 
consent actually to resign the right of the Crown to 
dissent, yet he hopes he shall never be driven to the 
necessity of using that right. Just so: the veto fell 

into disuse not because the Crown was not strong 
enough to maintain it, but because the Crown was 

strong enough to do without it. The Kings of the 
eighteenth century calculated that so long as their 
own Ministers took the lead in the proceedings of 
either House, and so long as eit.her House was full of 

courtiers profoundly anxious, both from loyalty and 
from desire of honour and of promotion, to win the 
favour of the Crown, they had ample means of 
defeating any measure that might be disagreeable to 
them, and could scarcely be driven to use a power so 
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invidious as the 1:elo, which would draw the Jlonarchy 

forth from behind the veil under which iu this period 

it chose to conceal itself. 

Such was the mutual arrangement between King 
and Parliament. It was calculated to work well and 

to last a long time. But it was more ndmimble in 

practice than in theory. To explain awl justify on 

abstract principles that Revolution which had led to 

such a happy settlement was always found difficult. 

And that is just the reason why I am obliged here to 

give special attention to it. I am concerned here 

with theory, and when I lay it down that Parliament 

exists to create and destroy government, 1 have to 

explain why one of the most successful of all parlia­

mentary systems carefully renounced all such claims 

for Parliament. I do so by laying it down that the 

organs of the body politic develop themselves slowly 

and gradually, and that at the Revolution the 

government-making organ did not suddenly come 

into mature existence, but only that an old institu­

tion in that crisis began to take the character of a 

government-making organ and naturally endeavoured 

to conceal the usurpation by embarrassed and un. 
satisfactory argument. 

I 



LECTURE IV 

I HAVE represented the Parliament of the Restoration 

as a government-making organ half developed, and 

have compared it with the Parliament of our own 

time, which is fully developed. But this representa­
tion will not be satisfactory till I have considered 
the striking difference that exists between the two 
Parliaments in another respect. The modern Parlia­
ment is not merely more fully developed than that 
of the eighteenth ccntury,-it directs its controlling 
power upon another object. At the time of the 
Revolution it was grappling with the King; now it 

docs not trouble itself about the Sovereign at all, but 
grapples with the Minister. 

I have remarked the stammering and hesitating 
manner in which, at the time of the Revolution, 
Parliament asserted its right to make and unmake 

government, and have laid it down that this hesita­
tion was only the natural mark of imperfect develop­
ment. \Vhat should we expect then 7 Surely to find 
the hesitation disappear as development advanced. 
If at the Revolution nothing more was asserted than 
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that self-defence, which will justify nlmost anything, 

may justify Parliament in deposing the King, it might 

be predicted that, as time went on and the good 

effects of the first audacious experiment were seen, 

after the Crown bad reconciled itself to a more 

modest tone and the Parliament grown accustomed 

to a prouder tone, the theory and practice of 

Parliament alike would grow more decided. The 

Revolution would be treated as a precedent, in spite 

of so many protests that it was never to be drawn 

into prece<lent. It would be argued that the power 

which Parliament might use in the last extremity 

it might clearly resort to in order to prevent such 

an extremity from arising,-that in short the Crown 

had become practically elective. \Ve should expect, 

therefore, to see the royal power in the eighteenth 

century gradually dwindle, until at the end it should 

become a mere presidency with a short, perhaps an 

annual, term, as I supposed the Monarchy at Rome 

to have dwim.lled down to the consulate. 

Now this did not take place. The tide which had 

been rising in the seventeenth century, which had 

flowed and ebbed, and then flowed again against the 

Monarchy, now changed its direction. The theory 

of government-making power which had been timidly 

sketched at the time of the Revolution was not 

developed further, but laid on one side and forgotten. 
No further attacks were made upon the Monarchy 
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considered as an institution. It was left in possession 

of all its power. But hrradually the result which had 

been aimed at in the stormy movements of the 

seventeenth century was attained by a circuitous 

route. Few chapters in political history are stranger 

than this development, in which an elaborate and 

subtle plan might seem to have been executed by a 

whole nation through a whole century, and yet it 

would be difficult to show that any plan was formed, 

or that any generation in the eighteenth century 

foresaw what system it was preparing for the nine­
teenth. So gradual was the development, and so 
much was it disguised at every step with legal .fiction, 
that even now, I think, it is by no means clearly 
understood. 

I suppose the common impression is simply that 

at the time of the Revolution an ingenious expedient 

was adopted. The national mind being puzzled 

by sophistries concerning divine right and passive 

obedience, certain enlightened statesmen saw the 

necessity of waiving a question which was too meta­

physical for the popular understanding, and hit upon 

the contrivance of substituting in all discussion the 

name of the Minister for that of the King; that they 

said, 'V e will admit that "the King can do no 
wrong" provided it is admitted that the King by 

himself can do nothing; we will admit that he is 

irresponsible, provided it is allowed that every act of 



2?2 I~TRODUCTION TO LF.CT. 

his must he countersigned by a Minister who iJ 
t·csponsible; that in this way the 1\'lonarchy was 

shelved, with all its mystical pretensions, and a plain 

Ministry, with which Parliament could deal freely, 

substituted in its place. And so it is supposed that 

though at the Revolution the Crown was left in 

possession of all its theoretical pretensions, yet those 

pretensions were then deprived of all serious mean­

ing, aml therefore, though theoretically there is no 

dwindling of the Monarchy in the eighteenth century, 

yet practically the Monarchy withered up and became 

effete at the beginning of it. 

This is a kind of legend or myth by which the 

popular mind explains to itself the fact that the 

Monarchy has now lost all effective power. To 

imagine that such a change can have taken place 

without any revolution, and by mere imperceptible 

gradations, is difficult, and as no other revolution can 

be found, the popular mind clutches at the Revolution 

of 1688. And the vague hypothesis is supported by 

one real fact. As I have pointed out, since the 

Restoration, but most decisively since the Revolution, 

the Monarchy adopted tho policy of retiring from 

public view, and of throwing as much responsibility 

as possible upon· Parliament. In particular, they 

dropped the veto. The effect is that the kings of 

the eighteenth century appear in history with less 
strongly-marked features. more like each other and 
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more conventional in their language and. bearing, 

than those of the seventeenth. This conventionality 

may easily be mistaken for a loss of power. At the 

same time it is easy to point to powerful Ministers 

in those times, some of whom are contrasted with 

Sovereigns of less striking ability, and this is held 

sufficient to prove that the power which the Crown is 

supposed to have lost had passed to the l\Iinister. 

Add to all this that the change which this theory 

supposes to have been complete in the eighteenth 

century did undoubtedly begin in that century,-that 
at certain moments of that century the Crown really 
was powerless and Ministers did rule by the same 
popular support as the Ministers of our own time,­
and we shall see out of what ample materials the 

legend has been composed. 

That it is a mere legend, I think it will not be 

difficult to show you. Kings may look featureless in 

history, and yet may have wielded great power. 
And certn.inly those who lived in the eighteenth 

century under these somewhn.t featureless kings did 

not complain that they had too little power, but more 

commonly thn.t they had too ·much. There are 

certain exceptions, which I shall consider later, but, 

as a general rule, we may say that the eighteenth 
century, like the seventeenth, is occupied with a 

perpetual struggle to curb tho exorbitant power of the 
Crown. In the middle of George III.'s reign a 

T 
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resolution was proposed in the Honse of Commons 

that " the power of the Crown has increased, is 

increasing, and ought to be diminished." Nearly a 

century after the Revolution this resolution was pro­

posed, and it might have been proposed at many other 

moments, both earlier and later. Pass in review the 

kings of this period. William III. was the great 

statesman of his age, dominating the politics of 

Europe; and how powerful he was felt to be at home, 

in spite of his doubtful title, appears from that 

agitation for Place Bills and Triennial Acts which 

marks his reign. Anne, personally, was not strong, 

but her insignificance serves to set in a stronger light 

the power of the Monarchy in her time. She by her 

own will turned out Marlborough; she contributed 
the largest share in that memorable change of policy , 
which brought about the Treaty of Utrecht. George 

I. was a competent statesman, but certainly somewhat 

featureless. Both he and his successor retire in 

history behind Walpole their Minister. But, ns I 

have said before, this is no proof of any decline in 

the Monarchy, unless you think that the French 

Monarchy declined, instead of gaining enormously in 

power, under Richelieu and Mazarin. N evcrtheless, 

in tho latter years of George II., I do perceive 

symptoms of decline, and from that time forward I 

note that new causes arc at work from which the 

Monarchy suficrs. But, as yet, these symptoms aro 
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rare and in tcrmittent. For the greater part of 

George III. 's reign the Monarchy was, as all con­

temporaries thought, rather too strong than too 
weak. 

It appears then, in the first place, that the decline 

of monarchical power, which has certainly taken place 

now, cannot be traced back to the Revolution, but at 

most only to about the middle of the eighteenth 

century. Now, let us consider tho rise of the Minister 

and tho encroachment of the Minister upon royal 

power. Tho Revolution had nothing to do with this. 

Macaulay does indeed think he can trace our system 
of party government back to the reign of William III., 
but he is thinking of another feature of our modern 

system, not the effacement of the Sovereign by the 

Minister, but the agreement in opinion of the 
Ministers among themselves; and even so his view 

seems open to question. I have referred already to 

the change of Ministry which took place in 1710, that 

is, twenty-two years after the Revolution, and have 
pointed out how dependent Godolphin and Marl­

borough seem to be even so late upon the caprice of 

the Queen. Will you say, 'Valpole was a Minister of 

the modern type 1 Let us ask ourselves precisely 

what this modern type is. Powerful Ministers and 

Ministers holding office for a long time are no symptom 

of a declining Monarchy. I rather think that under 

despotism powerful Ministers holding office securely 
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arc more usual than where Parliament is strong. It 

is in despotism that we find the Wolsey, tho 

Burleigh, the Hichclicu, the Mazarin, tho Kannitz, 

the Harden berg, the n!cttcrnich, the Bismarck. What 

we inquire is, not when Ministers began to be power­

ful, but when they began to be powerful against the 

Sovereign, to hold office not at his pleasure but at 

the pleasure of Parliament. Now the Revolution, I 

think, had no influence in bringing this about. 

V cry far back in our history the Parliament hns 

occasionally dictated to tho Sovereign what l\Iinistcrs 

he shall not consult. Almost as far back as the 

beginning of Parliament is the beginning of the 

practice of controlling tho King by attacking his 

counsellors. Buckingham, Strafford, and Danby are 
obvious examples of it in tho seventeenth century. 

Such a practice proves only that the state is organic 

and has real vitality, that public opinion is alive. It 

is no evidence that the Monarchy is declining, or that 
the Minister is taking tho place of the Monarch. The 

case is different when public opinion dictates to the 

Monarch, not only whom he shall not, but whom he 

shall, consult. Still more, when this is done, not once 
in some moment of extreme party struggle, but again 

and again-when it is done so often that the Minister 
ceases to be in any true sense the Minister of the 
King, and begins to be the nominee of the Parliament. 
In England we see that this has taken place. It is 



• 
IV POLITICAL SCIENCE 277 

understood now that the function of the Sovereign is 

only to interpret the will of Parliament in the choice 

of a Minister, that for the most part this will is 

unmistakably clear, · and that at the utmost the 

Sovereign can only hesitate betweet; two names, and 

even within these narrow limits ought not to indulge 

a personal preference. The question then is, when 

and in what way the Sovereign parted with the power 

of appointing the :Minister, when the Minister became 

independent of the Sovereign. 

Now, I have said already that this did.not happen 
at the Hevolution. If, in the last years of William, 

when his position was materially weakened by the 

death of llhry, some signs of the approach of such a 

change may be discerned, they led to nothing. It was 

a transient phase, not a decline, but only a momentary 
tlepression of the Monarchy. But I say further that 

I cannot perceive that the change was even an in­

direct consequence of the Revolution. Tho current 

theory requires that we should consider it a further 

step taken by the same enlightened party which had 

made the Revolution, as if this party, having decided 

in secret council that the superstitious populace would 

not endure to see the Monarchy directly attacked, 

dexterously changed its policy and determined, leaving 

the Sovereign alone, to secure for Parliament the 

nomination of the Minister. I find that no such party 

existed, and that no such plan was ever formed. I 
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find that there was no desire in any large or· influential 

party to reduce the Crown to a mere pageant, and 

accordingly that no party was likely to imagine any 

such contrivance. I find that half a century pnsscd 
away after the Revolution before the King began to 

perceive that he had not full liberty in the choice of 

his :Ministers, and when this happened it wns the 

result of circumstances which were only very remotely 

connected with the Revolution. 
According to me, the first distinct indications of the 

growth of a new system, in which the l\Iinistcr would 

be independent of the Sovereign, appeared in the last 

fifteen years of the reign of George II., and arc con­

nected with the rise to power of the elder Pitt. The 

immediate cause of them was not any conscious design 

of weakening the Monarchy, but rather the working 

of the very peculiar system of party that came in with 

the House of Hanover. 
Party principles were first adopted by the govem­

ment of George I., but we must be careful not to 

imagine that the party principles then adopted were 

the party principles of our own time. Under George 

L the \Vhigs came in, and the Tories were excluded, 

just as in our time the Ministry is all of one colour, 

either Liberal or Conservative. But the modern 
doctrine is that the Government ought to reflect the 

changes of feeling that take place in the public mind­

that w ben the nation is in a Liberal mood it ought to 
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be governed by Liberals, and by Conservatives again 

when its mood changes. No such fancy ever crossed 

the mind of a politician in the reign of George 1 

The doctrine which prevailed at that time was, not 

that the nation ought to be governed by Whigs and 
Tories alternately, but that it ought to be governed 

by Whigs always, and by Whigs alone. The argu­

ment-you will find it most distinctly stated in 

a paper which Lord Chancellor Cowper handed 

in to George I., printed in Campbell's Lives of 
Chancellors~ran thus :-The House of Hanover derives 
its title purely from the Revolution. It must there­
fore rest for support on those who sincerely approve 
the Revolution. Now, previous sovereigns, "'William 

and Anne, have regarded both parties, "Whigs and 

Tories alike, as faithful friends of the Revolution 

settlement. But though the Tories have professed in 

a half-hearted way to approve the Revolution, yet it 

is impossible they can be sincere. The Revolution is 

evidently inconsistent with Tory principles; if Tories 

profess to approve it, this can only be because they 

are unwilling to exclude themselves from office and 

from the favour of the Crown. And though for the 

most part the system of dividing the favour of the 

Crown impartially between the two parties was 

applied not unsuccessfully by 'Villiam and Anne, 

yet in the last years of Anne, the unsafeness 

of such a policy has been made manifest. The 
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wild reversal of English policy at the Treaty of 

Utrecht, and the alarming re\'i\"al of the party of the 

Pretender, are only the natural consequence of 

allowing the Tories to have u. share in government. 
The new dynasty therefore must take a. new course in 

this respect. It must no longer endeavour, as 'Yillinm 

and Anne had done, to be impartial between the 

'Vhigs and the Tories, or to play on· one party against 

the other, but must frankly and once for all declare 

for tho "Whigs, its true friends. As for Tories, the 
King must not persecute them-on the contrary he 
must be a true father to all his peoplo ; but he must 

not allow them to hold office. 
It was under this form that party government first 

grew up in England. The Crown declared itself 
Whig, and this system prevailed till tho fall of 

'Valpole. I think it was a more dangerous system 
than that which it replaced. It drove the Tories 
into the Jacobite camp, and probably it is largely 
responsible for the two Jacobite rebellions which 
mark this period. But it had another less direct 
effect, which I think was never contemplated. It 

gradually weakened the Monarchy. Under it the 
King became a sort of ward under the guardianship of 
the Whig party. And henceforward if he wished to 
change his counsellors, it was not easy for him to do 
it. For the Whigs had only to close their ranks, to 
adopt the tactics of a Trades Union, to impose their 
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terms on the King by threatening a strike, and the 

King was in danger of a checkmate. He had alien· 

ated the Tories by treating them as rebels. Hence 
forth he could not throw himself iuto their hands. 
He could only appeal from one section of the "Whigs 
to another, and this· thrust the Whigs might parry by 

taking pains to efface sectional divisions in their body. 

This came to light in the year 1745. Tho Pel· 

hams then in office proposed to give William Pitt a 
place in the administration,· but the King refused his 

consent. Upon this the whole Pelham connection 
resigned office together. Thereupon the King sent 
for Carteret and Pulteney, but these found it im­
possible to obtain the support of other public mel1. 
They were forced to restore the seals of office into 

the King's hand, an~ the King was forced to reinstate 
the Pelhams. Here, I take it, begins the decline of 

the Monarchy in England, for I imagine that no 

English king had been treated so before. Yet I see 
no reason to think that the Pelhams acted so from 
an enlightened intention of carrying the Revolution 

further, and reducing to a 10\ver point the power of 

the Crown. 
Before the end of the same reign another great 

occurrence tended to raise the Minister at the expense 
of the Monarch. This was the ascent of William Pitt 

to supreme power on the shoulders of the people­
one of the most memorable Avents of the eighteenth 
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century. But it is an event which cannot be brought 

into any connection with the Revolution, nor repre­

sented as a further development of the principle of it. 

It is an event of a wholly different order. The 

Revolution had been n triumph of Parliament. If 

Parliament had now forced George II. to take William 

Pitt as his lVJ:inister, this might have been regarded ns 

a further encroachment of the same kind. But it 

was not Parliament that advanced 'Villiam Pitt; 

just here lay the newness and st1·angeness of the 

event. It was not Parliament, but the people outside 

Parliament. And so George II. said to him, "You, 

sir, have taught me to look for the sense of my 
people elsewhere than in Parliament;" and Glover, in 

describing the state of the nation at the beginning of 

his first administration, says, "You saw a strange 

division in the country : 'Villiam Pitt and the people 

on one side; King, Lords, and Commons on the other." 
There was no indication here of the further advance 

of the principles of 1688. Something quite difl'erent 

was at work. Tho growth of commerce and wealth, 

I suppose, had quickened intelligence and was causing 

the people to outgrow its institutions. Public opinion 

had come into existence, and the rising tide chafed 

just as much against the House of Commons as 
against the Crown. 

George II. was the first English king who was 

conscious of a paralysis creeping upon the Monarchy. 
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When some one praised the English Constitution iu 

his hearing, he said, " It was a good Constitution for 

the people, but not a good one for the King." 

vVhen George III. revived royal power he did not, as 

is often represented, kick against the Revolution. 

He only rebelled against this new usurpation of the 

Minister which had been introduced by the Pelhams 

fifteen years before. And throughout his reign you 

will find him steadily insisting on one principle, that 

the Minister shall be his Minister. On the whole he 

is successful. The disturbed period before 1770 ends 

in the Ministry of Lord North, who is emphatically 
the King's own Minister, and who holds office for 
twelve years; the second short period of disturbance 

ends in the Ministry of the younger Pitt, also 

agreeable to the King, which lasts eighteen years; 
and after Pitt's death the other side can only hold 

office about a year. 

The party that had humiliated his predecessor is 

held by George III. at arm's length. The party' of 

the Pelhams, directed after the retirement of New­

castle by Rockingham, and after Rockingham's time 

by Fox, and known in this reign simply as the ·whig 

party, can only at long intervals during this reign 

force its way into power. The King will tolerate 
them for a moment if he sees no alternative, but 

always under protest. They are not his Ministers, 

and it is his fixed opinion that he has the right to 



284 INTRODUCTIO~ TO LEL'T. 

appoint Ministers at his plcasnrc. Accordingly he 

receives them sullenly, watches them narrowly, and 

struggles, if he cannot appoint the whole Cabinet, at 

least to have representa.tives on it, some Thurlow or 

Ellenborough. And then he waits fo1· his oppor­

tunity, which commonly arrives in about a year, 

dismisses them, and once more chooses a Ministry for 

himself. 

For about half a century George III. was able to 

keep our system at this point. But under George 

IV. and ·william IV. the Minister's independence of 

the Crown grows again rapidly. Canning forces 

himself on George IV., nml if it cannot exactly 

be said that Earl Grey forced himself on ·william, 

it is at least true that the share of the King in 

his appointment, compared to the sharo of the people, 

was as one to a hundred. 
In the middle of this reign, in 1834, it finally 

appeared that tho King had lost tho power of 

appointing the Minister. \Villiam IV., tired of the 

Reform lVIinisti·y, seized the opportunity of Lord 

AI thorp being called to the Upper House to make, 

as he said, "a new arrangement," dismissed his 

Ministers, and sent for Sir Robert Peel. Then it 

appeared how our Constitution had insensibly altered. 

The problem proposed to Sir Robert was insoluble. 

There was no more skilful manager of the House of 

Commons. But no skill could convert a minority 
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into a majority. The House did not dispute the 

King's right to appoint his own Minister, they treated 

that Minister with all duo respect; still when he 

unfolded his policy to the House it failed to obtain 

the approbation of the majority. 

Now I hope you will not content yourselves with 

remarking that the principles of liberty were by this 

time too fa1· developed to allow the House to 

acquiesce in any appointment the King might choose 

to make. \Ye want to know precisely what altera­

tion had taken place. Let us inquire, then, if a 

similar appointment had been made in George II. 's 
reign instead of ·william IV. 's, in what way would 

the Minister have avoided the same fate 1 Pelham 
or Newcastle stood surely as much in need of a 

majority in the House as Sir Robert Peel; how then 
could they be less dependent on the House 1 

My answer is this : We are accustomed to think 

that a statesman must have a majority before he can 

become Minister, but in the eighteenth century a 

l\'Iinister had a majority because he was Minister 
' and acquired a majority by becoming Minister. You 

may think I am hinting at bribery, but no ! vV c . 

must . learn to understand in what way members of 

Parliament in those days regarded the Minister. 

The explanation flashes upon me when I read tho 

speech of the elder Pitt on the Repeal of the Stamp 

Act. In answering Grenville he said, "The gentle· 
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man must not tell ns that we passed the Act our­

selves, and are therefore as much responsible for it 

as he is. No! we took it on his credit as Minister." 

And then he went on to say, "I wish the House had 

not this habit. Bnt so it is; even that chair, Mr. 

Speaker, looks too often towards St. James'. Wben 

I was in oflice it annoyeu me that no one would 

make any objection to the war. Night after night I 
came down and said, Is any gentleman against a wart 

No one would avow it; at last a gentleman who has 
since gone to the other House (Sir F. Dashwood­

Lord Despenser) said he did not like a war ! I 
honoured him for it, and was sorry when he left us." 

How this passage brings back the old state of 

manners and feelings ! You see with what profound 

deference tpe Minister was regarded just because he 

was Minister. The chair itself looks towards St. 
James'. We often overlook this; surely Macaulay 

overlooks it when he describes the unbounded 

personal ascendency of Pitt during his war adminis­

tration. You see Pitt himself did not think it was 

from any awe of him personally that the members 

were dumb, but from reverence for his ministerial 

functions. So far from being proud, he is annoyed 
at it. 

The truth is that in those days a parliament was 

still distinctly felt to be a conference between the 
representatives of the people and the Sovereign. 
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present by his :Ministers. "Whatever the Sovereign 

might propose was received with profound deference. 

And it had not yet entered the mind of the repre­

sentatives that they were entrusted with the govern­

ment of the country. They were in the habit of 

thinking that it was the business of the King to 

govern the country. \Vhen therefore be was pleased 

through his Ministers to e>.."Plain what measures he 

intended to take, they scarcely considered that they 

were either entitled or qualified to judge of their 

general expediency ; they took them on the King's 

credit; only they held themselves bound to consider 

these measures as they affected the people, their con­
stituents. If they pressed hardly upon the people, 
took too much out of the subject's purse, or en­

dangered any of his liberties, Parliament must inter­

vene, but scarcely otherwise. In general, therefore, 

the Minister had a majority as a matter of course. 

His majority was secured by the loyalty of the 
people to the Crown. 

But again, when I compare Sir Robert Peel with 

Pelham or Newcastle I see another great difference. 

Sir Robert is sunk up to the neck in great legislative 

o plans. The country has just been through a sort of 

revolution. The Reform Bill has been passed, and 

every institution of the country is being overhauled 

in succession. A new poor law is to be carried, the 

colonies arc convulsed by the abolition of slavery, the 
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Irish Church is threateneJ, municipal reform is at 

band, financial reform is urgent. In Pelham's time 

nothing of the kind ! Scarcely any legislation in 

that age was either ofTered by .Ministers or required 

of them. They neither haJ nor needed to have any 

policy in the modern sense of the word. Tho old 

institutions of the country continued for the most 

part to suffice the people. Government in those days, 

in short, did not mean legislation. It meant keeping 

order, administering the laws, and very often waging 

war. 

I have already remarked how exceptional and 

strange is tho prominence of legislation in our time. 

The immediate cause of it evidently was the vast 

convulsions that followed the French Revolution. 

·when peace came in 1815 everything had changed 

throughout the Empire, and tho demand for new 

legislation in every department was such as had 

never been known before. 

Now it was just at this time that without any 

violent change, imperceptibly yet irresistibly, tho 

Minister rose to tho head of affairs and became 

dependent on Parliament instead of the Sovereign. 

I believe that the efTect was produced in a great 

degree by this extreme and unprecedented promin· 
ence of legislation. And it was aided by the com­

plete decay of royal influence which had taken place 
during the long reign of George IlL 
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That profoundly deferential and devoted feeling 

towards the government which we l1ave remarked in 

the reign of George IL was partly based upon the 
immense wealth and patronage of the Crown. The 

Rockingham Whigs succeeded in greatly reducing 
this, and I imagine that the immense grmvth of the 

nation in wealth and population during the latter half 

of the eighteenth century caused the importance of 

the Court to dwindle insensibly. In the comparatively 

small, simple, and rustic society of the earlier time, 

the Court had been an object of immense magnitude, 
and the King seemed capable of buying up the whole 
community, as Cosmo de' Medici corrupted all Florence. 
All this imposing magnitude was lost in the crowded, 

commercial, manufacturing England of George IV. 

Parliament did not cease to be loyal, but the members 

ceased to be courtiers either in feeling or interest. 

They considered now with perfect coldness and 

impartiality the proposals which the Minister put 

before them. 
And these proposals now for the most part con­

cerned vast questions of legislative reform, questions 

in which large classes were interested, questions in 

which the Crown was not specially interested. In 

legislation the Crown had rarely since the Tudors 
taken a leading part. Dealing with foreign powers, 

making war and peace, or suppressing rebellion and 

maintaining order, this had been the province of the 
T1 
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Crown. Legislation had usually been a department 

in which the King rather presiclccl than took the lend. 

In a peace uf forty years, filled with the most 

mom'entous legislation, the King naturally fell into 

the part of a silent president, and his power of 

appointing the :Minister became useless to him. It 

was now the main business of a minister to legislate, 

to legislate not on the succession to the Crown, or on 

the pretender, or on tests and abjuration oaths, or 

other matters in which the King was interested, but 

.:m workhouses and factories, and banks and tariffs 

a.nd navigation iaws,-qnestions on which the Crown 

could only be neutral, and on which the :Minister 

could not advance a step without the support of n 

majority. And so in 1834 the King might appoint 

Sir Robert Peel, and Parliament. made no objection 

to the appointment, but in the next year Sir Robert 

himself was obliged to confess that he could not 

govern. By an inevitable change, against which it 

was vain to struggle, the .l\:Iinistcr had ceased to be 

the King's Minister, and had become the Minister of 

the Parliament. 

I have wandered further perhaps than was neces­

sary from theory. All that for my immediate pur­

pose was absolutely necessary was to show that our 
system during the seventeenth and eighteenth cen­

turies was not inconsistent with the theory of a 
government-making organ, but that it shows the 
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organ imperfect and in course of development. In 

the seventeenth century Parliament was assuming 

tho character of a fixed organ, and asserting very 

timidly a. government- making power ; m the 

eighteenth, as I have now shown, during a long 

period of apparent calm, a further development was 

prepared. The Minister became practically inde­

pendent of tho Sovereign, and dependent on the Par­

liament. The fact is simple and obvious enough, but 

I thought it worth while to linger on the details, both 

because they arc not clearly understood, and because 

the development was much more casual and acci­

dental, much less necessary than is commonly supposed. 

I have shown you that it was not a necessary result 

of the growth of the "spirit of liberty," but a very 

peculiar result of very special circumstances. It 

follows, I think, that we ought not to consider a 

Minister of the English type conducting legislation 

and administration at once, and rising and falling at 

the pleasure of Parliament, to be necessarily the 

normal and only proper result of political develop­

ment. 
Nevertheless he is an extremely clear illustmtion 

of the working of government-making power. So 

long as Parliament dealt with the King it could assert 

this power only hesitatingly, with many reserves and 

qualifications. Dealing with the Minister it takes up 

a bolder position. And so in modern England, more 
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clearly than in any other state, we sec embodied the 
working of the great process which must go forward 

in every organic statc,-govcrnment supported by tho 
consent of an influential group in the people, and 

sinking when that consent is withdrawn. 



LECTURE V 

OuR long inquiry into the nature and function of 

political assemblies has led us to give, as it were, a 

new version of Aristotle's division of states according 

to the number of rulers. Some states, says Aristotle, 

are governed by one, some by many. Modern writers, 

in applying this classification, seem often to decide 

that a state is "governed by one," or "governed by 

many," according as it has or has not some person 

bearing the title of King. Perhaps it might seem 

frivolous to urge against this statement that even at 

Athens there was a person bearing the title of King, 

for one of the Archons had the title {3arnl..ev<;, as at 

Rome a certain priestly functionary had the title Rex; 
but at any rate the modern world has produced 

many examples of kingship maintained in all its state 

and magnificence by the side of the most influential 

political assemblies. Take England-! will not say 

no\v-but England in the eighteenth century; tho 

King was not only there, but had still great powers ; 

and yet in the eyes of Europe, England seemed 
governed by an assembly. How is the Aristotelian 
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classification to be applied to such a· state1 Are we 

to say it was governed by one or by many 1 

Again, there arc States which have no King, in 

which, neYcrthelcss, some one functionary is as 

prominent as the King in such a "monarchy" as 

England. Such was the Stall tholder in the Nether­

lands, who having been practically King for the 

greater part of two centuries, at last after 1815 

actually assumed the title. Similarly, there was once 

a Protector in England, a First Consul in France, 

and there is a President in the United States. What 
arc we to say of such States 1 Are they govcmcd by 

one or by many 1 

Again, we surely ought not to take the word "one" 

too literally. If the government is divided into a 

number of departments, but within each department 

it is in the hands of one man, such a state ought. not 

to be simply regarded as an example of government 

by many. This remark will apply to such a state as 

ancient Rome. There, to be sure, was found neither 

King nor President. There were two consuls, and in 

a rank just below them a number of magistrates, 

each supreme in his own limited province. Are we 
to say that Rome was governed by many because there 

were two consuls, or because the functions of govern­
ment bad by degrees been distributed among a number 

of officials 1 Rome at least was largely governed, I 

should say, by individuals, not by assemblies. 
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The fact is that in almost all states the one and 

the many may be discovered side by side, though in 

some the one, and in others the many, are more 

prominent ; and it rather appe;trs that public affairs 

a.re in some way divided between them. In what 

way then 1 I have suggested that, in most cases 

at least, the function of the Assembly is not pro­

perly to govern, but that another description ought 

to be found for it. Sometimes we find the Assembly 

electing magistrates, sometimes criticising their 

conduct, passing votes of censure or want of con­

fidence, sometimes rejecting or accepting laws. The 

business they transact seems very miscellaneous, but 
it is not quite so miscellaneous as it seems. For if 

those votes of censure, those votes by which a proposal 

is rejected, lead to the retirement of a ruler, and the 

replacement of him by another ruler, then they are 

equivalent to elections. And it will appear that 

what is attained in some states by short terms of 

office and frequent elections is attained in others by 

the rule which makes the tenure of office dependent 

on the support of a majority. In all these cases alike, 

then, the principal function of the Assembly proves 

to be not government, but the making and wunaking 
of government. 

Thus we regard the proposition that government 

may be in the hands of one or of many as not much 

confirmed by history. We say rather, government is 
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mainly work for individuals, not for assemblies. The 

difference between a so-calletl republic like ancient 

Rome, and an extreme monarchy like Turkey, is not 

that assemblies in tho one do the work that nn 

individual docs in the other, but it consists in this­

first, that in one tho individual is chosen and fre­

quently changed, in the other he holds office for life nnd 

then transmits it according to a fixed rule; secondly, 

that in the one there are several governing individuals. 

in the other only one. 
I must call your attention again to the ambiguity 

that lurks in the word "many." "Many" may mean 

an assembly, or it may mean a number of persons 

acting separately. In the former sense we say, 

government is not work for many, but in the latter 

sense it is not only true but important that some 

states are governed by one and some by many. Both 

for its own sake and for the sake of removing more 

completely the ambiguity, it will be worth while to 

dwell for a few minutes on this kind of government 

by many. 
Among the large differences between states which 

it is the object of these lectures to set forth there is 

one which I have not yet mentioned, perhaps because 

it was so obvious. I have indeed remarked that 

when a state grows large it is obliged to have two 

kinds of government, local and central, whereas when 

it is small this distinction is not called for. I might 
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have laid it down more generally that some states 

have a simple, some a complex or highly developed, 

organisation. A state which is small and consists of 

primitive people, where life is uniform, where occupa­

tion and property are all of one kind, where there is 

no variety of business, requires but a simple govern­

ment. One man can be general and judge, and some­

times also teacher, of such a simple community. But 

as population increases and industry becomes multi­

form, the government of one in the strict sense 

becomes impossible, simply because the powers of one 

man are limited. One man cannot understand 

everything, nor find time to attend to everything. 

Accordingly an alteration must be made, but it is an 

alteration in machinery only, not in principle. 

Instead of government by one there is introduced 

government, not properly by many, but by a number 

of ones. 
In England the King used to preside in the law­

courts. One of these courts is still called the King's 

Bench, another was the court of those Common Pleas 

which Magna Charta forbade to follow the King, and 

fixed at V{ estminster for the convenience of the 

people. Now the King not only does not, but could 

not, do the work of a judge. Why 1 because through 

the increased complexity of society law has become 

complex. What is the remedy 1 To suit a complex 
state of affairs we make, as it were, a complex King 
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Judges are created who represent separately a single 

aspect of the kingly office. The different powers of tho 
King are distributed among a number of individuals. 

Sometimes we surprise this deYelopment in the 
act of t.a.ldng place. Thus in England the Lord 

Chancellor, who represented tho principle of chnnge 

or development in jurisprudence, was for a long time 

aupposed not to require any special learning. He 

was to use his natural sense of right. But wo are told 

that in Charles H.'s reign Sir Antony Ashley Cooper, 

the first Lord Shaftesbury, who held tho seals with­
out being even a lawyer, became aware that equity 

had reached a point when it could no longer bo 
handled by the cleverest amateur. Specialisation 

had advanced another step. Henceforward the 

Chancellor must be a lawyer. 
In England, as I remarked before, it is our custom 

to alter things but to leave their names unaltered. 

Accordingly this great process of differentiation by 
which the functions of government have been distri­

buted among a number of individuals has been some­

what veiled. The King is still supposed to do every­
thing. It is he who legislates "by and with the 
advice of his Lords and Commons in Parliament 

assembled." It is he who governs, by the advice of 
responsible Ministers. It is he who judges, through 
the mouth of Chancellors and Chief Justices. Now 

in other states the same process of differentiation hae 
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gone on without the same attempt being made to 

conceal it. Look at early Rome, where, as I haYe 

already said, the Consul appears, not as a repub· 

lican official who has been put in the place of the 

King, but as the King himself, diminished "hy a 

series of encroachments and deprived of his title. It 

seemed to me that the earliest consuls may perhaps 

have ruled for life and have been taken exclusively 

from the Tarquin family. But it is written most 

distinctly in the history that their functions were 

gradually distributed in just the same manner as we 

have seen the kingly functions distributed in England. 

For we are told that at a certain date the office of 

prrotor, and at a certain other date the office of 

censor, was created. The prretor was a judge, the 

censor had certain ·high financial duties beside the 

function of a Registrar-General. It appears that at 

first all these functions were performed by the Consul. 

Like the English King he was at first judge, but tho 

function was taken from him, not as in England, by 

a fiction that he pronounced the law through the 

mouth. of another, but avowedly. 'Vhen these sub­

tractions of power have taken place, the Roman 

Consul appears for a long time chiefly as a military 

commander, but in the last years of the republic he 

loses this character too. "\Var is now committed 

chiefly to proconsuls and proprrotors, and the Consul 

in Cicero's t.ime was a sort of civic dignitary. 
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In Rome this distribution of the functions of 

government was concurrent with the growth of 

popular power, with the triumphs of the principle of 

popular election. In like manner in England the 

same distribution has been concurrent with the 

growth of Parliament. Since tho time of the 

Stuarts governmenta.l departments havo been steadily 

growing in number and distinctness. I havo spoken 

of the judicial department. In like manner the 

military department has formed itself, has differenti­

ated itself from the naval department, and both have 

grown to be independent of the Crown. The number 

of Secreta.ries of State has largely increased. A 

department of local government and another of 

education bas been formed. All this development 

has been contemporaneous with the development of 

parliamentary control over government. But obserYe 

now that the one development is wholfy distinct from 

the other, independent of it, and proceeds from 

different causes. The distribution of the functions of 

government is made necessary by the growth of the 

community in magnitude and complexity. It is not 

an effect of the advance of popular principles, and it 

would take place none the less if there were no 

advance of popular principles. This remark is con­
firmed by history. 

Some European states grew large and complex at 

a time when they were still under a despotic govern· 
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ment. This 'is especin.lly true of France, which in 

the earlier part of Louis XV.'s reign was the most 

civilised state, and in wealth, commerce, n.nd colonies 

was still running an equal race with England, yet 

was under a government which was absolute and 

almost Byzantine. \Vas then France really governed 

by the person called Louis XV. 1 Did he invent and 

issue laws, sit in law-courts, command armies and 

fleets 1 Of course he did not. He did not even 

exercise the general control which, if he had been 

an energetic man, would have been within his power. 

His personal government was perhaps almost as null 

as is that of the English Sovereign now. Yet France 

was under an absolute government. 

The explanation is that the King's functions had 

been distributed among a number of officials. France 

was governed by a First Minister, a Chancellor, a 

Comptroller-General, a Minister of War, a Minister of 

Marine, a Minister of Police. Under these heads of 

departments intendants governed the provinces. But 

these officials in their several departments were, 

under a weak king, practically absolute. This shows 

us how despotism may take two forms. It may be 

completely in the hands of one man, but this is only 

possible where the state is small and simple. Where 

it is large and complex, and almost all modern states 

are of this kind, despotism tends to be distributed, 

not properly, as I said, among many, but among a 
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num her of ones. A clumsy name has hccn invented 

for despotism so distributed. It is called bureau• 

cracy, and this is practically the chief form of 

despotism known to the modern world. The 

Assembly being absent., or if not absent insignificant, 

bu rcaucracy is none the less despotic because it 

divides power among many hands. 

Government, then, according to this view, is usually 

personal, usualJy individual, hut it may be collected 

in the hands of one person or distributed among 

many. 

But by the side of government-so we lay it 

down-there must exist in every state another 

power not less important, a power creating govern­
ment. 

Now as we regard the state as a vital organism, 

we expect in every limb of it to find gradual develop­

ment. As we consider government itself to take a 

distinct shape only gmdually, as we trace it back 

through embryonic forms of priesthood and paternity, 

so shall we expect to find the government-making 

power in every stage of imperfect development, and 

we shall not be surpriscu to find it occasionally 

wholly unorganised. No chapters of history, there­

fore, seem more easy to undcrstaml than those which 

show us nations and communities ucvoid of any 

organ for the making of government, but perplexed, 

alarmed, and at a loss, when they are confronted 
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with the problem of changing government, of bring 

ing goyernment to an end, of creating a new govern­

ment. \V e remarked of laws that, whereas to make 

a law seems to us extremely simple, in other periods 

it has been held that laws must come from heaven 

and cannot be made by men. The same may be said of 

governments. 1\fen have been thankful to find them­

selves under government-they have understood the 

duty of obeying government; but when by some chance 

government disappeared and a new one was needed, 

or when, from being a blessing, govemment, through 

the perversity of the ruler, became an intolerable 

incubus, they have stood bewildered and dismayed. 

They have looked up into the sky for intimations, or 

listened to the birds who had access to the sky, or 

consulted the entrails of sacrifices on which the deity 

might have deigned to write his will, or asked the 

advice of prophets. This perplexity is the growing­

pain, the impulse of development, in tbe political 

organism. It indicates the want of an organ. In 

such a state the organ of government has been 

already formed, but the government-making organ is 

still to form. 

During the long period of waiting for the growth 

of this organ, while the making of government is 

still regarded as an insoluble problem, a provisional 

solution is discovered which is sufficient for ordinary 

cases. A bad king indeed can only be removed by 
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violence, but the demise of the Crown that occurs in 

the course of nature is remedied by the rule of 
hereditary succession. As in property so in govern­

ment, the son may be regarded as a sort of equivalent 

to the father, as the father over again. A difficulty 

indeed arises when sons are wanting, still more when 

there are absolutely no descendants, In some states 

this difficulty is smoothed away by lawyers, who 

devise a complete scale of succession. But other 

states have found it insoluble, and have been reduced 
to a pitiable condition of dismay by a failure of 
direct royal heirs. Slavonic states in particular have 

shown themselves unable to admit the fiction of in­

heritance beyond a certain point. In Poland the 

whole system of hereditary monarchy broke down 
with the failure of the line of Jagela, and in Russia 

the extinction of the line of Rurik introduced a period 

of terrible convulsions and wild popular hallucinations 
arising from this cause. 

But now a further development takes place. The 
ruler has been in the habit of summoning assemblies 
for various purposes. In ancient times the citizens 

have been summoned to take the field as soldiers, 
and before the march berran have been addressed 

0 

and appealed to by the ruler on some public matter. 

After his address the chieftains have been permitted 
to give their opinion, and the crowd to express assent 
by clamour or dissent by murmur. In more modern 
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times the ruler has found himself compe1led to apply 

for money to tho representatives of his people, and in 

return to listen to their complaints. In either case 
the Assembly is a germ ca.pable of much development. 

The murmur or complaint may be developed into 

opposition, and opposition into rebellion. Opp0sition 

observing certain forms may acquire a legal character, 

and in course of time even rebellion, considered as a 

developed form of opposition, may become in certain 

circumstances legal too. 

And thus by slow steps the Assembly advances to 
the assertion of a government-making power. The 

earlier steps of such a process we studied in the 
English Revolution. But we found that in England 

after the Revolution the development did not proceed, 

as it were, in a straight line, but from accidental 

causes, which we partly traced, followed a most 

extraordinary circuitous course. This later English 

development is exceptional, and therefore theoretically 

the less instructive. 

The normal 1 process is rather that which I imagine 

to have taken place in ancient Rome. After assert­

ing a government-making power to be used only in 

extreme necessity, the Assembly would begin to 
assert that something short of extreme necessity 

1 On this "'onl I find a pencil not.e giving an explanation of 
the meaning attached to it by the author, "Normnl because name 
corresponds to renlity."-Eo. 

X 
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1vould justify the usc of it, and next that in order to 
avoid the risk of such extremities the ruler's power 

should be limited to a term of years ; then that the 

Assembly should take part in naming his successor. 

Gradually tho term of ollicc would become very 

short, and the free choice of a successor would be 

claimed by the Assembly. They might also control 

his power by giving him a colleague, and so at last 

two consuls would take the pla.ce of the King. 

But now observe that, by the side of this, another 

development will almost always take place. Tho 

population is growing, wealth and arts are growing; 

almost necessarily therefore government is becoming a 

burden too heavy, a task too difficult for one man. 

Its functions begin to be distributed; military duties 

begin to be separated from judicial duties or duties of 

police. By tho side of tho consuls will now appear 

prretor, a censor, qurestors. \Vhero this distribution 

of functions takes place in a state in which the govern­

ment-making organ has not yet appeared the result 

is bureaucracy, and the King may easily maintain the 

external show of undiminished power, the new officers 

passing as his delegates or mouthpieces. But what if 
it take place where the kingship has already been 

diminished to a consulate, has become elective and 

annual1 In this case the new officials may easily 

appear side by side with the King or Consul, and 

almost on an equality with him. And in such a state 
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tho original unity of government may almost dis­

:Lppcar. Monarchy quite passes away, and its place 

is taken by a number of magistrates, all nearly equal, 
and none of them very imposing. 

Meanwhile the Assembly has been growing in im­

port.·mce, and may at last completely eclipse in the 

eyes of the world a government which has thus 

dwindled. At Rome this would have happened to a 

greater extent than it actually did if the government­

making assemblies, the comitia, had been scenes of 

grand debate. This was not so. The debating 

Assembly at Rome was the Senate, and this was 

not a government-making Assembly. At Athens it 

took place. There by the side of the Ecclesia, the 

officials, who had once been great, dwindled till they 

almost disappeared. The consuls and prretors of 

Rome never lost their imposing dignity, but the 

Athenian Archons became wholly unimportant. 

In these circumstances it inay appear as if the 

State were actually governed by the Assembly, and 

not by the officials. The Assembly is seen energetic­

ally occupying itself with public affairs, and is far 

more prominent than the officials. If we use the 

word "govern" without precision, such a state may 

be said to be governed by the Assembly. But as I 

have now shown, the occupation of the Assembly in 
many instances is not really government. In Rome 

it was almost exclusively the election of magistrates. 
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The stormy actiYity of our Parliament in the seven­

teenth century had for its object to overawe the 

government, and to assert a power in extreme cases 

of destroying it. And in the nineteenth century this 

Parliament appears not so much to govern as to 

choose and support the Ministry that governs; and 

though at first sight our Ministry appears to be but n 

part of the Parliament, on closer consideration it is 

seen to be substantially distinct. 

So far we have not found a clear case of govern­

ment by many. Are we then brought to the con­

clusion that there is no such thing 1 Arc we to say 

that not only often, but always, where an assembly, of 

the citizens at large or of their representatives, 

appears to govern, the government is really in tho 

hands of officials whose quiet activity is overlooked 

in the tumult of popular debate 1 No ; if we said 

this, we should go too far. 

I have referred several times to the experience we 

all have of the management by societies and clubs of 

their larger affairs. In these management, direction, 

seems to fall naturally to the Assembly rather than 

to the Official, to the Committee rather than to the 

Secretary, who appears as an agent or servant rather 

than as master of the Committee. 'Vhy should not 

a similar system, which seems so natural in all cor­

porate action, prevail also in the greatest of all 
corporations, the State 1 
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It would be surprising, I think, if it had not in 
some cases done so. N evcrtheless there is a material 

difference between the position of the State and of 

any private society that exists under the protection 
of the State. We laid it down that government is 
strong and strict in proportion as the pressure upon 

the community is great, and that the pressure most 

commonly encountered is that from enemies and 

neighbours. Tho government of an army in the field 

is stronger and more monarchical than that of a quiet 

township. Now tho State is always, compared to the 
private corporation, in some degree what an army is 
to a town. The private corporation is within the 
State, ami protected by its laws. The State is in the 

presence of enemies and rivals against whom it must 
protect itself. It is easy to discern in history the 

working of this cause, which has led states to be dis­

contented with the lower form of government. I will 
cite one or two examples from recent times. 

In the first form which our American colonies gave 
themselves after their secession from England, they 
constituted themselves into a confederation without a 

President. The system did not work. In 1789 they 

substituted for this confederation tho United States, 
placing at the head of it a president, and choosing for 

their first president the best general they had. And 
it may be observed in the subsequent history of the 
union that a great general is always thought to have 
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a right to the presidency. America has had three 

wars. Each war has brought out a distinguished 

general. Each of these three generals, \V ashington, 

Andrew Jackson, and Grant, was afterwards president 

for two terms. 

In France, after the fall of Louis XVI., republican 

feeling was so strong that they could not tolerate the 

thought even of a president. Their first Republic 

therefore had for an executive a directory of five. 

The number was found too large, and the express 

object of the Revolution of Brumairc was to introduce 

a more personal executive. For five directors three 

consuls were substituted, and of these three one was 

made infinitely more powerful than the others. In 

the second French Republic, that of 184 9, and in the 

third, that of 187 5, a president was created. 

Only in Switzerland do we now sec a Republic 

which is practically without a president, and Switzer­

land is placed by the guarantee of the great powers 

beyond the danger of war. 

But, in the course of history, it has often happened 

that a community, owing generally to an isolated 

position, has found itself practically out of danger 

from enemies. Its territory, mountainous and barren, 

or surrounded by deserts, has offered no temptation 
to invaders. It has remained for a long period 

unassailed. Such a community is in the same condi­

tion as a private society ; it needs very little that 
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can properly be called government. Here the 

Assembly will undertake actually to govern, and it 

may do so with success. 

Such, perhaps, was the case with some of the 

Germanic tribes before their migrations began. The 

popular Assembly may have been almost all the 

government. The old Saxons are said to have had 

no Icings. Such for tho most part has been the case 

with Switzerland. In the feebleness of feudalism a 

country so difficult of invasion was exceptionally safe, 

and it has never been driven by necessity to any 

strong form of organisation. 

Somewhat similar is the case of the United States. 
Here I should not say, as I have said of England, that 

the assemblies do not govern but create the govern­

ment. The government there is not created by the 

assemblies. It is the people, not Congress, who choose 

the president. On the other hand, legislation is 

mainly in the hands of Congress, which is not, as in 

England, controlled by Ministers ; the Senate, too, 

seems to have a real share in the executive govern­

ment. \Ve are to remember, hov.-ever, that of all 

great states the United States is that which is under 

least pressnre. Internal pressure is diminished by 

being divided between the State governments and 

the Federal government; external pressure is averted 

by the comparative isolation of the country. Probably 

the system would have suffered much modification 
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before this time had it been exposed to more search 

ing trials. 

In some other cases tho CX'}Jerimcnt of government 

by assembly in the presence of enemies bas been 

tried, and has ended in failure. Poland is the most 

conspicuous example of this. Here no real executive 

or governing power was tolerated until it was too 

late. At the last moment an attempt was made to 

remove the elective monarchy and to substitute a 

more stable institution, but it was frustrated by the 

partitioning powers. 

I have left to the last the case of Athens, the city­

state so glorious in the 'history of culture,-Athens, 

which outshone for a time every other Greek state, 

and which, if its prosperous period was not long, 

at any rate only fell with Greece itself. I certainly do 

not venture to1say that in Athens the Assembly did not 

govern. We may indeed, perhaps, consider that it had 
the rudiments of a system like our own.. Those orators, 

who in succession gained the ear of the Assembly until 

they were supplanted by some rival, may perhaps be 

regarded as rulers made and unmade by the Assembly. 

But if so the system was very loose, and, on the other 

hand, the Assembly itself performed functions which 

in almost every other state have fallen to officials. It 
conferred with foreign ambassadors, decided upon war 

or peace, devi!led the measures by which war was to 
be carried on. And all this it did in the midst of 
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foreign enemies, under pressure such as almost every· 

where else has led men to tighten the reins. Assuredly 

nothing in all history is so strange as that enormous 

Ecclesia, that permanent monster-meeting, actually 

governing a state, actually steering it through diffi­

culties and dangers. 

That such a system did not positively fail is 

wonderful. But it cannot fairly be said to have 

succeeded. \V e are to note that this system has no 

share in the bright and dazzling period of Athenian 

history. It did not win Marathon and Salamis, nor 
write the plays of JEschylus, nor nurse Socrates, 
nor build the Parthenon ; it was not the system of 

the age of Pericles. So long as Pericles lived the 

personal element prevailed. Athens, says Thucydides, 

was a state ruled by its first citizen. Pericles was 

king, not servant, of the Assembly. He even studied 

the pose, cultivated the proud reserve, of a king. 

When he went to the Pnyx, we are told, he was used 
to pray to Zeus that he might not say too much. It 

was not till after his death that the system of govern­

ment by many became fully developed, and at his 
death most manifestly began the decline of Athens. 

My conclusion is that, as a general rule, where a 
state is subject to any considerable pressure, govern 

mcnt by assembly is not found practicable, the reason 
being that such an assembly has not prQmptitude or 
decision enough to deal with pressing da.ngers. If it 
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were adequate, government by assembly might be 

better, and perhaps even the attempt to govern by 
assembly in difficult times might have a most stimu­

lating effect upon the community. So much the 

exceptional case of Athens may be quoted to prove. 

Under that system the Athenian intellect became 

miraculously acute ; it may almost be said that every 

Athenian was a statesman. But Athens cannot be 

quoted to show that government by popnln.r assembly 

may be adequate. For wonderful as the experiment 

was, it assuredly failed. The orations of Demosthenes 

seem written to show that the government was not 

adequate, and to explain why Athens lost her inde­

pendence within a century after the death of Pericles. 

In the Philippics and Olynthiacs you have the best 

commentary upon the fall of Athens ; you see that it 

fell because in times of pressing difficulty and danger 

a. popular assembly cannot govern. 



LECTURE VI 

THE One and the Many - in popular language 

Monarchy and Republic-! have treated perhaps at 

sufficient length. There is another pair of contrasted 

words not less familiar to us, of which hitherto I 

have said little, Aristocracy and Democracy. By this 

time we have acquired a considerable store of cate­

gories. States organic, states inorganic ; tribal 

states, theocratic states, states proper; city-states, 

country-states centralised or decentralised; federa­

tions strong or weak; states where government has a 

large province, states where it has a small one; states 

which have a government-making organ, states which 

have not; states where the power of government is 

in one hand, states where it is distributed. But are 

not some states also aristocratic and others democratic 1 

It is time to consider this question. 

Hardly any question is more discussed in the 
present age than this contrast of aristocracy and 

democracy, and like all similar questions it is dis­

cussed without the least regard to precise definition. 

The cry is, \Vho cares about names 1 \Vho wants 
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pedantic verbal distinctions 1 \V e all know too 

\Vel! in practice, tho one side will say, tho cold 

inhuman arrogance of aristocracy,-the other will 

say, the vulgarity and envy and coarseness of 

democracy. The question is not of distinguishing 

them nicely, but of sweeping away the one or the 

other. These lectures must have been delh·ered quite 

in vain, if at this stage it is still necessary for me to 

argue that after all definition is urgently necessary, 

and that without it political discussion must needs 

degenerate into that interminable brawl which may 

be profitable enough to aspiring politicians, but can 

be of no profit to the commonwealth. 

·when I spoke of the power by which the govel"n­

ment in a. state is supported, I pointed out that this 

power may be the whole people, but may also bo only 

a part, and even an extremely small part, of the 

people. It is now evident that states will differ 

greatly in character and complexion, according as 

they rest . in this way on a broad or a narrow 
basis. 

But again, states that rest on a narrow basis may 
differ very widely among themselves. For the group 

of persons supporting the government may stand in 

widely different relations to the mass of the community. 

One of the commonest of these relations is absolute 
undisguised hostility. A military horde surrounds 
tho ruler, and enables him to trample the people 
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under foot. This is in some cases the result of n 

conquest, but perhaps more often, as is shown in the 

history of the East, the result of the decay and dis· 

ruption of military empires, where mercenary armies, 

breaking loose from the central government, appro­

priate a. portion of territory and make their chief 

Sultan of it. 

The kind of state which comes thus into existence 

we have considered more than once, nnd have 

described it as inorganic. It is so extreme a form 

that we have held that it ought scarcely to be called 

a state, but at most only a quasi-state. But we may 
now observe that there are many other varieties of 

state which, though much less extreme, have similar 

characteristics. 

In the inorganic state the ruling horde is foreign 

to the nation over which it tyrannises. Round 

Haider Ali or Tippu Sultan stood a Mussulman host 

alien in religion and everything else to the native 

population of Mysore. But it is easy to imagine a 

state in which there is no such gulf between the 

ruling and the subject population, and yet the system 

of government is closely similar. "\Vithout being 

foreign in blood or religion, the ruling class may still 
be conscious of a separate interest, and may guide the 
government not with a view to the welfare of the 

whole but for its own. exclusive objects. Of this 
kind of partial government, which yet is not in the 
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full sense of the word inorganic, there may be a great 

many varieties. 
In ancient Laconia we find a Dorian host settled 

as conquerors in an Achroan population. But such a 
state is much less inorganic than those Oriental states 

to which I have just referred, since conquerors and 

conquered were of the same nationality, language, 

and religion. 
The same may be said of the government of Rome 

established by conquest in the Italian populations, 
among the Latins and Sa.mnites. It rested on con· 
quest, but there was a tie of kindred and religion 

between the conquerors and the conquered. 
Another variety arises where there has been no 

foreign intrusion at all, but internal movements have 
given to some class or section of the community a 

great supCiiority in power over all the rest, and the 
class or section, taking advantage of this superiority, 
has usurped or appropriated to itself the government. 

The commonest case of such usurpation occurs when 
the government which I call imperialism is set up. 

A standing army in a state has almost always the 

power, if it had the will, to usurp the government. 
By its discipline and organisation it is superior in 

force to the nation. Circumstances occur not very 
unfrequently in which it resolves to employ this 
superior force in taking possession of tho government. 
The result is a government not alien or inorganic, but 
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resembling inorganic governments to this extent, that 

it is at the service of one part of the community, and 

likely to consider the interest of that part either 
exclusively or at least excessively. Such was the 
government of Rome under the emperors, of England 

under Cromwell, of France under Napoleon. 
What the army is in these states the priesthood 

is in another variety. I have insisted upon the 

immense influence of religion in the formation and 

growth of states. During the period when religion 

is the leading influence the ministers of religion have 

an opportunity of becoming the dominant class. In 
these circumstances it will happen in some degree, 
and may happen in a very great degree, that the 
whole government of the state is warped to suit the 

special interests of the priestly class. 
In both these cases tho predominating class is very 

clearly defined ; it is a class that wears a uniform. 

We come next to a variety of state in which there is 

a similar class predominance, but it is less visible and 

obvious to the eye. The government may have fallen 
into tho hands, not of a profession or class formed 

into a corporation, but simply of an interest, that is, of 

a number of people who, having a similar occupation 

and similar objects, desire the same measures and 
instinctively combine to promote them. It may be 
the landed interest or the monied interest, or the 
manufacturers. 
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It may happen, you will observe-though hit::toric­

ally perhaps it docs not often happen- that this 

predominant class may obtain its predominance 

by no kind of merit or public service, but only 

by some accidental advantage. Mere wealth may 

confer it upon some class of industrialists, the pos­

session of weapons and discipline may give it to 

an army, superstition and deceit may 'in some cases 

give it to a priesthood. This is possible. It is not 

only possible, but history shows that it often happens 

that a class which has risen to predominance by great 

public services remains predominant long after it· bas 

lost the qualities which entitled it to be so. Thus 

the· religious faith which enabled the Spaniards to 

drive out the Moors bad been nursed by the priest­

hood, and as a reward the priesthood obtained an 

unbounded influence. But two centuries later, when 

the Bourbon dynasty began to govern Spain, they 

found the country sacrificed to the Church, and it 
could no longer be perceived that the Church in any 

way deserved its predominance. 

We mlL<>t recognise therefore that there exists a 

,large class of states in which the good of the whole is 

sacrificed to the interest of some one part. 

It is the modern practice to call this system 
aristocracy, and the predominant elMs, which in this 

manner preys upon the community, we also call 

an aristocracy. Thus the monopolists of land in 
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Australia have been called the squatter aristocracy, 

and we hear in America of a shoddy aristocracy, a 

petroleum aristocracy, and so on. The opposite, the 

healthy system in which government is honestly 

directed to the welfare of the whole community, we 

call democracy. The perversion of words from th~ir 

original sense is here quite bewildering. In Aristotle 

democmcy is precisely the contrary of this. It is a 

system under which government does not aim at the 

welfare of the whole, but is warped to suit the interest 

of a part, viz. the common people. And aristocracy 

in Aristotle is a healthy system. It is the govern­

ment of good people. ~ 

"\V e are not bound of course to adopt all the 

definitions of Aristotle, but I do not seo what we 

gain by saying "aristocracy " where he would have 

said "oligarchy." A squatter oligarchy, a shoddy 

oligarchy, would have been quite satisfactory and 

unobjectionable phrases. But when a bad sense is 

given to "aristocracy" we lose the word which used 
to convey the notion of government by good people 

as good people, and in losing the word we are in some 

danger of losing the notion itself. How the perversion 

has come about it is easy enough to see. An oligarchy 

always, as a matter of course, calls itself an aristocracy. 

It tries to justify its monopoly of government by 

saying that it alone deserves by its virtue to govern, 

and it tries to conceal its selfish objects under the 
y 
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mask of the public good. And it demands, and 

obtains, as a matter of courtesy, the right of choosing 

the name by which it will be known. 
Nor is it difficult to see why we have forgotten 

Aristotle's definition of democracy. '\Ve readily 

understand that the good of the whole is liable 

to be sacrificed to the interest of a part, but in 

our modern experience the usurping part is always 

the few, never the many. That the poor should be 

trampled on by the rich, and little people by great, 
we recognise as only too possible. But when Aristotle 
tells us that there is an opposite perversion, by which 

the rich are sacrificed to the poor, and the few to tho 
many, we are perhaps inclined to smile at such a 

conceit. It seems to us theoretical and pedantic; 

and we are not disposed to allow such a good word 

as democracy to retire altogether from active service 

by being appointed to the sinecure of representing a 
system which does not actually exist. The truth is 
that little Greece had a richer political experience 
than great modern Europe. The whole popular side 
of politics was better known there than it is among 

us, who after a thousand years of landed oligarchy are 
but beginning to make the acquaintance of democracy. 

The next generation may perhaps learn to understand 
Aristotle's use of the word. 

We have now, however, distinguished a new kind 
of states. It is one which seems to stand between 
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tho organic and the inorganic. Between the healthy 

political organism and the quasi-state which only 

i~1itatcs political vitality, we find a kind which seems 

shaped by vital processes, but in an unhealthy way. 

One limb here is overgrown and draws all nutriment 
to itself. But we at the same time discover that this 

kind does not properly deserve the name that we are 

seeking to define. Aristocracy is not this, but some­

thing different. Such stn.tcs at present arc without a 

generic name. Oligarchy denotes that variety of 

them which in the modern world have been com­

monest. But we see that the predominant class, 
'vhich is their characteristic feature, is not necessarily 

small; it may be the majority. For the present, 

therefore, we can only call them class-states. 

But now what is aristocracy 1 The word ought to 

mean the government of the good. Of course if 

"good " is only a euphemistic name mc::ming simply 

wealthy or well-born, then aristocracy is only a 

euphemistic name for oligarchy. But can we dis­

tinguish a pure aristocracy by the side of the sham 

aristocracy 1 In other words, can we lay it down that 

there are states in which government and the control 

of government are in the hnnds only of the qualified, 

and others in which no qualification is requir:ed 1 

In the modern discussion this question is scarcely 
ever considered. Aristocracy is loudly condemned, 

but when you examine the argument yon finJ it 
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consists in showing that existing systems which call 

themselves by the name of aristocracy have no right 

to the name. But if so, their defects can prove 

nothing against aristocracy. The question, Ought 

there to be, aml may there be, a test by which the 

fitness of men to take a share in govcmment can be 

determined, is not answered by showing that wealth 

is not such a test or that birth is not such a test, still 

less by showing that in a government of wealth the 
poor are oppressed and in a government of birth the 

low-born. Granted that a number of so-called aristoc­
racies are mere oligarchies in disguise, granted that 
the tests of goodness hitherto applied have been 

exceedingly rude and almost useless, these may be 

very good practical arguments against such and such 

a system professing to be aristocratic, but they prove 
nothing against the theory of aristocracy. In fact 

almost the whole popular polemic of the day is not 

really directed against aristocracy at all, but against 
oligarchy. Aristocracy is not attacked, but drops out 
of sight, while people say incredulously, As to a real 
aristocracy, if such a thing there can be, we will tell 

you what \ve think of it when we see it. Practically 
the question is argued as if the choice lay between 
democrq.cy and some form of oligarchy. 

I use democracy here, in its modern sense, to mem: 
"a government in which every one has a share." 
That every one should have a share in government is 
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represented as following from the fact that every one 

has an interest in good government; and if it is argued 

that some people arc not wise enough to understand 
even their own interest, much less that of the whole 

state, tho answer is, The other plan has been tried 

long enough, and it has been found that each man 

practically understands his own interest well enough, 

and that those who profess to be better than others 

anti to be ready to undertake the tutelage of others 

invariably in the long run betray the trust. An 

al'istocro.cy, like Bolingbroke's patriot king, ·is an 

empty imagination; in practice it is merely an 
oligarchy. 

" One man then," wo are told, "is just as fit. as 
another to take part in government, and in arguing 

for the admission of a class to the franchise it is only 

necessary to show that so long as it is excluded its 

interests are certain to be disregarded. The agri­

cultural labourer is treated only with a kind of 
patronising benevolence so long as he is excluded; 

give him a vote, and his interests will begin to be 
considered with quite another kind of earnestness." 

\V ell ! if we may a band on ourscl ves to this view, we 
shall perhaps at last arrive at the principle that a 
person's right to a share in government is strictly 
proportionate to his interest in good government, or 

to the risk he runs of being injured if government 
neglects him, that is, to his weakness and insignificance 
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1 n'' 
For instance, a grown man can always do somct 11 0 

to protect himself, Lut a child ! Ilow much exposed 

is a child to ill-treatment, to neglect, to injury fr0111 

bad education or no education! The child therefore 
. I. ·r the ought certamly to have the franc 11sc, even J 

grown man should go without it. Ami, having once 

d. . d h . I. . '· . ·cason lSmisse t e notwn of qua Ificatwn, Lucre IS no 1 • 

why we should stop at the child. If there is nuY 
class which is liable to ill-treatment, whoso interests 

therefore require the solicitous attention of govern­

ment, it is the class of lunatics. But perhaPs, 
th · · I ·a · tl 1 vbich on e prmc1p e we are cons! enng, 10 c ass ' 

would have the most undeniable right to the frall" 

chise, which ought to have the largest share in 
government, would be tho criminal class. For boW 

much more intimate, how much more practical and 

living, is their connection with law and government 

than ours I Compared to them, we arc all mere 

theorists, mere amateurs in politics ! To how manY of 

us after all, if we will confess the truth, it makes 

little difference what laws are in force ! Pcr~onallY· 
we never come in contact with these laws. But. to 

~he criminal class the question is evidently all· 
Important, in the strictest sense a matter of lifo and 
death. 

You cannot resist these absurd conclusions except 
b d . . d Y a mittmg that after all there must be a stando.r 
of rfi . qua 1 catwn, that tho lunatic has not judgment 
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enough, the child has not experience enough, the 

criminal has not virtue enough, to tn.ke part in 

government. Ancl to admit this is to admit the 

principle of aristocracy. "\Ve constantly speak as if 

tho democratic and aristocratic parties were at iss{te 

on a principle. But here again, as so often in party 

conflict, we find that the grand word "principle" is 

taken in vain. No rational creature disputes either 

the principle that all interests should be considered, 

or tho other principle that there must be a standard 

of qualification. But some people think more of tho 
interests to be represented, that is, of the democratic 

principle; others more of the standard of qualifica­
tion, that is, of tho aristocratic principle. 

Again, if we consider aristocratic and democratic 

states as they appear in history we do not find them 

founded on principles sharply opposed. I do not 

know in what part of history you could find a state 

founded upon the principle that one man is as good 
as another. Certainly those states which stn.nd out 

as eminently democratical have in practice applied 

standards of fitness, though sometimes they ha\'e 
applied them indirectly, and in a manner uncon­
sciously. 

Look at Athens. There to be sure it might seem 
that you had much more oven than universal suffrage. 
Every Athenian wn.s not only what we call a voter­

he wu.s actually a member of Parliament. But we 
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sec that this appearance of unbounded comprehen­

siveness 1s an illusion, when we remark that tho 

Athenians had slaves. \Vhat may be thought to 

incapacitate men for taking a share in government is 

that unceasing mechanical drudgery which precludes 

much mental development, and that total want of 

leisure which makes the study of public affai1·s im­

possible. At Athens the whole class which the 

aristocratic party would disfranchise on the ground 

of want of education, leisure, and intelligence, was 

disfranchised without hope of a Reform Bill by the 

status of slavery. Those poor Athenians, who sat in 

the Ecclesia by the side of the rich and well-born, 

were of the class of which Socrates came. They are 

described to us as having much leisure; and at that 

period of the world, when there were no universities 

and no libraries, wealth conferred little intellectual 

advantage. Such education us there was, was almost 

absolutely common to all. If there was at Athens 

no gulf between the rich and the poor, it was because 

there was a gulf, wider than can now be conceived in 

the most exclusive society, between tho free mall and 

the slave. 

And now let us look at the modern form of 

democracy. Universal suffrage has been introduced 

in several great modem states; and we ourselves 

have tmvelled rapidly on the road that leads to it. 

But is universal suffrage the negation of aristocracy 1 
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Docs it rest on tho principle that one man is as good 

as another 1 
Xot at all. First note that when we say universal 

we uo not mean universal, anu that there arc some 

very large exclusions which we do not mention 

because they arc understood without being mentioned. 

Such arc those that I referred to before. Not only 

chilurcn, but the most gifted youths up to a certain 

age, and all women, are excluded. But secondly, 

we must bear in mind here the distinction upon 

which I have laid so much stress. Under the vague 

word government I have insisted that we confuse 
together two very different things. It is true that 

at Athens almost every citizen was called on in 

rotation to perform actual functions of government, 

as we remember that Socrates himself, the poor 
sculptor, found himself on a memorable occasion 

presiding in the Ecclcsia. But this docs not 

happen in modem democracy. Modern democracy 

gives every man a vote, but it does not make 
every man in turn Speaker of the House of 

Commons or Lord Chancellor or Prime Minister. 

The truth is, it is not a share in crovernment that is 
0 

conferred with the franchise but at the utmost a , 
share in the power of making government. And 

when we grant merely this to all men, we by no 
means lay it down that all men are equal. How far 

we are from doing this even in the most democratic 



33Ci INTRODUCTION TO LF.CT. 

state appears from the astonishment with which we 

regard those elections by lot which took place at 
Athens. Government, in fact, is undcrstoo(l in this 

so-called democratic age, more than at former periods, 

to require so much special skill that the whole 

number of persons whom we can even concei\'e as 

qualified for high office is exceedingly small. But 

now, thirdly, observe that the franchise does not 

usually confer even a share in the power of directly 

making government. It is not the constituent body 

that directly makes the Ministry; it docs but make the 

Parliament, and the Parliament makes the Ministry. 

It is commonly overlooked when wo speak of tho 

steady progress of democracy in these latter times 

that modern democracies have the representative 

system, and that the representative system is essen­

tially aristocratic. As there may be an elective 

monarchy, so there may be elective aristocracy, 

and such is every representative Parliament. It 
is an elective aristocracy. It is a body of men 

who have been selected by the community as more 

fit than the average to attend to public affairs, to 

make and unmake the government. These men have 

stood out in some way above the rest ; that is, they 

arc an aristocracy. And where, as in England and 

as in Germany, the members do not receive payment, 

they constitute not merely an aristocracy, but even an 

aristocracy of wealth, or at least of leisure, since nc 



VI POLl'l'lCAL SCIENCE 

one can become a member of p;Lrliament who is not 

in a condition without a salary to devote a large 

portion of his time to public afrairs. 
It appears then that the principle of aristocracy is 

not and cannot be seriously questioned. Aristocracy 
therefore stands on quite n. different footing from oli­
garchy. History presents a great number of states 

founded on the principle of oligarchy, but it does not 

seem allowable to admit such states as healthy polit­

ical organisms. Oligarchy is a disease, and where 

it absolutely prevails a mortal disease. We cannot 
therefore, I think, put down the oligarchic.1.1 state 
in our classification simply as a species, but, as we 

were disposed to deny to the inorganic state the very 
name of a state, so we oull'ht to rell'ard the oligarchic 

0 0 

state as a st.1.tc deranged and diseased. The case of 
the aristocratic state is quite different. It is simply 
a state iu which a sound and necessary principle, 
admitted in all states, has assumed an unusual prom­

inence. It has all the appearance therefore of being 
a healthy and legitimate variety. y 1Lriation in states 
is caused by variation in the pressure of their en­
vironment. Thus we remarked that when the 
pressure is light there is liberty ; when the pressure 
is heavy liberty is diminished. Now it is easily con· 

ceivable that in certain cases the pressure may be of 
such a kind as to make great demands upon the 
capacity, whether intellectual or moral, of govern· 
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ment. As in some states government, to do its 

work, must have great authority, so in others it mav 

need to have great sldll. Where this is t.be cas~ 
' 

the standard of qualification, which must always 

exist, both in the go,•crnment ami the government­

making organ, will need to be raised. High quali­

fication will need to be insisted upon. The aristo­

cratic principle, which before was latent, must hence­

forward acquire more emphasis. It was always a 

matter of course that only the good ought to govern, 
but by the good was meant persons of ortlinat·y intel­

ligence, ordinary respectability. Henceforward the 

good must be taken to mean persons of more than 

ordinary intelligence, of exceptional virtue. And so 

arises the aristocratic state. 
But this healthy state is pursued by the cormpt 

oligarchical state as by its shadow. So much so that, 
as I pointed out, the very word aristocracy is now 

scarcely understood except as a synonym for oligarchy. 

Such a persistent, inveterate confusion could not 

arise accidentally. I have pointed out how natural it 

is that oligarchy should try to screen its corruptions 

under tho fair pretext of aristocracy. I have hinted 

also at another cause which bas been at work It is 
a cause for which, in studying forms of government, 

great allowance must constn.ntly be made. A large 
proportion of the forms of government which in party 

controversy are necessarily denounced as if they 
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were intrinsically bad arc only bad because they have 

lasted ~oo long; thoy are the survivals of good things. 

Thus, when I discussed despotism, and showed that 
if it were the purely monstrous thing it is imagined 

to be it could never have come into existence, I 
n.rlmitted that many historical despotisms are mon­

strous enough, because they are survivals, and have 

ceased to do the good they once did without ceasing 

to do the harm. Now the same remark may be 

made of the aristocratic state. Strictly it is quite 

different from the oligarchical state. But the survival 

of an aristocracy is often an oligarchy ; and many 
of the states which history presents as aristocracies 
are in reality survivals. Indeed it may be remarked 

in general--and the remark shows how difficult it is 

not to misunderstand the lessons of history-that the 

best and most glorious states have the toughest 
survivals, just as the healthiest man may be ex­

pected to have the longest old age, and therefore the 

best states are most in danger of being discredited by 
their survivals. The oligarchy that Sallust describes, 
which displayed its venality in the war with J ugurtha, 

and its daring wickedness in the conspiracy of Catiline, 
was a survival of tho heroic aristocracy that had 

conquered Hannibal. Tho noblesse that the French 
Revolution devoted to exile or the guillotine was a 
survival of tho aristocracy which had made the staff 

of Cond6 and Turenne. Public opinion can scarcely 
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distinguish m these cases the healthy period, on 

which it looks back through such :L vista of gradual 

corruption, from the survival with which it is 

familiar. 
The confusion is the more inevitable, because aris­

tocracies, like other healthy political forms, spring 

up, not by well-considered contrivance, but spontane­

ously, unconsciously. Nothing needs more thought 

and contrivance than tho devising of a. test of political 

capacity. And tho tests which have been actually 

resorted to, even in the most successful aristocracies, 

have not commonly been the result of thought or 

contrivance at all, but have been the rudest, most 

accidental tests imaginable. And in applying these 
rude tests only the immediate need hns been con­

sidered ; tho question how they lent themselves to 

_corruption, what abuses they wore likely to give rise 

to, has been disregarded. 
Now the most obvious tests for discovering 

political capacity lend themselves just as readily to 

oligarchical exclusiveness. 
Birth is a real test of capacity, though a test of a 

rough kind. The man" who is the son of a states­

man, who has grown up in tho house of a states­

man, may be presumed to have learnt something, if 
only some familiarity with public questions, some 

knowledge of forms of routine, which other men are 
likely to want; and there is a fair probability that h_q 
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'lJay have acquired more, nne! a certain possibility 

that, as the younger Pitt, he may have acquired very 

much aml also inherited very much. 

But if birth works for true aristocracy, it is still 

more certain that it works for the false aristocracy, 

that is, for oligarchy. Aptitudes and maxims may 

descend in families ; but the family has quite another 

character at the same time. The family is the most 

intense of cliques; it is nature's clique. And if the 

government of a state becomes a monopoly in the 

hands of a few families, we may easily understand 

that at the outset a healthy nristocratical impulse was 

at work-the pressure found out the best families, in 

which the most virtue and the most capacity were 

st01·ed up ;-we may understand, too, that for a 

certain time the arrangement would really favour 

true aristocracy-tho monopoly would secure for two 

or three generations a skilful and capable govern­

ment; but we shall hold also that for true aristocracy 

the arrangement will not be long adequate, that ita 

effectiveness will steadily diminish,-for a good family 

tradition is corrupted by power and wealth,-and that 

after a while it will change its tendency and begin to 

work steadily and intensely for oligarchy. Insensibly 

in the course of a few generations an oligarchy will 
reign where an aristocracy was established. 

Precisely the same remark may bo applied to 

wealth. \V ealth too is a rough test of the goodness 
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which is wanted in political life. For that is not an 

abstract ethical goodness, but a goodness relative to 

the object aimed at. I 11 public life two qualifications 

arc highly important, of which wealth is a guarantee. 

The wealthy man will ha ,·c, fir;;t, leisure and freedom 

of action ; secondly, he will presumably not be open 

to corruption. 

But then wealth also is oligarchical. The rich arc 

in the main similar in their occupations and objects; 

they soon discover that they have common interests 

which make it worth their while to combine and 

co-operate. In a state which is under tho manage­

ment of the rich, the interests of property will be too 

much considered, and the go,·ernrnenli will be re­

ganled as a grand machine for favouring and further­

ing the enterprises of capital. 
Still more, where the two tests are applied together, 

where birth counts for something ami wealth for 

something, the tendency will be oligarchical as well as 

aristocratical, and perhaps in the long run oligarchical 

rather than aristocratical. 

You see, then, how many causes are at \vork lead­

ing us to identify aristocracy with oligarchy. First, 

oligarchy always calls itself aristocracy; secondly, 

the survival of aristocracy is oligarchy, to which I 

may add that in the age of the French Revolution 

such a corrupt survival was found at the same time 

in almost every country of Europe; thirdly, the tests 
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employed to maintain aristocracy make equally or 

even more for oligarchy. 

I must be content to-day if I have succeeded in 

clearly distinguishing the aristocratic and democratic 

principles. I leave for the next lecture the inquiry 

how institutions arc practically modified by these 

principles; in other words, how the aristocratic state 

practically differs from the democratic. 
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.MY last lecture may have helped us to understand 

how the name "aristocracy," originally one of the 

most r·cspec.:tablo of all political names, has come in 

recent times to haYe disagrecahle, almost disreputable 

associations. Democracy, a word which now excites 

enthusiasm, hacl in old times just such disagreeable 

associations, and e\'en as late as the seventeenth 

century Corncille writes peremptorily, Le pire des 
/tats c'csl l't!tal populairc. But tho very nam.e "nristoc­

rar.y " in the car of Plato or Aristotle seems to have 

can·icd an impressive sound. Almost without wait­

ing to argue the question they assume that it must 

be the best form of government, for indeed to n 

Greek car tho word aristocracy conveys either 

" government of tho best" or "best government." 

But superficially this form of governmentrese~bles 
two other forms, of which the one is wholly illegiti­

ma.tc and immoral, aml the other cannot be called 

either legitimate or moral. The good people who in 

the aristocracy have a monopoly of the government 

ami of the government-making power seem to answer 
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to that ruling horde which in the inorganic quasi· 
state trample the people under foot, and also to that 

ruling class which in the class-~tate have an unjust 

and mischievous predominance. Both t~ese tyrannous 
minorities claim the title of an aristocracy. They pro­
claim a doctrine that their ascendency is in itself a 

proof of their superiority, that in the main and in 

the long-run might is identical with right. Accord­

ingly in practice there is always a strong probability 

that what professes to be an aristocracy is really 

only a tyrannising class or a tyrannising race, and 
the result of a long and wide experience of this im­
posture has been that in our modern political philo­

sophy the sham aristocracy has superseded the true 
one, that a true aristocracy is not now believed to 

be possible. 
But wo must not allow this phase of practical 

opinion, even though as a practical opinio~ it may be 

reasonable, to enter into theory. 'Ve are not to 
assume, because we see or fancy we see no real 
aristocracy in the actual world, that in other ages 
and other states of society there has been none. 

Nor again, when we detect a tinge of oligarchy in 

some ruling class, are wo to assume too readily that 
that ruling class is a mere oligarchy, for we aro to 
bear in mind that it mn.y be an aristocracy in tho act 

of passing, as we have seen that aristocracies so 
r~adily pass, into an oligarchy. Let us for th~ 
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moment at least forget the sham aristocracy and fix 

our thoughts exclusiYely upon the true one. 

\Ve have regarded the state as an organism, and 

the development of its institutions as the relmlt of 

the effort which organisms make to adapt themselves 

to their environment. But, as this organism is com­

posed of human beings, the struggles of it are in­

dicated not merely by spasms or modifications in the 

tissue, but by speeches and actions from which we 

can in the clearest manner infer thoughts, reason­

ings, wishes, emotions. \Vhen we say that in the 

body politic modifications and developments take 

place, we mean that thoughts and feelings pass 

through the minds of certain individuals belonging to 

the body politic. 

Do we mean that they pass through tho mind of 

every individual and of every individual equally 1 

Surely not. In every community there is a part 

which has ordinarily no share in those movements 

which constitute political vitality. In many com­

munities this part is infinitely larger than the part 

which is disturbed by them. Imagine the condition 

of the Russian population for many centuries. Serfs 

scattered through the villages of an enormous terri­

tory, they had not only no part in, but no conception 

of, that which to foreign statesmen constituted Russia. 

A few nobles, a few soldiers, a few ecclesiastics, and 

the Czar, these together made up the politically 
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active part of Russia; all the rest bad its place in the 

organisation of the family and of the Church, but 

politically it was, at ordinary times, altogether inert. 
In such a state aristocracy is not only real, but is, 

as it were, the chief reality. It arises not by con­
trivance, not out of a theory that some qualifications 

are necessary, not out of any design on the part of 

the rich to exclude the poor in order that they may 

have more freedom to oppress them; it arises in­

evitably and naturally. The population falls of itself 

into two parts. On the one side arc seen those who 

have thoughts and feelings about the public welfare; 
~m the other are those who have no such thoughts 
and feelings. In one sense all are included in the 
state, for the state protects all and imposes duties 

upon all. But one of these two classes is normally 
passive; nothing, therefore, can prevent the other 

from monopolising public affairs. For purposes of 
action, or in the eyes of foreign statesmen, these active 
citizens are the state, and the passive class, often the 

great mass of the population, do not count. 
I have cited the extreme case of Russia. Let me 

cite another case in order to show that aristocracy of 

this natural, necessary kind is by no means uncom­
mon. England at the beginning of the eighteenth 
century stood out as the most political country in 
Europe-the country in which an interest in public 
o.lfairs was most widely diffused. Yet at that time 
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not only the whole lower class, but a very large pro.' 

portion of the middle class, were excluded from the 

franchise, and therefore had no share whatever in 

the government of the country or in making the 

government .. Now, there was at that time nothing 

artificial in this exclusion ; it caused no discontent; 

no cry was then raised for an extension of the fran­

chise. It would seem that the ,·ast excluded class 

acquiesced contentedly in its exclusion, and that it 

was conscious of having no serious political opinions; 

and, indeed, on those rare occasions when it was 

roused to express an opinion, as at Sacheverell's trial, 

or when \Valpole proposed his excise, it proved verY. 

plainly that it was still minor, that it had not yet 

come to political discretion. 

The genesis of aristocracy then is this, that polit­

ical consciousness or the idea of the state comes to 

some minds before it comes to others. Those mono­

polise all the powers of the state who alone enter 

into its nature and understand it. These are the 

good people. Such a development is perfectly 

healthy in itself, and yet we can see that an ari_stoc­

racy must from the very moment of its birth be ex­

posed to the oligarchical corruption. These good 

people are by no means saints. They have virtue 

enough to sacrifice something for the commonwealth, 

but they have acquired a monopoly, and they will 

use it not quite solely for the public good, but also 
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for their own good and for that_ of their families. 

l\Ioreover, these more advanced spirits arc likely to 

be of one class. They will be of those to whom 

wcaith has given leisure, freedom of mind, and the 

habit of dealing with large affairs. Thus aristocracy 

and plutocracy come into existence together. They 

arc different aspects of the same thing, and if the 

spirit of life passes away from an aristocracy, the 

body which it animated does not dissolve; it simply 

becomes a plutocracy. 

This view of the origin o£ aristocracy explains a 

fact which strikes every one who studies history by 

the comparative method. In general wo find aristo­

cracy prevailing in the earlier p01·iod of a state.1 

\Vhcro democracy has prevailed in the end, as in 

Athens and Florence, or the United States, aristo­

cmcy has preceded it; where in the end a moder­

ately liberal system has reigned, it bas usually been 

tho result of a long struggle in whic:..: a more ex­

clusive system has been overthrown. So in .:ncient 

Rome, where first the patricians and then the nobiles 

monopolised power ; so in modern England. This is 

the natural course of things if we suppose that the 

state was created, as it were, by a. minority in 

whom political consciousness was first awakened, 

but that the political life thus put in course of 

1 A pencil note suggests that tho writer intende<l to qualify 
this statement, so far ns regards primitive tribal conditious.-Eil. 
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development afterwards diffused itself through a 

larger number. 

\Yhcn we compare one of these primitive st:1.tcs 

with Athens under Clcon, or the U nitcd States under 

Jefferson, we sec that the ditrercnce between aristoc­

racy and democracy is real, and that some states 

may be called aristocratic and others democratic. 

At the same time the distinctions I have tlrawn, the 

qualifications I have made, very much reduce the 

. importance of the contrast. To the popular view it 

presents itself everywhere in history, and the struggle 

between the two systems seems to make a principal 

part of the development of humanity. And true it 

is that the oppression of tyrannous minorities has 

been among the greatest plagues of humanity, but 

these are not aristocracies, they arc corrupt oligar­

chies or conquering hordes. A struggle which can 

be strictly described as between aristocracy and 

democracy is indeed very difficult to find in history, 

for it is the almost invariable characteristic of the 

struggles which are commonly so described that the 

democratic party declare their opponents to be no 

true aristocracy but a mere oligarchy, to have no 

real superiority, and if they ever had one to have 

lost it. And in most cases they have been evidently 

justified in saying that at least circumstances have 

changed, that the rulers can no longer urge their 

former claim of superior capacity, and that the 
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excluded class have outgrown their original incapacity. 

To take the most obvious example from English 

history. The aristocracy which in tho seventeenth 

century hardly encountered opposition consisted of 

the landed gentry of the country. But about the 

time of 'Villiam Ill there grew up a new class which 

in wealth and intelligence, in everything which con­

stitutes political goodness, rivalled the landed gentry; 

this was the monied and merchant class of the city, 

the magnates of the Bank, the India Honse, and the 

South-Sea House. From this time the old aristoc­

racy is shaken, not because the principle of aristoc­

racy is ca.llcd in question, but because the right ot 

the existing aristocracy to call itself an aristocracy is 

denied. 
And as it is not really aristocracy but oligarchy 

that is attacked, so the attacking party does not seem 

really democratical. Their argument is not that 

there nrc no degrees of merit among men, that one 

man is as good as another. Not only do they not 

usc this argument;· they use the opposite, they use 

the aristocratical argument. They attack oligarchy 

expressly because it is not aristocracy, not because it 

is not democracy. They attack the false tests which 

oligarchy applies to men, not because they think no 

tests should he applied, but because they think that 

the false tests prevent the application of the true 

one. This will readily appear from an example. 
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About thirty years ago the system of patronage was 

abolished in our Civil Service and in our Indian 

Service. This was spoken of as another step in the 

destruction of aristocratic monopoly and in the 

esta.blishmcnt of democratic freedom. Connection 

then ceaseJ to constitute a claim to office. In the 

place of it was substituted the test of examination. 

Now democracy-if it means the principle that one 

man is as good as another-did not really gain by this 

change; that would require that mcu shoulJ be chosen 

by lot or in some sort of rotation. The chango was 

based on· the principle that some men are better 

than others, and that it is all-important to choose 

the good and exclude tho less gooJ. It introduced 

a new test on the ground that it was more searching 

than the old. It rejecteJ the old test on the ground 

that it was ineffective, that it did not find out the 

good nor sift out the bad, but introduced au artificial 

invidious distinction. By this change then aristoc­

racy not democracy gained, oligarchy not aristocracy 
suffered. 

Objections have since been nrgeJ to the competi­
tive test which was then introduced. And every­

where in history we see that it has been found 

infinitely difficult to contrive a. test of political good­

ness which shall be at all satisfactory. But let us 

make the supposition that this difficulty has been 
surmounted. Let us suppose that some test better 
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than birth and wealth has been invented, by adopting 

which the danger should be avoillcll of introducing 

oligarchy under the name of aristocracy ; and that 

this test is also safe against tho objections which arc 

urged against competitive examination. The result 

would be that we should sec for the first time pure 

and true aristocracy; and I think you will sec that 

every one would hail it with delight, and that it 

would appear at once that all the invective against 

aristocracy to which we have grown accustomed in 

recent times is like a letter which has been mis­

directed; it ought to have been addressed to 
oligarchy. 

It results from all this that we can hardly expect 

to find aristocratic and democratic states in history 

sharply distinguished, or marked by palpable differ­

ences of organisation, such as those which may be 

discovered in city- and country-states or in despotic 

and constitutional states. Oligarchic states, such as 

Venice, may have their golden book, thci1· sen·ata del 

gran consiglio. But aristocracy proper is a principle 

which all states admit and in somo degree practise, 

and democracy is no negation of aristocracy, but only_ 

of oligarchy. We can scarcely say then that there 

are any characteristically aristocratic institutions. 

At the utmost there is in some states a tinge or 

complexion which is aristocratic, and in others a 

tinge or complexion which is democratic. I will 
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illust rat<) this by an example from ancient anti 

araqt her· froua lll<ulern laistor·y. 

In ant i•pdty Athcra,; repre;.;ents democl'acy and 

l~ome ari~tncracy. The difTcrence between them is 

nut to be mistaken, yet it is scarcely palpable 

at any one point. In both states a great part 

c,j tl1e lalrnnri 11g cia~~ was relentlessly excluded fi'Om 

political rights hy the opcr·ation of shn·ery, in 

both also citizenship was strictly gua1·dcJ. In 

brJth tt~r-ritories therefore the number of persons 

:dJsolutely cxcluoled was great. So far both states 

were al"ist.ocr·atic. On the other hand, in both states 

the ultimate authority lay with vast popular 

assemblies, in which every citizen had a place. In 

both states the magistr·ates were frequently changed, 

and no citizen was disqualified by station from hold­

ing a. magistracy. So far both states were demo­

cratic. \Vherc then lay the difl"crence 1 In Athens, 

as Grote has pointed out, the people inclined towards 

high station, family, an1l wealth in filling the most 

responsible posts. But in Home they went much 

further. After the primitive monopoly of the 

patricians had been broken through by the plebeians 

a. new monopoly gradun.lly grew up. The magistracies 
were confined in pmcticc to certain families, members 
of which had a.h·cady hcltl magistracies. As a rule n 

new man had no chance with the voters. Here no 

doubt was aristocra.cy, corrupted with a strong taint 
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of oligarchy. But observe that it wa.s a mere usage 
and no law, that nothing could prevent the novus lw11w 

from becoming a camlidate, if he chose, nor the 
people, if they chose, from electing him, and that 
occasionally they exercised this right. 

Again, the Senate was in the best sense an aristo­
cratic assembly. It consisted of those who had held 
public office and therefore had experience of public 
affairs. There was no assembly o.ns\vering to this at 

Athens, for the " Boule" had no aristocratic charac­
ter. Here, then, is something like a. characteristic 
aristocratic institution. The great authority, however, 
which tho Senate possessed was rather a matter of 
usage than of positive law. The aristocratic feeling 
of the community inclined them to leave to this 
assembly much of the_ power which perhaps belonged 
more strictly to the popular assemblies. 

Lastly, we seem to see in the arrangement of 
one of the great popular assemblies an expedient 
adopted for tho purpose of favouring birth and 
wealth. In the comitia cent·uriata the people appear 
as an army, and vote not individually but by cen­
turies, that is, military companies. AB in the primi­
tive ~Lrmy tho citizen provided his own armour, the 
richer men, being alone in a condition to arm them. 

selves completely, would occupy the front ranks. 
The richer men therefore, the cavalry and the fully 
armed infantry, were ca.lled up to vote before the 
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poorer men. 

1NTHODUCT10N TO . -nn ce 
tl"l' 

And now observe what cOil d of B 
jstc 

was introduced. A century properly cons poor 
th0 

hundred men, hut it was arranged that t,}laD 
d 1 r~er centuries sho\lld be so much fewer an a 0 3-0 ritY 

Jlltl-
the rich, that the rich centuries should be :1- }1:1-t in 

as t of the whole number. The consequence W• • t the 
craJll 5 

this assembly the poor were powerless ao poor 
h t tbO rich. It is to bo observed, however, t a the 

could take their revenge in the other asseiil bly, . t 
stratn 

comilia fributa, where there was no such rc . 
. . . . d cliniTlg upon the numencal maJonty; and m the e 

· . . dex:no-pertod of the Roman anstocracy this more 
cratic assembly grows in power. . 

Now let us turn to modern times. Here we may 
discover how an aristocratic state practically differs 

from a democratic state by comparing the United 

States with England as England was in tho eighteenth 

century, or by observing what changes have recently 

been made in England itself, as England has become 
more democratic. 

1\Iodern democracy differs from ancient mainly 

in this, that it admits the labouring class. In tho 

United States you have not only universal suffrage, 

not only inclusion of those who at Athens would 

hnvc hccn disqualified ns slaYes, but something still 

111 (Jl'fJ llX U·om o -i nclnHinn of tho emancipated negroes, 

tl t l'u of lUI nlicn I"LCO which has not been prepared 
1 J[L 1 n, ' . f 

[ol' polit.ical lifo by the training and expenence o 
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centuries, but has !mown only barbarism and slavery. 

Compared to such comprehensiveness as this the 

Athenian system hardly deserves to be called de­

mocracy. But tho aristocratic principle has made 

progress not less . than the democratic. The in­
equality of men with respect to abilities is as much 

clearer to us than it was to the ancients as their 

equality in respect to certain primary rights. We 

see with astonishment that both at Athens and 

Rome one man was thought just as fit as another to 

be a judge and even to command an army. To 
become Prretor U rbanus, the Roman Lord Chancellor, 

a man needed no special qualifications, and the 

appointment went by popular election. Cleon, 

apparently a mere civilian, noted only for his un­

sparing tongue and rancorous popular eloquence, is 

put in command of an important expedition against 

Brnsidas. And if this strikes us as an example of 
extreme democratic recklessness, look at what was 

done in grave aristocratic Rome. In the last 
extremity of the state, when Hannibal himself was 

in the heart of Italy, and Rome was to send against 

him what seemed her last army, she put it under the 

command of a successful lawyer in rather a low kind 

of practice, Terentius Varro, and forth it went to be 

exterminated by the " dire African" on the field of 

Cannre I And to us it seems the height of ludicrous 
satire to say of a civilian statesman that he would 
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take the commanJ of the Channel Fleet at a moment's 
notice! 

You see, a new aristocratic principle has sprung 

up which was unknown to those ancient states. 

Special skill is now recognised. The superiority of 

one man to another in this respect has become so 

glari11gly obvious, so utterly beyond dispute, that we 

can scarcely now imagine a state in which it is 

not acknowledged. Yet the principle is aristocratic. 

And so as tho United States is in one aspect far 

more democratic than Athens, in another it is far 

more ar·istocratic than Rome. For the country is 

governed in the main hy specialists. The President, 

indeed, may he a man of no very special qualifications, 

but he will select a Cahinet of specialists. The 

Secretary of the Treasury will be a financier, the 

Attomey-General will be a lawyer, and tho army will 
be under the command of a skilled military officer 

Elections by lot, armies commanded by lawyers,­

these arc notions which ha vo become inconceivable, 

for however democratic we may be, we know at 

least that men differ infinitely in special skill. 

Thus in the executive government of the United 

States the aristocratic principle prevails. It is recog­
nised that the government should be in the l1ands of 
the best, and if in the list of Presidents some un­
worthy names arc found, it is because universal 

suffrage made a mistake, not because it was held that 
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for the office of President one man was as good as 
another. 

Again, m the United Sta.tes the assemblies are 

more aristocratic than at Athens or Rome, for they 

are representative both in the Federation and in the 

States. As I have said, a representative Parliament 

is a kind of elective aristocracy. ·where there is 

payment of members, as in the United Sta.tes, it is 

true that the members need not be drawn from the 

wealthy or cultivated class, but at the lowest repre­

sentatives are men who give up most of their time 

to public affairs. Now at Athens and Rome the 

assemblies consisted of men who hurried from their 

business to the Assembly, and went back immediately 

to their business again. That system assumed that 

for deliberative purposes one man was as good as 

another ; but modern democracy, you will observe, 

lays it down that the man who devotes himself to 

public affairs is better for these purposes than the 

man who does not; and this is an aristocratical 

principle. 
Lastly, the United States has borrowed from Rome 

and England an institution which is avowedly aristo­

cratic, the Senate. The members of it have a longer 

term, six years instead of two; they must reach a 

certain standard of age, thirty years ; and they are 

choBen not by the people but by the State Legisla­

tures. All these restrictions are found~d on· tho 
2A 
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. a.ristocratical principle, that men arc not equal, but 

that some men me superior to others. 

Our own system, as it has 11ow become is still in 
I 

several points more aristocratic than this. ·we have 

not uni\'ersal sufl'rage, but only household sutrrage. 

That is, a large mnu Ler, in fact a great majority, of 

English 11eople ha,·e not yet any share in the govern­

ment of the country. Secowlly, our members are 

not paid. As the expe11se of elections has been 

much rcclnccd, this no longer means that only men 
positi\·el.r rich can, as a rule, ha,·e scats, but it does 
mean that only men can sit who can command a 

great deal of leisure for unprofitable work It creates 

an aristocracy of leisure. And thirdly, the persons 

best qualified to fill the highest post, that of Prime 

Minister, arc found out by a. most powerful and 

singular process of natural selection extending over 

a. long time. 

But i11 the last century we had a system which 

might fairly be selected as the typical aristocracy of 

the modern world, that is, as the type of that form 

of government in which the aristocratic principle 

overpowers the democratic. In the United States 
we have seen the democratic principle asserted in a 

manner so daring and impressive by the admission of 
the negroes that in spite of all aristocratic checks 
and exclusions which I was ahle to point out, we 

cannot help calling the system on the whole a democ-
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racy. The old English system was just as decidedly, 

n.n aristocracy. Like Rome, England. has always had 

one institution specially aristocratic, the House of 

Lords. But it is less purely aristocratic and more 

oligarchic than the Roman Senate. In the Se~ate all 

the great magistrates sat as a matter of course; in 

the House of Lords this is as may happen, and 

several of tho most importa,nt Ministers are usually 

not members of it. In tho House of Lords, birth is · 

for the most part tho absolute and only title to 

membership, and this is rather oligarchy than aristoc­

racy : in the Senate there was no such rigid rtlie, 

and birth did not by itself constitute a title, though 

the Assembly as a whole consisted of noblemen. 

But if England was an aristocracy in the eighteenth 

century this was not chiefly on account of the House 

of Lords. In the main it was the House of Commons, 

not tho House of Lords, that was the bulwark of 

aristocracy. Here, again, aristocracy rather tinges 

institutions than creates institutions peculiar to 

itself. By the expense of elections, by the vast 

influence of great land-owning families, by the 

dependence of the smaller boroughs upon these 

families, and by the exclusion of many of the largest 

and richest towns, the House of Commons became a 

House in no degree representing the lower classes, 

but controlled mainly by the landed interest, which, 

however, had to struggle against a certain infusion of 
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the higher commerce. This was in the beginning a 

moderately pure aristocracy, that is, the landed class 

and higher commerce really containe1l nt the outset 

wost of the politica.l life of the community, but 

throughout the ei,hteenth ccntlll'.}' it was always 
o It 

growing less aristocratic and more oligarchic. 

preserved, however, to the last one highly honour­

able feature of a. tnw aristocracy, viz. that the 
. t 

owners of rotten borOtwhs often made an bones 
0 

search for rising ability, and introduced of set pur-

pose into the House most of those men who io the 

latter half of the eighteenth century made it re­

nowned for oratory. From this circumstance coroes 

almost all the lustre which surrounds that period in 

history. 
Thus it is that now aristocracy, and now again 

democracy, tinges the institutions of a. sta.te. But 

though the rival watchwords "equality" and "quali­

fication" prevail more than almost any other watch­

words in party conflict, it can hardly be said that 

they are of much use to us in classification. For 

there is no real opposition of principle; the question 

is only "how much" 1 If by some happy invention 

that unlucky connection between aristocracy and 
oligarchy could be broken once for all, if some test 
of merit could be devised which should be acknow­

ledged as satisfactory and should not be so terribly 

liable to perversion as the tests of birth and wealth.. 
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del:tt ()llllosition would almost come to an end, and • 
()Cl• 

ltl. ::tcy and aristocracy would meet together. 

Ul'e classifying states we can only say that some 
dift al'istocratic and others democratic, but that the 
th el'ellce shows itself on the whole rather in colour 

n.ll . 
te .... · 111 form. If there were any institu_tion charac­

'-l~t· 
S lc of aristocracy, we should say it was the 

ec()lld 
old Chamber. A senate, that is, an assembly of 
, . lllen ; a witenagemot, that is, a meeting of the 
"l~e-b 1 · · · 1 · l · t' ot 1 are 1n pnnc1p e stnct y anstocra 1c, 

eqtl•tll 
1. • Y opposed to democracy on the one side and to 

0 l!"P 
. ~al'chy on the other. But so little docs this 
tnsti tut· . ll k . . l 
h Ion pract1ca y mar - nrtstocrattc states t tat at 

t e 
S Pl'esent day the most powerful and efficient 

ec0 lld Chamber is to be found in the great typical 
det:nocracy ; it is the Senate of tho United States. 

Perhaps the most accurate statement would be 
that there are three kinds of state, one in which the 

democratic and aristocratic principles are reconciled 

and balanced, and two in which one or other of them 

Preponderates. For, as I have insisted, there is no 
0 I?Position between the principles: there is only a 
Practical opposition of tendencies. And the dis­

tinction we have drawn between government and 
"'government- making power points out how this 

practical opposition may be prevented by assigning 

to either principle its proper province. All the 
democratical arguments, those powerful pleas for 
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_ comprehensn·eness, for the equal representation of all 

rights and of all interests, do not really refer to govern­

ment but to the government-maldng power. Every 

one would be glad that the poor and the weak should, 

if possible, have some share in making the govern­

ment; nobody wishes that the poor or the weak 

should themselves govern. On the other hand, tho 

aristocratical arguments refer mainly to government. 

That government is a difficult art, that it requires 

experience, special lmowledge, high education, firm 

character, and active intelligence,-all this is indis­

putable; it is less open to dispute now, though 

democracy prevails, than it was in the aristocratic 

ages-but it does not refer to the government-making 

power. "'\Vithout great skill, without high education 

or enlightenment, men may either directly or through 

representatives more skilled than themselves, t..1.ke 

part in making and unmaking the go,·ernment. 

But such a reconciliation of the two principles is of 

course only feasible in st..1.tes where tho government­

making power has been developed, and has acquired 

an organ, and in history such states are rarely met 

with. In history, therefore, the principles commonly 

shock agains~ each other, and one excludes the other. 
In primitive states, as we have seen, aristocracy com­
monly prevails because the people have not yet 
acquired political consciousness. But political life is 

itself an education, anrl in certain circumstances, if 
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the people are not brought into misery by chronic • 

war, a time comes when intelligence is widely diffused 

aml a certain degree of political consciousness be­

comes general. The same lapse of time which brings 

this about usually suffices to corrupt the ruling 

aristocracy, and to t~rn it into a selfish and indolent 

oligarchy. Then begins a democratic period. In the 

former age the very notion of democracy seemed 

absurd ; the very conception of government in the 

hands of the people seemed ludicrous, as it does to 

Homer when he pours contempt on Thersites, to 

Shakespeare when he paints for us Jack Cade, to 

Corneille when he writes Le pire des etats c'est l'etat 
populaire. Now, in this period, aristocracy becomes 

just as inconceivable. Men's minds refuse to admit 

tbe notion. 'When you mention aristocracy they 

think you mean oligarchy. '\Yhen you talk of fitness, 

of high qualification, of high character, they think 

they recognise the world-old sophistries by which in 

all ages poor people have been sacrificed to the rich, 

and simple people have been hoodwinked by the 

clever; to them it is only the old story of l'e:rplvitation 

de l'homme par l'homme. 

Nevertheless, in these very advanced periods, when 

" society has grown complex, the absolute necessity of 

special skill in rulers forces itself more than ever upon 

all eyes. The principle of aristocracy shows itself not 

less great and momentous than the· principle oi 
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. democracy. \Yc know alrcad.r that ~Iinistcrs must be 

specialists. Tho question is whether they ought not 

to be much more. 
But where a popular distinction is drawn between 

the government and the government-making power, 

these blind oscillations nrc no. longer unavoidable. 

\Ve may allow to democracy an almost unbounded 

provmce in the government--making power, and yet 

need not he precluded from maintaining that govern­

ment itself oucrht to be not less, but far more 
0 

aristocratical than in other ages ; that the vastness 

of modern states and the complexity of modern life 

calls for more intellirrcnce severer method, exacter 
0 I 

knowledge, and firmer character in government 

itself than was required in any iormcr period. 



LECTURE VIII 

the complete-
A counsE of lectures can hardly have d 

. expoun ro 
ness of a treatise. I have undertaken to 

. . . Ued to stop 
you politiCal sCience, but I am compe d 
when more than half of it is still untouched, an 

k tcbcd the 
when all I can hope is that I may have s e . 

1. .a: . ffi · nt exempli-
out me SlllllClently, and given you su c1e 
fications of the method to enable you to carry further 

the exposition for yourselves. 
\V e have been occupied throughout with a s~ngle 

task, that of classifying states. ·vve have exammed, 

as it were, a number of specimens, marked the most 
important differences, arranged them in classes accord· 

ing to these differences, and given to each class a 

name. We have done nothing more. Now this 

seems to me a most important and necessary part 

of any science of politics, but assuredly it is only 

a part. At the opening of the course I laid it 

d-own that such a , science must necessarily have 

two large divisions, of which the second would deal 
with the mutual relations of states. This second 

division we have left wholly untouched, and the 
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first we arc far enough from having treated com­
pletely. 

I took pains at the outset to explain that in thus 

treating political science I did not consider myself to 

quit the subject of history. According to me the 

historian when he investigates tho great occurrences 

of the past, verifying every particular, and arranging 

them in the duo relation of cause and effect, is only 

preparing the materials from which a political science 

may be formed ; and I also hold that the historian 

ought not to confine himself to preparing materials 

and leave it to the political philosopher to form the 

science out of them, but that it is importa.nt that 

he should undertake both functions equally, and that 

there should be no division of labour between tho 

historian and the political philosopher. 

I promised in these lectures to keep close to history, 

and I think I have kept my word. I have built up 

no imaginary state, I have used no a priori method. 

I have not made the theory first and afterwards 

applied it to the facts. My method has been to look 

abroad among the states which history puts before us, 
to compare one with another, and take a note of the 

largest resemblances and the most striking differences. 
\Ve have not indeed confined ourselves to the regi~­

tration of obvious facts. W o have found on the 
contrary much occasion for thought and reasonina 

0' 

But the reasoning has not been speculative. It haa 
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been employed mainly 1o removing the misunder- o 

standings and illusions which in this subject more 

than in any other are caused by laxity and popular 

recklessness in the use of words. 

I have, in short, regarded states as science r.egards 

plants and animals, but I have treated them, not 

exactly as plants and animals are treated by the 

physiologist, but rather as plants are treated by the 

botanist and animals by the zoologist. If I have 

been successful, I have enabled you when, as it 

were, a new state is put before you, at once to name 

it by a. precise name, just as the botanist can name a 

flower at sight, and can give it not merely its popular 

name, but the descriptive name which it has in the 

bota.nical system. 

All names are of the nature of an abridged notation. 

The words "dog" or "horse," every time that we use 

them, save us the trouble of a long description. In 

dealing scientifically with states the first important 

step is taken when we furnish ourselves with a stock 

of such general names for the varieties of states. As 

yet only a few such names have come into general 

usc, such as monarchy, republic, federation, etc. I 

have made it my business both to subject these to 

~riticism in order to remove any vagueness that may 

bang about them, and also to add new names. The 

result ought to be that we should find ourselves able 

to describe the states and to narrate the developments 
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c and revolution of states in history at once with far 

greater brevity and with far greater precisiOn. 

Perhaps, then, I cannot close this series of lectures 

more usefully than by showing in such a rapid sketch 

as I h~ve time for how these names may he used in 

narrating history. I will take the large outline of 

history as it is known to us all, not attempting here 

to criticise or alter or supplement itr-not dealing 

with the new matter introduced by Egyptologists or 

Assyriologists or Veuists-but simply telling the old 

tale in the new language which we have now provided 

ourselves with. You will unuerstand that I must 

not waste a word. 

We find then, first, several small communities on 

the shores of the Mediterranean, some speaking 

Greek, others Latin or kindred languages, and one 

farther east speaking a Semitic language. By com­

paring the half-effaced primitive history of some of 

these with the Hebrew history, which in outline is 

considerably clearer for the early period, we find all 

alike in the condition of tribes and all alike power­

fully shaped by religious beliefs. The religious or 

theocratic influence emanating from temples modifies 

the tribes, frequently uniting them into leagues. A 

number of societies spring up, in which as yet there 

are few political institutions, but strong clans and 

highly organised ecclesiastical institutions. The tribe 

passes, everywhere in a certain degree, and in some 
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cases decidedly, into the theocracy. These small 

societies press upon each other by continual war, 

and the pressure calls into existence kingship and 

organised government, but this organisation long 
continues rudimentary. 

Thus the theocracy develops into the state. But 

these states are here for the most part city-states, 

which are found in cognate groups, the sense of 

kindred and the common religion holding a number 

of them together in a· union at once moral and lin­

guistic but not political. Meanwhile outside the area, 
for the most part mountainous, of these communities, 
there have grown up to the eastward of Iran in the 
table-land and in the Mesopotamian river-valley states 
of a different type and on a larger scale. The pres­

sure of these begins at last to be felt : the Hebrew 
states are dissolved, and the Hebrew communities 

conquered, but after their ruin as states they remain 

as a. theocracy. The Greek city-states succeed with 

great difficulty in repelling the first attack from a 

country-state. The Persian is repelled, but somewhat 

later they succumb to another attack of the same 

kind made from the north by the country-state of 

Macedonia. 
vVestward, however, the city-state has a different 

fortune. Italy is not tried by such formidable 

invasions as Greece or Syria. North of the Alps the 

populations remain chiefly in the tribal stage, capable 
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c only of barbaric inroads, not of organised attack. 

Accordingly tho Italian cities arc not subjugated by 

tho foreigner. But their mutual pressure continues. 

As in Greece we soc sometimes one city, sometimes 

another, Athens or Sparta or Thebes, taking prc­

eedence of tho rest, so in Italy. But here the power­

ful city-state of Home advances steadily in power and 

overcomes all rivalry. All the other Italian cities 

and tribes are either conquered or forced into do­

pendent allowance by her. The result is a kind of 

federation which, though widely different in organisa­

tion, is equal in military power to the great country­

states. This quasi-federal union when tried by in­

vasion, invaded first by Pyrrhus, then by tho mighty 

military power of Hannibal, pradically king of Spain 

and almost Icing of Carthage, issued triumphant from 

tho probation. 
The one word city-state explains the catastrophe 

which overtook tho whole eastern side of the antiquo 

world. Tho city-state is necessarily no match in war 

for the organised country-state. That tho western 

side escaped this fate is due to the union of Italy 
under the strong leadership of Home. 

The strong and victorious 'Nest now stands side 

by side with the subjugated East. 

Our principle was that conquest calls into exist­
ence the inorganic state. This being generally large 
in size and at the ~:~arne time extremely low in vitality, 
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is almost always weak. All military empires, after a 

little. time has passed, begin to wear a corpse-like 

appearance. This weakness showed itself first in 

the great Persian Empire. "When the Macedonia.n 

country-state was consolidated by Philip, it saw 

feeble city-states southward, and this decrepit in­

organic Empire to the east. It struck down one 

after the other; Philip subdued Greece, Alexander 

subdued Persia. But the Macedonian empires which 

thus arose were inorganic too, and they too in a few 

generations became decrepit. 

l{ome had united Italy in like manner by war, 

but the result here was not in like manner inorganic. 

The Italian states were cognate, and the word 

conquest does not fairly describe the process by 

which Rome united them: Roman Italy was in. 

comparably stronger than the inorganic East. In a 

series of campaigns of which the issue could not be 

doubtful, Scipio, Flamininus, Paullus, Mummius, 

Lucullus, Pompey, acquire for Rome most of the 

Empire of Alexander. 

The explanation of all these changes lies m the 

single word "inorganic." 

But the great Italian federation was just as much 

·Juperior in force to its western as to its eastarn 

neighbours. Hitherto the countries now called Spain, 

France, England, and Germany had producer! no 

political fabric of any solidity. They had neither 
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• ::ity-statcs nor strong country-states. 'Vc arc to 
imagine them, I conceive, as in the tribal st:~gc, though 

in Gaul and Britain a theocratic system, Druidism, 

was considerably developed. In parts of this region 

the population was not yet firmly attached to any 

definite territory. l\Iigmtion is the grc:~t feature of 

German history in particular from the earliest times 

for a thousand years. Ge1·man tribes frequently pass 

out of Germany westward, as at an earliel' time 

Gallic tribes had left Gaul for the south-and foreign 

races at intervals penetrate into Germany from the 

east. In this fluid condition of society the western 

nations are strong only in short spasmodic efforts. 

Rome in its early days was once submerged in a 

Gallic inundation, and in its greatness was more than 

once endangered by movements in the tribes beyond 

the Alps; but in their ordinary condition those tribes 

were no more capable of resisting Roman power than 

the inorganic states of the East. Spain, Gaul, and 

ultimately the chief part of Britain, shared the fate 

of Alexander's empire. Here the word "tribal " 

furnishes the explanation, as there the word "in­

organic." 

·within Italy Rome could conquer without pro­

ducing an inorganic state. She could not quite d6 

this when her conquests extended over the whole 
coast of the Mediterranean sea. The government of 

the provinces was for a long time terribly inorganic. 
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In the last century and a half of the republic pro­

consuls and proprretors resembled the satraps of 

Persia or the pashas of Turkey. The Homan Empire 

showed at once the two characteristic features of the 

inorganic state, large extent and low vitality. The 

task of defending so vast a frontier was felt to be 

overwhelming. It became necessary to differentiate 

a special organ for the purpose, and a vast standing 

army began to form itself. But this standing army 

reflected the low vitality of the Empire; it was poly­

glot, half barbarous. Moreover, to direct institu­

tions that were on so vast a scale the old constitution 

of Rome, the minature system of a city-state, became 
wholly insufficient. Hence a great change ripened in 

the Roman Empire. A new officer commanding the 

vast army and responsible for the frontier had to be 

introduced. His power necessarily effaced the old 

magistrates of the city-state, nor was it found possible 

to subject it to the government-making organ which 

had been developed for those magistracies. The 

government-making power became latent. Despotism 

set in, and along with it a peculiar form of oligarchy. 

The army had now gained an ascendency in the state; 

the despotism was at the same time imperialism ; and 

•tf.wugh the best emperors studied to balance the 

military influence hy the influence of the Senate, yet 

in the end, from the beginning of the third century 

after Christ, militarism tinged everything. In the 
.2B 
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inorganic state military despotism is the favourite 

form of government : the vast Homan Empire was, as 

it were, half organic, and therefore found this form 

suitable. 
For the first time Rome had introduced a firm 

political organisation into the regions beyond the 

Alps. In Gaul and Britain the germ of native 

civilisation was crushed; Druidism disappeared, the 

Celtic language died out in the greater part of 

Gaul. Gaul was Latinised in language, religion, 

everything. But in Germany Rome received a 

serious check, and was compelled to make the Rhine 
the limit of her conquests. The German tribes, 

though unconquered, found tbcmseh•es thus on this 

side subjected henceforth at once to a firm pressure 

and to a stimulating influence. In tho second 

century after Christ they begin to show signs of 

political development caused by this pressure. The 

old German tribes disappear, larger and more 

solid political unions, Alemanns, Saxons, Franks, 

Goths, take their place. But there is not only no 

city-state, but not even any considerable city, in 

Germany. Hence the Germans are peculiarly liable 

to invasion, having no fortified posts, and though the 

Romans no longer try to subdue them, they contimru 

to be attacked from the East. For they are still in 
the main tribal, and the tribe is w~ak. 

This want of fortified posts in Germany ied now to 
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the great revolutions which we call the migration of 

nations. Pressed from the East by the invasion of 

the Asiatic Huns, and also by the advance of the 

Sla.vonic tribes, Germany threw itself upon the Roman 

Empire. First, the more Eastern Germanic tripes, 

tho Goths and Vandals, spread like a wave over the 

V\T est, and set up kingdoms in Spain, Southern Gaul, 

Africa, and Italy. The Empire wns much transformed 

by this immigration, which, however, produced no 

durable states. The Germanic kingdoms of Italy and 

Africa were destroyed again after a century by the 

imperial armies under Belisarius and Narses, nor did 

tho Gothic kingdom of Spain last much longer. But 
a second wave of migration took place in the second 

half of the fifth century, which had more durable 

results. The Alemanns occupied Switzerland, Alsace, 

nncl Baden, the Franks entered Gaul from the North, 

and the Saxons occupied the greater part of Britain. 

The Empire submitted to so much invasion because 

it laboured under the feebleness of a half-organic 

state. But it partly roused itself by two snccessiYe 

efforts. Large empires fall naturally under the head 

of weak federations, that is, the central power in 

them is so weak compared to the local power that 

·t~.ey are almost paralysed. Such was the Roman 

Empire in the middle of the third century-the time 

of the so-calleu Thirty Tyrants. Two reformers, 

Diocletian and Constantine, by a. great a.cbieYement 
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of centralisation, changed it from a. weak federation 

into a strong one ;-though it did not become vigor­

ous enough to resist finally the Germanic inva(lers. 

This was, as it were, a mechanical remedy, but the 

disease was moral. The Empire being founded on 

force was essentially inorganic-it was morally dcn.d. 

Nevertheless, it contained within it a vast fund of 

spiritual life, the whole treasure of ancient civilisation. 

\Ve have analysed the vitality of a state, and found 

that the principal element in it is religion. Living 

states must first he theocracies. Now at this moment 

the Roman Empire found a religion. It became 

Christian and Catholic. Henceforward it can no 

longer be called inorganic. The theocratic or 

hierarchic period of Europe begins. In this great 

regeneration the Empire begins to fall into two halves, 

the \V estern becomes distinct from the Eastern Empire, 

and gradually this distinctness extends to the religion 

of the Empire; the Latin Church separates itself from 
the Greek 

The new vitality which the Empire derived from 

religion made it aggressive in the moral order 

at the very time that it suffered military invasion. 

The conquering Franks and Saxons became Christians 

and in the religious sense Roman, and the Saxons c.f. 
England in their first zeal carried the moral triumphs 
of Rome into Germany itself. 

But the appearance of a world-religion and its 
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prodigious political effect provoked imitation. A 
new world-religion, composed partly out of the same 

materials, appeared in Arabia, and founded a vast 

number of states hanging together in a loose federa­

tion. Soon the world was divided between two rival 
communities, half political, half religious, Christendom 

and Islam, the wars of which,-first aggressive on the 

Mohammedan side, when Syria, Egypt, Africa, and 

Spain were lost to Christianity, then on the Christian 

side in the Crusades, then again on the Mohammedan 

side in the conquest of Greece, Bulgaria, and Con­

stantinople by the Turks, then again on the Christian 
side in the victorious campaigns of Prince Eugene and 
the Russians,-fill a thousand years. 

The key to all this is in the view we have taken 

of religion as a principal element in political life, of 
• the theocracy as an early phase of the state. 

The great Christian theocracy might, according to 

this rule, have been expected to develop into a great 

Christian state, or rather, since schism bad taken 

place between the Latin and Greek Churches, into 

two Christian states. And this seemed for a long time 

not unlikely. The \Vestern Empire was revived in 

the name of the Christian Church. First, Charles 
0~1C Great at the head of the Franks, and later Otto 

at the head of the Saxons, give form and shape 

to the theocratic Empire, the Holy Roman Empire. 

The Frankish House repels the Saracen in France, the 
I 
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Saxon House saves Europe from the Magyar. But 

beyond these rudiments the Christian state will not 

advance. This 'vas owing to the grcn.t size of the 

territory and the barbaric feebleness of the age in 

political construction. This feebleness is expressed 

in the system of feudalism, which gives to all govern­

ment the form of an extremely loose federation. The 

Emperor himself, and the kings who reigned in 

particular parts of Europe, have at this time little 

practical power; tho only real govemment C:l!.."isting 

is the rude despotism of the fief. At the moment 

when development was thus arrested, when the 

universal Christian state was still feeble, there broke 

out a fat.-1.l discord between the representative of this 

state, the Emperor, and the representative of the 

theocracy underlying it, viz. the Pope. This discord, 
• begun by Hildebrand in the eleventh century, raged 

for more than two centuries, and was fatal Lo the 

unity of Christendom. 

Political development thus arrested turns aside 

into another channel. Since Christendom as a whole 

cannot develop, the separate parts begin to do so. 

The tribal feeling or sense of kindred, which lies at 

the root of all politics, but had been repressed in the ~ 

Roman Empire, begins to revive. But it takes now<·,1 

peculiar shape. The modern nation, of which tho 

peculiar badge is language, springs up. Europe, 

which has hitherto regarded itself as a single theocratic 
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Empire, begins in tho Crusades to appear as a brother­

hood of nations, and among the Christian princes the 

Emperor has now at the utmost the precedence of an 

Agamemnon. 
Tho growth of the nation-state within the frame­

work of the theocratic Empire was an affair of 

centuries. Nation-states bad been perhaps known to 

antiquity, but when they were prosperous they 

commonly soon lost their character by undertaking 

conquest, and wore merged in inorganic empires. 

Now, nation-sta.tes grew side by side, checking each 

other, as city-states had done in ancient Greece. 
France and Germany had begun to fall asunder as early 
as the·ninth century. The growth of France was now 

favoured by the Popes, who leaned on her in their 

contest with the Emperor, and who destroyed by the 

crusade against the Albigenses the germ of an 

independent state in the south of her territory. Eng­

land, first united in her struggle with the Danes, now 

owed much to her insular, and Spain much to her 

peninsular, position. In the thirteenth century 

national legislators appear, Frederick II., Alphonso, 

St. Louis, and Edward I. Soon after national litera· 

tures begin to show vigour. But when the nucleus 

.·of each nationality is formed two great problems 

remain to be solved. One is to fix the frontier of 

each nation ; this cannot bo done without an infinity 

of wars ; the other is to develop out of the machinery 
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• of the theocratic Empire in its feudal periocl an 

orgauisation which shall be suitable to the uation-sta~e. 

The Crusades in the twelfth century show us the 

European Commonwealth of nations in its Homeric 

phase, still chaotic; at the end of the fifteenth century, 

in the reign of Ferdinand and Isabella, Hem-y VII., 
Louis XII., and l\Jaximilian, tho outlines and forms 

of the leading European nation-states have become 

distinct. England antl France have settled their long 

quarrel, Spain is united and has expelled the l\1oor, 

the Burgundian middle-state has fallen, the independ­

ence of the Swiss cantons is secure. 

In the sixteenth century follows the final dissolu­

tion of the old imperial and theocratic framework. 

Charles V. makes a last attempt to revive the universal 

Christian Empire. In doing so he revives the irre­

concilable enmity of tho Popes. The old Guelf and 

Ghibolline discord, which two centuries earlier had 

arrested tho development of united Europe, now 

breaks in two the Universal Church. Pope and 

Emperor are so suspicious of each other that they 

cannot unite to put down heresy, which accordingly 

establishes itself in several states. Nation-churches 

spring up. Rome, tho centre of theocratic unity, is 
treated with complete disregard by England-wit}]' 

respect, but still with independence, by France. 

$pain and the Empire remain in close connection with 

her, but the Guolf-Ghibellino discord still secretly 
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smoulders, and Spain, professing to obey Rome, iQ; 
reality rather dictates to her. 

The nation-states are now fairly founded, their 

distinctness and independence established, but their 

form of government is still a survival from the 

theocratic time. It is borrowed from the fief. 

Rulers have the character of landowners; they con­

sider the sta.te they govern as a landed estate which 

they possess. Kingdoms accordingly descend to 

heirs like so much property, and as in many countries 

female succession is admitted, states find themselves 

united together in the most arbitrary way as the 

effect of a. marriage. Early in the sixteenth century 

this strange cause threatened once more to destroy 

the brotherhood of nation-states, and to revive the 

universal empire under Charles V. It had also, how­

ever, accidentally good effects; as it had created Spain 

by the marriage of Ferdinand and Isabella, so now 

by uniting England and Scotland it gradually created 

Great Britain. After the beginning of the seventeenth 

century the problem for the nation-state is to develop 

a natioJ?al out of a feudal organisation. The old 

system necessarily tended to become despotic, as soon 

as it ceased to be feeble. There could not be a govern­

ment-making organ where government was regarded 

as landownership, subject to a fixed rule of succession. 

In the religious wars of the sixteenth cent.ury this 

system was first broken through. A st.ata c;~me into 
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~xistence which had a. government-making organ. In 

the United Provinces the go,·ernmcnt was sometimes 

in the hand of a. Stacltholder, who resembled a king 

in this, that he was always t.alwn from one family; 

sometimes it was in several hands, but in either case 

there was a go,·ernment-making organ-rude, but 

effective. In the first half of the seventeenth century 

the attempt was made to introduce a similar system in 

England and France. In England there was apparent 

success. The Parliament destroyed the government 

of Charles 1., but did not succeed in establishing a 

satisfactory system. In the heat of the struggle the 

power passed to the army; a class-state, an imperialism, 

was set up; and the nation in the end became pro­

foundly dissatisfied. About the same time the 

Stadtholderate, or more monarchical form, was 

abolished in Holland. But here, and still more in 

France, the experiment failed. The attempt made in 

the Fronde to set up the Parliament of Paris against 

the King proved the absolut~ impossibility of adapting 

the old institutions of France to the purpose now con­

templated, and in Holland it was found that nothing 

short of the Stadtbolderate was adequate in time of 
war. Accordingly the second half of the seventeenth 

century is a time of Restoration, not in England only, 

but in Holland also, and in France where Louis XIV 

app<::ars as the impersonation of hereditary despotism. 

So much for reaction ; but development, too, has a 
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memorable triumph at this time in the Engli~ 

Revolution of 1688, by which the government-making 

organ is solidly established, and which serves as a 

model soon after for the less successful constitutional 

experiments of Sweden and Polamt 

Hcrcclit..'l.ry monarchy is demoralised by its great 

successes in the age of Louis XIV. It degenerates 

into Sult::mism, and leads to chronic wars of ambition 

o.nd prodigious financial waste. A fund of revolu­

tionary discontent is gradually stored up, and now for 

the first time Europe looks on at the spectacle of the 

creation of a new state from the beginning. In 

America the government-making organ is seen openly 

at work, and a successful government is called into 

existence. This ripens at once the development, so 

long delayed, of Europe. The process is. begun in 

France, which leads indeed to unparalleled confusions 

and calamities, but docs at least develop in France 

the government-making organ. Meanwhile by a 

circuitous process, England, without disturbance, has 

completed the work she began at the Revolution, 

reconciling by the contrivance of a responsible Minister 

the eff~ctive working of the government-making organ 

with hereditary monarchy. The two models, the 

Amcrica.n and the English, have since been imitated 

in most other states of Europe. 
Finally, the last trace of the ancient theocratic 

system has been removed. The nation-state, estab-



380 INTRODUCTION TO LEC'l". 

H_<>hcd everywhere else, had not yet entered Germany 

or Italy, that is, the countries of the Emperor and tho 

Pope. By the revolutions of 1860 and 1866 Italy 

and Germany have been set up by the side of the 

other nation-states of Europe. 

I hope you see why I have m:1de this long re­

capitulation. I have tried to tell :1lmost the whole 

history of the world in half an hour, simply that you 

may see what is the practical usc of those general 

names which I have collected and distinguished with 

so much care in these lectures. History is commonly 

regarded as a sort of ocean, an immense magazine of 

miscellaneous facts which no memory can retain, a 

labyrinth in which the mimi loses itself. It is my 

fixed belief that the study of. it can never be profitable 

so long as it keeps this unlimited, miscellaneous, 

labyrinthine character. My object has been to fur­

nish you with something which may sen-e as a clue 
to the labyrinth. 

I began by laying it down that though the number 

and variety of occwTcnces which in some sense may 

be called historical is well-nigh infinite, yet history 

proper is only concerned with one class of phenomena, 

viz. those political groups which human beings seem 

almost everywhere to form. \Vithin these groups, 

and under the shelter of their organisation or in the 

conflict between them, no doubt almost everything 

roemorablc that human beings have done has been 
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-:lone. But history proper is concerned not primarily 

with the individuals composing the groups or their 

memorable achievements, but with the groups them­

selves, their development and organisation, their 

unions and collisions, and with individuals only so far 

as they have affected that development, that organisa­

tion, those unions, and those collisions. 

This principle, if it were admitted, would at once 

alter the appearance of history. It would remove 

from the mass of facts all its unmanageable infinite­

ness and miscellaneousness. 
But I advance another step. These political 

groups themselves seem at first sight bewildering by 
their variety and by the variety of their combinations. 

I say then, this is an illusion. No doubt there are 

infinite individual differences, as they say a shepherd 

can distinguish every sheep in his flock from the 

others. But these differences are insignificant com­

pared to the resemblances. The number of kinds of 

state, the number of phases in the development of a 

state is limited, more limited perhaps than we might 

suppose. We have tried to distinguish these kinds, 

using the method of observation and comparison, and 

avoiding all a priori construction. I have not had 

time for a classification by any means complete. 

Doubtless you can add to the list we have made 

other, perhaps many other, kinds. My object has 

been rather to suggest to you how classification 
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c.ught to be done, and to give you samples of tho 

process, than to do the necessary work of classific.1.tion 

completely for you. Still we have made out a list 

sufficiently long, attending, moreover, principally to 

those kinds which occur most frequently in history. 

If my method is really useful, I ought to be able to 

sho,~, oven with the general names we have collected, 

that history begins to look really less confused, that 

we have acquired some sort of clue to the labyrinth. 

This is why I have taken you to-day with such 

breathless speed through almost the whole length 
and through the most crowded part of the history of 

the world, from _the primitive tribal period of antiquity 

to the revolutions which have happened in our own 

time. 
If I had had more time at my disposal I should 

have devoted two or three lectures at least to this 
review of history. But I hope that my hasty recapit­

ulation may serve the purpose I had in view. It 
strikes me that the current, the generally acccptecl 

classification, throws light only upon one or two 

detached pieces of history. Monarchy and republic, 

aristocracy and democracy, are words 'vhich no doubt 
are very useful in the history of Grecco and Rome, 
and again in the last century or two of modern 
history. In the long intervening period they are 
useful perhaps when we are dealing with the ItK1.lian 
Republics. But in the -rest of history, and it is much 
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the la~ger part, they are of little use. For, first·, 

primitive or barbarous politics cannot be described 

by these words ; the traveller in Asia or Africa or 

Polynesia gets little help from them; English obser­

vers of Hindoo society· and Hindoo history seldom 
want them. Secondly, tho student who brings to 

history no categories but these is disconcerted by 

finding himself constantly confronted with religion. 

Religion itself, the promulgation of new religions, the 

struggle of rival religions, fills a large part of history, 

and in another very large part what we call politics 
have a strongly religious tinge. \Yo are driven to 
evade this difficulty by distinguishing two kinds of 
history, secular and ecclesiasticn.l. But nothing ca.n 
be more nugatory than this distinction. Nothing 

can bo more false than the notion that you can give 
a complete account of the state without mentioning 

religion, that the state is a secular institution, and 

only the Church a religious one. Once more, this 

accepted classification leaves out of account all em­

pires in which a number of nations are brought 

torrether by conquest. Yet the Roman Empire in old 
0 <} 

time, and the Turkish Empire more recently, are 

examples sufficient to show how important in history 

"" these phenomena of conquest are. 
We should see more clearly the miserable in­

adequacy of this classification if we did not confuse 

ourselves by mixing up what is or has been with 



384 INTRODUCTION TO J.ECT. 

\.vhat we think ought to be. Primitive states arc 

neglected ; true ; but then they a1·e barbarous. Tho 

phenomena of conquest are neglecterl ; true; but 

let us hope that the progress of humanity will more 

and more make war and conquest obsolete. Religious 

phenomena arc neglected; true; it is sadly true that 

in past ages the beauty of tolerance was little under­

stood, that it was not then recognised that "religion 

is an affair between man and his l\faker"; but why 

revive now the memory of these wretched disputes 1 

So long as we reason in this way it is evident that 

we can have no political science that will serve as a 

clue to history. The principal object of my rapid 

review of history has been to show you that by 

taking pains to supply these defects instead of 

apologising for them we can obtain such a clue. For 

this purpose, of all the categories we have collected 

the most important are these three-tribal, theocratic, 

and inorganic. Mainly by the help of these we can 

fill up the gaps which the popular classification leaves, 

and bring the whole of history, and not merely a few 

detached parts of it, under the light of method. 

I hope that some of those who h:we listened to me 

will weigh these suggestions of mine, and so far as 

they deserve it, develop them. Upon this generation 

of students evidently is laid the task of finding for 

history its proper place both in science and in educa­

tion. The study has reached a critical point. Never 
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was it rcgarJed with so much interest and curiosity. c' 

Never was it prosecuted with so much zeal, or by so 

large an army of investigators. But there is a 

hindrance, a hitch, which is caused mainly just by 

the interesting and popular character of the study. 

Abstract and abstruse studies, as they want the 

stimulus of popularity, so are exempt from this 

hindrn.nce. They are left in the hands of the few 

people who have a taste for them, and who, being left 

to themselves, have no temptation to leave the right 

path. But of the vast number of those who take a 

strong interest in history more than half have no 

scientific object at all Some are antiquarians and 

collectors of curiosities, some are romancers, some are 

professional men, lawyers or ecclesiastics ; the vast 

majority have a literary rather than a scientific habit 

of mi•1d. All these are tempted, and tempt others 

away from the straight path of science. They have 

other objects. This one looks in history for food for 

the poetic sense, that one for patriotism,• another for 

art, another wants useful information. Even of those 

who have a scientific object some find in history the 

material~ for one science, others for another. And 

the best intellects that devote themselves to history 

" end in becoming rather great scholars than great 

scientists. 

Just at this moment it seems to me all-important 

th:Lt the student of history should bethink himself, 
2a 
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,.should make up his mind what l1C wants and what 

he means to do. The !l'lCstions to be answered arc 

such as these : Is there a science at the bottom of 

history 1 Arc there several sciences 1 If several, 

does one stand out as more properly historical than 

the rest 1 
Next, in what relation docs history stand to these 

sciences 1 If history purveys the facts which the 

science is to generalise, is it right that one class of 

students should be devoted exclusively to collecting 

the facts and another to general ising them 1 Or 
should the historical student be, as n. rule, at the 

same time an investigator of facts and a theoretic 

reasoner. 
You see how we answer these questions. "r e find 

at the bottom of history a Political Science, and we 

would place all historical investigation, as it were, 
under the guidance and government of this science. 

But the science is still in the making; we cannot 
yet refer to satisfactory text-books. In these circum­

stances some will doubt whether such a science exists 

or can be formed, and many will prefer the old path 

of mere erudition, of investigation for investigation's 
sake, of collecting facts by endless research and 

housing them in scholarly books without asking for 
any principle which might bring the confused heap 

into order. 
The moment, therefore, I say, is critical, and in 
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these lectures on political science which I now bring ·• 
to a close I have cast my seed upon the waters, 

hoping that in the work which will be done in the 
next few years by the rising teachers of history in 
this University I shall find it after many days. 
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