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PREFACE 

This book is a serious attempt to set forth in moderate compass 

and with the greatest possible clearness the development of our 
ideas about the state and about government, beginning with the 

fifth century B.c. in Greece and extending as far a,s the end of the 

middle ages. The difficulties are great. Such an account should 
never lose sight of the growth of thought while engaged with the 

detail of its contemporary expression; it should keep the history 

of political ideas in closest touch with the actual political develop¬ 

ments and the institutional growth, but without becoming a mere 

political or institutional history. It should also be perfectly clear, 

but with a clearness resulting not from avoiding the difficulties 

and technicalities of which political writings are full, but from a 

concise and well-ordered analysis of all essentials, expressed in 

the simplest and most straight-forward English. A book properly 
combining these qualities would be welcome to the special student 
and at the same time intelligible and helpful to the beginner in 

the subject. Conscious of these needs and difficulties, I have tried 

very hard to write such a book, but whether successfully or not, 
the reader must judge. 

A large part of the section on Greek political thought was in¬ 

cluded in somewhat different form in the series of Beecher Lectures 

which I had the honor to give at Amherst College in 1930, and por¬ 
tions of the medieval chapters were the basis of a series given at 

Boston in the Lowell Institute in 1931; but no part of the book 
has been printed till now. On the earlier part of it the criticisms 

of Professors W. S. Ferguson and C. J. Friedrich have been of 

great help to me, and in preparing the volume for publication, 
the assistance of Mr. George S. Pettee is gratefully acknowledged. 

I am grateful also to Harvard University for a grant from the 

Milton Fund to further the work. 

C. H. McIlwain 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 

February, 193a 
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THE GROWTH OF POLITICAL THOUGHT 

IN THE WEST 

CHAPTER I 

THE BEGINNINGS 

‘‘Man is born free and everywhere he is in chains. . . . What 
can make it legitimate?*’^ It is the central question of all 
political thought. For more than two thousand years men have 
been searching, as Rousseau searched, to find “if in the civil order 
there can be any rule of administration legitimate and sure”;^ 
to discover how it can be that so many millions endure as so often 
they do the rule and even the tyranny of a single one “who has no 
power that has not been given him, and no strength to hurt them 
save in their own willingness to suffer it.” ® For such power to 
be legitimate must also be sure. Dominion if it is to be justified 
at all must be “a condition of rational nature” as Wycliffe defined 
it,^ and in reason permanent government must have a justification 
sufficient to explain the historical fact of its continuous existence 
among rational beings. “What is it that makes the state one? 
It is the union of its members. And whence comes the union of its 
members? From the obligation that binds them. . . . But what 
is the foundation of that obligation ?” ^ Tha[fiJb£gijL.iha-diffie^ 
ences of opinion. At one extreme among the answers that men 
have given to this great question is the absolute denial that reason 
gives the slightest justification for domination of any kind or in 
any degree exercised by one man or any number of men over 
others: all political superiority and all government are a mere 
usurpation of power's that can rightly belong to none. Such is 

> Rousseau, Du eonirat soehi, Liv. x, chap. i. 
* Ibid,, Liv. t, Introduction. 
’ £tienne de la BoStie» Discours de la servitude vdontaire, (Euvres computes, edited by 

L^n Feugftre, pp. o~io. 
^Dominium est habitudo nature racionalis secundum quam denominatur sue prefid 

servienti. De Dominio Divine, edited by R. L. Poole, p. 4. 
* Rousseau, Lettres icrites de la mentagne, lettre vi. 

1 



2 THE GROWTH OF POLITICAL THOUGHT 

the answer of the philosophical anarchists like^BaJcurjin. As an 
ideal attainable by beings equally perfect in mind and character 
such a theory must always have a strong claim upon the idealist. 
The noble ideal of the freest scope for the law within unhampered 
by the trammels of the coercive law without has always appealed 
to liberal minds, even to those who have sadly admitted that it 
is an ideal that can never be reached. It implies a perfection 
never yet attained by men and possibly never attainable. They 
see as St. Paul did ‘‘another law’’ in the members, warring against 
the laws of the liiind, and bringing us “into captivity to the law 
of sin”;^ and hence the searchers for the rationale of political 
relations among men have in most cases been forced to limit their 
horizon to “men such as they are” and to laws “such as they may 
be.” 2 But even within this more restricted sphere there has been 
the widest variance as to what is “the condition of rational na¬ 
ture.” “To one it is force, to others paternal auth*onty, to others 
the will of God.” ® Force alone is not enough for this. It must 
be a force justifiable by reason. Might must make right. And 
force to all save a few has never been accepted as the basis of 
government “legitimate and sure.” It can neither explain nor 
justify the permanent political dominance of some over others. 
It cannot explain it, for even “the weakest,” as Hobbes said,’ 
“has strength enough to kill the strongest” by stealth or in com¬ 
bination with others in like condition with himself.^ Nor can it 
justify submission an instant longer than the force is actually 
able to compel it. The bond then must be one of law of some 
kind, a vinculum jurisy and a people must be one held together as 
Cicero said by consent to law, juris consensu.^ But to what law ? 
the law of God, the law of a father of a family, a mere pact formally 
or informally accepted by the citizens, or something in some way 
compounded of some or of all of theseAnd under such a lawi 
where does “rational nature” require that the dominant power b 
lodged; in a single ruler, in a few of the best or the richest, in al 
the people acting as individuals or as a corporate whole ? And 
how does this “rational nature” prescribe that this power shall be 
exercised, wherever lodged ? May it be delegated, and if so, how, 

1 Romans, VII, 23. 
* Rousseau, Du conlrat sociat, Liv. 1, Introduction. 
* Rousseau, Letires icrites de la monlagne, Icttre vi. 
* Leviathan, part i, chap. 13. 
* De Re Publica, Lib. i, cap. xxv. 
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and to whom; may it all be delegated or only a part> such as the 
administration rather than the formulation of law P 

It is in the successive answers to these and to cognate questions 
that we find the material of the history of political thought. And 
most varied these answers have been, a diversity usually to be 
explained by their close and constant connection with actual 
political developments; but from the time when the restless curi¬ 
osity of the Greeks, in its search for a single principle underlying 
the universe, first turned their minds inward and began to examine 
the principles of human conduct as well as outward phenomena, 
the subject of political obligation in some aspect or other has 
furnished one of the mos«. absorbing of the objects of human 
speculation. 
'The beginnings of this speculation, it may be, are to be found 

long before the Greeks were interested in it, and certainly there 
were before that time long ages of actual government and even of 
government recorded in historical documents, but it was among 
the Greeks apparently that we find the first faint trickle of that 
particular stream of speculative thought upon the nature of 
political relations which has been flowing ever since over the 
European world and over all the lands whose culture is in origin 
European. 

With Greece then we must begin a history of our own political 
thought at least, and in Greece with the oldest surviving evidence! 
of an inter^lin the,iife,of rnllectivenn^n. 

At the outset it is worth remembering that our very word 
‘political” comes from the Greek po/u. It was the Greek city- 

state that furnished the data for the first systematic thought of 
our race on “civil relations.” It conditioned the thinking of some 
of its most powerful and penetrating minds upon the perennial 
and still unsolved problems involved in these relations; and even 
today, after the lapse of more than two thousand years of develop¬ 
ment and change, we can think of these in large part only in the 
terms that Plato and Aristotle formulated in contemplation of the 
political life of those small but intensely interesting centres that 
had taken form before the fifth century b.c. about the Aegean. 
Whatever our modern laws may be, Rome is the source of our 
jurisprudence, and whatever our form of governments Greece ha$ 
furnished us the main outlines of npr pnlitir^l And the 
fact tiiat thVdetails of government under modern conditions have 
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become so difFerent from those peculiar to Aristotle only serves 
to bring into stronger relief their essential identity. 
UA great master of Roman law whom we have recently lost has 
said that one of its chief merits as a study today arises from the 
fact that its mooted questions turn for the most part upon points 
that are strange to our modern everyday life.^ The same is true 
of the Greek speculations about the polls. We still use the term 
"‘political.” We have not ceased to refer to the “body politic,” 
and even in the language “of the street” we mean by “politic” 
somewhat the same difference that a Greek must have had in 
mind between the rustic and the more sophisticated city dweller, 
though we should scarcely speak of a “public spirited” man as 
“politic” or call one wholly absorbed in his own private and 
selfish interests “idiotic” as he probably deserves. In like fash¬ 
ion, when we speak of a man as “civil,” or refer to another's 
“incivility,” we are thinking in similar terms, though in a Latin 
form, and the same is true of “urbanity,” after the adoption of 
Christianity in Rome of “pagan,” and, among our own race, of 
“heathen.” 

But the differences between the ancient and the modern setting 
of these central principles are no less important than the identity 
of the principles themselves. This ancient city-state, with its 
5040 citizens as Plato would have limited it and a territory that 
Aristotle thought too large if you could not see across it, may be 
identical in what constitutes the essentials of its “good life” with 
our modern national state with perhaps a million of population 
where the Greek one had a thousand and a square mile of territory 
to its every acre; but if we are ever really to appreciate this 
identity it can only be by a corresponding understanding of the 
inevitable differences that size and other equally important points 
of dissimilarity must make in the operation even of like principles 
in the political life of a little community like Corinth or Megara 
just after the Persian wars and of a modern nation like the United 
States or modern Germany. ‘Only by a thorough mastery of the 
peculiarities of the ancient city-state can we ever come to feel the 
underlying sameness of their foundations and ours. It is the 
eternal character of these foundations that makes valuable for 
us the study of the Greek state and the Greek speculations con¬ 
cerning it; it is only by a consideration of the differences between^ 

»P. F. Girard) Manuti fUmetUain de droit remain, s* 6d., p. 5. 
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these states and our own that a true understanding becomes pos¬ 
sible of the great principles common to both. 

Possibly it was the very smallness of their units of government 
that led to one of the most characteristic of these differences 
between the Greek view of political life and ours. They made no 
such distinction as we do either between society and the state or 
between the state and the government. To Aristotle man is a 
“political animal/' but when St. Thomas Aquinas expressed the 
same thought for the thirteenth century he had to say Man is a 

social and political animal," ^ and Seneca had long before referred 
to him as sociale animal} As puzzling to Aristotle as it seems 
exaggerated to us cooler Anglo-Saxons, must have appeared Rous¬ 
seau's delirium on first putting to himself the question whether 
the arts and sciences had contributed to corrupt or to purify 
morals.® To Aristotle the idea of the state was less differentiated 
than to us. The state absorbed and included the entire collective 
activity of its citizens, a whole outside of which its members could 
not even be thought of, much less exist. Hence all social life is 
political life, possibly because in the city-state the political life 
was in fact so much more “social" than with us. Every act of 
man, therefore^ in so far as it affects others is to Aristotle a political 
act, and ethics is only a part or rather an aspect of politics. In 
saying that man is a “political" animal he meant much more 
than we should mean by political. St. Thomas did not really 
change his meaning by adding the word social; he only made it 
clearer to his own century and to ours. 

This concentration upon the polis as the be-all and end-all of its 
citizens may also be the explanation of Aristotle's strange ignoring 
of international matters, which has attracted attention and hostile 
criticisms ever since his day. Though he was of course acquainted 
with the Athenian Empire and had been the tutor of Alexander, 
to him the polis is so nearly coterminous with society, its good 
life so nearly approximates the highest good, that everything 
beyond its sphere may be omitted in a treatise on politics without 
any serious loss. The interest of Isocrates in the states of Greece 

^ De Res^ine PHncipun^t Lib. x, cap. i. 
* De ClementMt i, 3. 
’ ^^Unabte to walk for shortness of breath I sank down under one of the trees of the 

avenue and there passed a half hour in such agitation that when I arose I found the whole 
front of my waistcoat wet with tears, though I had not been conscious of shedding any.** 
{Second Letter to Makskerbes,) 
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as a whole was as much greater than Aristotle's as his keenness of 
analysis of each seems inferior.^ 
fit is evident that the first prerequisite to an understanding of 

the earliest thoughts of our race about politics is a thorough knowl¬ 
edge of the nature of the polis that conditioned those thoughts and 
of the public life its citizens lived within i^ Thus and thus alone 
may we begin to understand the meaning of their own words and 
be able to go on from this to our later and most important task, 
an estimation of the significance of those thoughts for later ages 
including our own.l 

Putting aside die interesting question of origins, we may then 
ask what were the chief characteristics of the Greek city-state. 
In the first place it was a community (xoivcovta), a res puhlicuy or i 

in good old English, a true common weal or commonwealth. Itj 
had something in common with the local units familiar to us and 
our ancestors for a thousand years and more, what we still speak 
of — now usually without understanding why — when we put 
ourselves '‘on the country" to be tried by a jury “of the vicinage." 
In the earlier history of our jury, before it was informed by the 
evidence of outside witnesses, it and the compurgators who pre¬ 
ceded it derived their importance from the fact thavhey embodied 
the common knowledge, common opinions, and common life of the 
little district from which they came. A suitor of an old English 
county court would probably have understood the “community" 
(/cwwvta) of the city-state far better than any modern city 
dweller, who usually knows nothing of his next door neighbor or 
of his doings and thoughts. “Among simple men," as Mr. Zim- 
mern finely says,^ “far removed from the seat of government, and 
too poor and too busy to stir outside their native valley, neighbour¬ 
liness takes the place of citizenship." Our forefathers would have 
understood something of this neighborliness as the Greeks did, and 
the knowledge of it has not yet disappeared in the country. But 
long before they were advanced enough to leave us any record of 
their thoughts our early English communities had lost, if they 
had ever had, another great characteristic that the Greek cit^ 
retained to the end, itsjself-sufficiency (a^apK€ta) or independence^ 
Thus St. Thomas Aqui^sTiad also to’m^k^ it dfeartu Ills leaders 
of the thirteenth century that Aristotle's ideas about the polity 

' See Georges Mathieu, Les idies PolUiques d*Isocraie (1925), especially chap. v. 
* The Greek Commonwealth^ 2d ed., p. 92. 
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might be applied to provinces (provinciae) as well as to cities 
{civitates) in a way that it is clear Aristotle himself would not 
have admitted, and the authors of the celebrated Defensor Pads in 
the fourteenth century tacitly applied all of Aristotle’s observa^ 
tions upon the Greek polis to their own medieval dvitates or regnaJ 

Most cities had in fact by that time become subject to kings and 
emperors and the ‘‘self-determination” so characteristic of the 
Greek cities could no longer apply to any but the larger unit of the 
province or the realm {regnuin)y save in the case of the few cities 
which enjoyed merum et mixtum imperiuniy and only in part even 
to them. The latter, which flourished down to modern times in 
Italy and Germany, are piobably the closest modern parallel to 
the Greek city-state with its communal and its Independent life. 
But it could be shown that though they shared with it a certain 
measure of independence, other aspects of their social and political 
life were widely different. 

In most cases the munidpia had in fact lost some of the vivid¬ 
ness and vigor of their political life. It had become diluted by 
the loss of their separateness and independence. As Mr. Zimmern 
says again, “in all societies in all ages the law of the larger unit 
tends to be helcijn less esteem than that of the smaller, and progress 
consists in making the spirit of the smaller, with its appropriate 
ideas and customs, transmute and inspire the larger.” ^ Thus the 
Greek ideas of the polity tended to lose some of their sharpness 
when applied to the larger unit of the province, the realm, or the 
Empire, or later to our own huge modern nation-states. As the 
seat of government became more remote, so the government itself 
gradually became further removed from the every-day lives of the 
citizens. They found themselves engrossed in their private con¬ 
cerns more than in their public duties. It became increasingly 
hard to “inspire the larger unit with the spirit of the smaller”; 
political life became more stagnant; and what Plato calls the 
“art of drawing pay” (ij fuaOapvrjriK^ ^9(^17)® was gradually re¬ 
placing the zeal for public service. Our word “politician” ought 
to be a good translation of the Greek politikosy but it is not — and 
why ? Such things as these make it ea^er to agree with Mr. Warde 
Fowler when he says that “The irrfAis was in fact, in most respects 
though not in all, a more perfect form of social union than the 
modern State, and its history, if we were more exactly informed 

1 The Greek Commonwealth, 2d ed., p. 98. * Republic, p. 346. 
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about it, would be relatively easier to understand. ^ The vivid- i 
ness of the feeling of community, the approximation of neighbor¬ 
liness and citizenship, the living realization of a true res publica 
or cowiuon wesif this wbs pr^Ldbly the deepest root from which 

the ancient polity drew its life. We need not inquire into its 

history, nor touch on the mooted question whether its unity 
originated in kinship or in contiguity. It was there, and the 
exceptional vigor of its political life was heightened by circum¬ 
stances probably more favorable than have ever existed in the 
world before or since. 

Never has there been so close an approximation as in the Greek 
city-state of the “political man"’ in the sense in which the Utili¬ 
tarians created their “economic man,” never has man been so 
completely a “political animal.” He had fewer temptations than 
we have to be anything else. Religion and worship did not, as 
they must now, draw him away from the affairs of his city, they 
involved for him no division of his loyalty between “church and 
state”; they were, on the contrary, probably more inseparably 
connected with his “political” life and activity than any other 
part of it, for the gods he worshiped — at least in the period when 
civic life remained most vivid — were not “strange gods” but the 
j^vinities who presided over his own fireside and his own city. 
We cannot think truly of Athena without thinking of Athens, nor 
can we understand Athens without Athena. The very establish¬ 
ment of their city and the constant preservation of its distinctive 
character and welfare the citizens attributed to the particular 
divinity who presided over it, and for that very reason the common 
worship of that divinity naturally came to be in their eyes at once 
the most striking manifestation of the common life they lived 

1 The City-State of the Greeks and Romans, p. p, — “It is the unexhausted vitality, the 
permanent inspiration, the eternal humanity of Greek political ideas which gives them their 
claim to be restudied and restated in our own time.” John L. My res, The Political Ideas of 
the Greeks (1927), p. 45. One cause of this vividness of the feeling of community in the 
Greek city-state was the fact that so many of the inhabitants— free as well as slave — were 
not citizens; yet this was not the only cause, nor the main one. It was far deeper than 
that. Making all allowances for the large proportion of these non-citizens, the political 
units of Greece still remain strikingly smaller than our modem political units and their 
common life far more intimate. It is easy to overemphasize the difference between antique 
and modem political units arising from the disproportion of citizens and residents. In 
Massachusetts during the first half of the seventeenth century, for example, it may be 
doubted whether the proportion of “freemen** to inhabitants was much greater than in 
most Greek cities in the time of Aristotle. For the whole medieval period in western Europe 
and later, those who would have been included within Aristotle’s definition of a dtizen — one 
who mles and is ruled in turn — were actually but a very small fraction of the inhabitants 
of any state. It was this, no doubt, which led Bodin to reject Aii8totle*s definition. 
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within their little commonwealth and the surest means of preserving 
its distinctive character and institutions.v/^ 

So Plato, in the opening words of his dialogue on the Law^^ 
begins with the question, “Tell me, Stranger, is God or a man sup¬ 
posed to be the author of your laws!** and Aristotle, in the part 
of the Politics in which he in like fashicr is constructing the best 
state that conditions permit, is careful to provide not merely that 
there should be public meals and public education, but that the 
cost of divine worship should be borne by the whole state.^ 

But it was not religion alone that bound the citizen to his city. 
The po/is was in a sense his home, for he never, at least in the later 
period of Greek development, allowed his household to draw him 
away from the every-day association with his fellow citizens. For 
him there was nothing quite comparable with the English love of 
home to keep him from the market-place where his real life was to 
be lived, and it was there that his days were actually passed. 
Women’s sphere might be the home, and silence their chief virtue, 
but his place was in the assembly or the market-place. A woman, 
says Aristotle, who was only as modest as a good man would be 
considered a chatter-box,* and one of the bad features of extreme 
democracy is that the wives of the poor cannot be kept from going 
out of doors.* But for men he would provide in his best city a 
market-place far away from the general mart of commerce, an 
“upper market” not to be soiled by the wares of traffickers, 
reserved for the citizens alone, in which those men of virtue could 
spend their leisure time in talk,^ a place from which “all goods for 
sale are rigidly excluded, and all hawkers and hucksters with 
their yells and cries and vulgarities. They must go elsewhere, so 
that their clamor may not mingle with and mar the grace and 
orderliness of the educated classes.” * In such a market-place 
the talk, we may imagine, would be in large part “small-town 
talk,” and provincial and personal enough no doubt; but even 
today our own nearest approach to the symposia of the Greeks 
would probably be found not in our crowded cities but about the 
tavern stove, or in front of the “general store.” A “village 

1 Politicsf Bk. IV (old VIl) chap. x. Probably the most striking appreciation of the great 
importance of religion in the essential life of the city-state is to be found in Fustel de 
Coulanges, La ciU antique^ translated into English as The Ancient City, by Willard Small. 
In that interesting and valuable book, the author possibly overrates the relative importance 
of the religious element, but it is desirable that its great significance should be emphasized. 

* Politics, III, chap. iv. ^ PoUtics, Bk. IV (old VII), chap. zU. 
> PoHUcs, VI, dap, zv. * Xenophon, Cyropaedia, I, 2,5. 
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Socrates” is conceivable though not very likely to appear in our 
modern life; a city one can scarcely be imagined. For our own 
part we now incline to accept Maitland’s view of the actual crudity 
of our lowest local unit of the township in its early period, in pref¬ 
erence to the rather grandiose interpretation of the Germanic 
school of half a century ago; and to a certain extent the same 
admissions should probably be made for the earlier and the smaller 
Greek city-states. They may indeed, in Aristotle’s phrase, 
originally have come into existence merely to make life possible. 
But “they existed to make life good.” Some of them were by no 
means small in the period after the Persian wars; and in all, the 
fact that, unlike our townships or our counties, they had no 
political superior tended to raise the personalities of their discus¬ 
sions far above the level of mere ordinary local gossip. Politics 
at all times have been personal and must always to a great extent 
remain so, however large the state. It was Aristotle’s view that it 
becomes too large just so soon as these personalities can no longer 
be based on immediate personal contact. In a sense its very 
“pettiness” is its chief merit; and if it is bornemTnuTdthat the 
Greek city was no mere sa£rapy of a far away king, but an inde¬ 
pendent self-governing whole, we begin to see why the greatest 
political thinkers of all time were educated in such a school, small 
as it was; we fully understand for the first time what Aristotle 
really means when he says there can be no government where 
friendship is impossible and no political life where no leisure exists, 
and we can appreciate his feeling that if a state becomes too large 
it ceases really J:q be^a state. For fotfi^Greek^ the city contsisjted 
primarily in the union of its citj^ns. Ifjwas territory 
with a governrnent. It was far mpreJ^han that. JQifi.government 
was no Jess than the sum of the potirical activities oP its citizens, 
and Aristotle was warranted in calling,Jt, as he did, “a life” 
(6 ^los). The life of the citizens was its life, and that life was more 
nearly the whole of theirs than men in the varied distractions of 
our modern time can appreciate without an effort. To a Greek 
audience there seemed no straining for effect in Plato’s famous 
figure in which he finds the mind of man depicted in the larger 
letters of the “constitution” of the state. None but a modern 
man could dismiss this as a mere “parallel” or “analogy.” It was 
something far deeper. The mind of the state and the mind of its 
citizen are identical — the macrocosm and the microcosm. The 
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citizen is not simply the counterpart of the state, nor the state of 
him. He is the state in little. ‘‘The life of the state is the life 
of the men composing it.^' ^ There is some idealization here, of 
course, but to the Greek it was certainly neither meaningless nor 
absurd as it seems to have been to the utilitarian mind of Grote.^ 

^ There are other features of the city-state, less important perhaps 
than its communal character and its self-sufficiency, but not with¬ 
out influence upon Greek political thought. Among these are 
the economic amnection^-oT^^ and the rural part of its 
territory, and the actual relations economic and social between 
the various “parts’’ of its population, estimated in terms of birth, 
wealth, ^cupatTon, or their respective shares in the privileges of 
citizenship. 

Even in its mere physical aspect the Greek city-state has no 
exact counterpart in anything we know in modern times. Its 
territory included a rural and an urban part not distinguished 
from each other by any governmental line, nor always divided, as 
at Athens, by any physical one.^It had some points in common 
with the medieval “nucleated village” and some familiar to us in 
the New England “town,” but it was, even considered as a mere 
local unit, not quite the same as either. As Mr. Warde Fowler 
again says, “The Athenian State comprised all the free people 
living in Athens, and also those who lived in the Attic territory; 
but these last had their political existence, not as inhabitants of 
Attica, but as Athenians, as citizens of the iroXig of Athens.” ® It 
is their “political existence” that chiefly interests the student of 
political thought and this particular relation of the people to the 
soil had much to do with the emphasis always put in Greek thought 
upon the people rather than upon the territory of a state. So 
conceived the state of Athens was the sum of Athenian citizens, and 
her “constitution” the outward form of their corporate political 
life: it was no mere collection of territorial laws imposed by thcj 
state upon the residents within her boundaries, or within distinct 
sub-divisions of her territorial area. Solon’s famous four classes 
were divisions of the people, not mere sections of the inhabitants.^ 

Obviously the details of these constitutional arrangements and 

IR. L. Ntttleship, Uctnres on the RePuHic of PUOo, p. 68. 
* Plato ond the Other Companions of Sohrates, vol iii, pp. 46,123 ff. 
’ The City-State of the Greeks and Romans^ p. 8. 
* Cicero gives an interesting account of th^ territorial aspects of the ancient dty-state. 

De Legibns^ n, a. 
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1 

of their growth even in the most important of the states of Greece 
must be left to the constitutional historian. At the sanie time 
they are an important part of the data from which we must recon¬ 
struct and attempt to explain one of the most significant and most 
difficult of the chapters in the history of political speculation. 
Without a comprehensive and an exhaustive knowledge of Greekf 
history and Greek constitutionalism all hope of an understanding^ 
of Greek political thought is utterly vain. 

For it is only after an open-eyed study at first hand of these 
details that we can expect even gradually to obtain for ourselves, 
and not as a mere echo from someone else, some appreciation of 
the essential life of the state that gave these details of government 
and administration their practical vitality and their influence 
upon the thought of the future; and such an appreciation is 
the only sufficient justification of the study of the variations of 
political experience and reasoning in any part of the world’s history. 
Possibly we may not reach the same conclusions in all points as 
Aristotle, but we must follow the same general method he adopted 
when he examined more than one hundred and fifty actual con¬ 
stitutions in attempting to set forth the general principles under- 
lying any. It is the greatest mistake to assume, as is sometimes 
&ne, that Aristotle in his theory pmpiriral 

wn all pbliticaTthought there is hardly to be found a great figure 
more deductive in method than he, but it was a deduction from 
principles which had themselves been reached only by the most 
patient search into actual political conditions. CAnd Plato even, 
who has been classed as the most deductive of all political philos¬ 
ophers, based his deductions upon a knowledge of Greek law and 
institutions that was almost encyclopaedic, as examination of his 
Laws will clearly show. 1 

If, then, we are to un^rstand the state as Plato or Aristotle, as 
Xenophon, or Thucydides, or Isocrates conceived it in essence to 
be, we must as our first task approach as nearly as now we may to 
their knowledge of what it actually was. The one characteristic, 
among the many they saw in the actual life of existing city-states, 
that seems to have struck them all as the most persistent and funda¬ 
mental was the common life of the people; and so to Aristotle the 
necessary definition of any state comes to be ‘‘a community of 
citizens united by sharing in one form of governme!^E7* ^ or as put 

^ PoUHcst llli 3, p. X376 b. 



THE BEGINNINGS 13 

in more ideal terms, community of well-being in families and 
aggregations of families, for the sake of a perfect and self-sufficing 
life,” ^ while a great mass of people such as Babylon’s population, 
though contained within a single wall, appeared to him to be ‘‘a 
nation rather than a state,” * Corinth and Megara would not be 
one just because one wall surrounded them both, and even if one 
could enclose the whole of the Peloponnesus within such a wall, 
he could never thereby make it a “city.” Plato also says, “so 
long as the city can grow without abandoning its unity, up to that 
point it may be allowed to grow, but not beyond it,” ® and the same 
idea lies behind the moving words that Thucydides puts into the 
famous funeral oration of Pericles, though the actual ideal of 
government was widely different from Plato’s or Aristotle’s.^ 

To all these the actual states of Greece were and every true 
state must be “not an organization but an organism,”® but no 
organism in the crude physical sense posited by Bluntschli: “It 
is a mgriJ organkm.” * J 

It is clear, however, that if we are ever to penetrate to the full 
meaning of their words we must know something beyond the mere 
political facts upon which Plato and Aristotle reasoned. We must 
add to that knowledge some understanding of the sources and 
principles of the general philosophy of which their politics formed 
a necessary and important part. This is 
re^pisite to-^the study of Greek political philosophy. 

The earliest Greek thinkers of whom any record remains looked 
to the external world for the central principle of all things, and 
even if our scanty knowledge of them were greater than it is, we 
should probably not be able to trace to them the first appearance 
of connected thoughts about the state. These could emerge only 
after man himself had become an object of intellectual curiosity 
and his conduct in isolation or in society. But by the fifth cen¬ 
tury B.c. these newer objects of thought had so come to dominate 
it all that Protagoras of Abdera, the first of the well-known 
Sophists so-called, born probably between the victories of Mara¬ 
thon and Salamis, in his famous aphorism. “Man is the measure 
of all things,” ^ was apparently giving concrete expression of a 

^ ni, 9t P* X38o b. ’ RtpubUCt IV, p. 423. 
* Ihid,, in, 3, p. 1276 a. ♦ Thucydides, Bk. II, diap. 35 ff. 
* Butdber, Some Aspects of the Greek Centus^ p. 52. 
* A, C. Bradley, AfistoUe*s Conception of ike States HtUemca, p. 2x0. 
’ Plato, Tkeaetetus, X52. 
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view already widely current.^ The Sophists seem to stand for a 
transitional period in Greek philosophy in general rather than for 
any particular system of thought, some individuals to whom the 
name was applied inclining to one, some to another of the theories 
of the universe already known. They may have belonged, as 
Grote thought, to no single school, but at all events they all shared 
to a considerable degree the general intellectual tendencies of 
their time, the most striking of which was its subjectivism. Ir 
the more extreme this developed into a thorough-going skepticism, 
as in Gorgias of Leontini in Sicily, who taught that nothing exists, 
that if it did exist it would be unknowable, and that even if it 
could be known, such knowledge could never be communicated.* 
From the devastating effects of so complete a skepticisn^o branch 
jof the traditional beliefs of the Greeks was immune.'^It tended 
[Utterly to upset the accepted views of the origin of th^laws of 
•gods and men and to undermine the sanctions of both, '^^ws are 
to be found indeed, but they differ from city to city and from 
country to country, some even enjoining what others forbid. 
Such laws can be neither commands of the gods nor manifestations 
of any principles seated in the nature of man: they are mere 
conventions artificially created at given times or places to meet 
particular needs. Such was the view prevalent ambng the Sophists 
on the nature of law, though they were not always in agreement as 
to its authors, some believing it to be the result of a mutual com- 
pact among the many weak to protect them against the masterful 
few who by right of might ought naturally to dominate them. 
Others would have defined it as they defined justice to beJ:he right 
oLthfi^^irangest, as Thrasymachus does in Platons Republic? All * 
agreed, however. iD.dptvyinp; thai^law wa° to nature. 
Two examples may serve to illustrate their views on these impor¬ 
tant questions, each from a dialogue of Plato, who is, of course, 
not an entirely sympathetic reporter. Possibly the clearest of 
all is in Plato’s GorgiaSy where Callicles is made to set forth the 
views of some at least among the Sophists, in the following words: 

1 ‘*But at this period [in the time of Socrates] men gave up inquiring into the works of 
nature, and philosophers diverted their attention to political science and to the virtues 
which benefit mankind.” Aristotle, De Partibus Animaliumf Bk. I, chap, i, p. 642 a, 
translation by Ogle. 

* Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos, VII, 65 ff., extracts in Ritter et Preller, His- 
tofia Philosophic Graecae, 7th ed., pp. 188-191; Zeller, A History of Greek Pkiksopky from 
the Earliest Period to the Time of Socrates. English translation, vol. ii, p. 451 £f. 

*P. 338 ff. 
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. the truth is, Socrates, that you, who pretend to be 
engaged in the pursuit of truth, are appealing now to the popular 
and vulgar notions of right, which are not natural, but only 
conventional. Custom^id nature are generally at variance with 
one another. . . . By the rule of nature, that only is the more 
disgraceful which is the greater evil — as, for example, to suflFer 
injustice; but by the rule of custom, to do evil is the more disgrace¬ 
ful. For this suffering of injustice is not the part of a man, but of 
a slave. . . . The reason, as I conceive, is that the makers of 
laws are the many weak; and they make laws and distribute 
praises and censures with a -'iew to themselves and to their own 
interests; and they terrify the mightier sort of men, and those 
who are able to get the better of them, in order that they may 
not get the better of them; and they say, that dishonesty is shame¬ 
ful and unjust; meaning, when they speak of injustice, the desire 
to have more than their neighbors, for knowing their own inferi¬ 
ority they are only too glad of equality. And therefore this seek¬ 
ing to have more than the many, is conventionally said to be shame¬ 
ful and unjust, and is called injustice, whereas nature herself 
intimates that it is just for the better to have more than the worse, 
the more powerful than the weaker; and in many ways she shows, 
among men as Veil as among animals, and indeed among whole 
cities and races, that justice consists in the superior ruling over 
and having more than the inferior.” ^ 

A somewhat different but equally interesting view is expressed 
by the Sophist Thrasymachus in a well-known passage of the 
Republic: . . each government has its laws framed to suit itsj 
own interests; a democracy making democratical laws; an auto-j 
crat, despotic laws; and so on. Now by this procedure these* 
governments have pronounced that what is for the interest of 
themselves is just for their subjects; and whoever deviates from 
this, is chastised by them as guilty of illegality and injustice. 
Therefore, my good sir, my meaning is, that in all cities the same 
thing, namely, the interest of the established government, is just. 
And superior strength, I presume, is to be found on the side of gov¬ 
ernment. So that the conclusion of right reasoning is that the same 
tWrfg, namely, the interest of the si-rringpr^ ic pv#>r3nirhpra.jiist.” * 

> Pp. 482-483. The translation is Jowett’s. See also pp. 401-402. 
* Pp* 33^339* translated by Davies and Vaughan. The well-known passage in the 

Clouds of Aristophanes seems intended to attribute to the Sophists a similar view of justice: 
** What is justice? There’s no sudi thing. . . . How! No such thing as justice? No; 
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In the dialogue which follows, Socrates finally manages so to 
entangle the Sophist in contradictions that he goes away in a hulF, 
but at this point Glaucon and Adeimantus, professing to sympa¬ 
thize with the views of Socrates but to be unsatisfied by his reasons 
for them, demand a further justification, and in doing so themselves 
disclose opinions which Plato clearly desires here to present as 
views accepted generally by his own contemporaries. For this 
reason, if for no other, these views are of unusual interest to the 
historian of political thought. So Glaucon says, “To commit 
injustice is, they say, in its nature, a good thing, and to suffer it 
an evil thing; but the evil of the latter exceeds the good of the 
former; and so, after the two-fold experience of both doing and 
suffering injustice, those who cannot avoid the latter and compass 
the former find it expedient to make a compact of mutual absti¬ 
nence from injustice. Hence arose legislation and contracts 
between man and man, and hence it became the custom to call 
that which the law enjoined just, as well as lawful. . . . Such is 
the current account, Socrates, of the nature of justice, and of the 
circumstances in which it originated.’’^ 

If such theoretical views as these were accepted generally as 
Plato intimates, it probably resulted, as it has usually resulted, 
from experience of existing conditions. To Callicles nature proves 
the right of the strongest, not only among individual men and 
among animals, but “among whole cities and races.” 

. We Athenians will use no fine words,” Thucydides 
reports the Athenian envoys as saying to the magistrates of Melos 
in 416 B.C., “. . . you and we should say what we really think, 
and aim only at what is possible, for we both alike know that into 
the discussion of human affairs the question of justice only enters 

where is it ? With the immortal gods. If it be there, How chanc^t it Zeus himself escap'd 
For his unnatural deeds to his own father?” A remarkable passage in Xenophon’s Memth 
rabilia seems to show that somewhat the same view was shared by no less a person than 
Pericles. To the question of Alcibiades as to what law is, he answers, “All those regulations 
are laws, which the people, on meeting together and approving them, have enacted, directing 
what we should do and what we should not do.” But if these enactments prescribe bad 
thinp, or if a few enact them for the many, what then? “Everything,” answers Pericles, 
“which the supreme power in a state, on determining what the people ought to do, has 
enacted, is called a law.” Even “ whatever a tyrant in authority prescribes, is also called a 
law.” Probably no passage among the Greek sources comes closer to a statement of the 
modem theory of sovereignty than this. But if so, Alcibiades pertinently asks, “what is 
force and lawlessness?” “When I was your age,” answers Pericles, “I wa.s very acute at 
such disquisitions.” “Would that 1 had conversed with you, Pericles, at the time when 
you were most acute in cjjiscussing such topics I” Memorabilia, I, 2, 40-46. 

' Pp* 358~3S9» translated by Davies and Vaughan. 
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where the pressure of necessity is equal, and that the powerful 
exact what they can, and the weak grant what they must.” ^ ‘‘As 
for the Gods, we expect to have quite as much of their favour as 
you; for we are not doing or claiming anything which goes beyond 
common opinion about divine or men^s desires about human 
things. For of the Gods we believe, and of men we know, that by 
a law of their nature wherever they can rule they will. 1 his law 
was not made by us, and we are not the first who have acted upon 
it; we did but inherit it, and shall bequeath it to all time, and we 
know that you and all mankind, if you were as strong as we are, 
would do as we do.” ^ 

Callicles, therefore, probably was no more cynical in theory than 
the Athenians in action, and Machiavelli in his Discorsi drew no 
more of his keen and callous maxims of political conduct from the 
Italy of his day than did this Sophist from the practices of his own 
time. 

What these practices had thus taught the Sophists about jus¬ 
tice, an ever increasing knowledge of distant “cities and races” 
seemed also to teach them about law. To the many who believed 
with Heracleitus that “nothing abides” there was little strange 
in this, and even to those who accepted the unchangeableness of 
the physical world, the striking contrast between this fixity and 
the endless varieties they found among men’s laws and customs 
were a proof that the latter must be against nature and the result 
of mere convention. The history of Herodotus is filled with 
descriptions of such “outlandish” customs, and Aristotle mentions 
the strange rule of common ownership of land said to exist among 
some of the barbarians.^ If law were natural, it would be every¬ 
where the same. If one law were according to nature, anything 
that enacted the opposite could not be, and yet such differences 
between existing laws are actually to be found. 

The Sophists' solution of this dilemma is the one to be expected 

' Bk. V, chap. 89. Jowett’s translation. 
* Bk. V, chap. 105. These cynical words are of course those of Thucydides alone, but 

there is no reason to believe them to be essentially different in tone from the ones actually 
used by the Athenian envoys. 

“As to the speeches which were made either before or during the war, it was hard for me, 
and for others who reported them to me, to recollect the exact words. I have therefore 
put into the mouth of each speaker the sentiments proper to the occasion, expressed as I 
thought he would be likely to express them, while at the same time I endeavour^, as nearly 
as 1 could, to give the general purport of what was actually said.” Thucydides, I, 22, See 
The Speeches of Thucydides, by R. C. Jebb, in Hdknica, p. 266 ff. 

• PoUtics, II, s. 
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from the subjective and even skeptical character of the general 
thought of the time in which they shared, a solution that every 
addition to their knowledge of the non-Greek world seemed to 
corroborate; and in the view of some of them that human laws 
are the result of human compact, they anticipated one of the most 
important of the political ideas of the later Middle Ages and 
modern times. Their general conception of the nature of law 
appears clearly in the Platonic dialogue Minos, in which the 
interlocutor opposes to the view of Socrates that law is the dis¬ 
covery of that which is, the obvious fact “that neither do the same 
persons always have the same laws, nor different persons always 
different laws,’* in proof of which he cites, among other instances, 
the sacrifice of human beings by the Carthaginians as a holy and 
lawful act though condemned in Athens as unholy and against 
law. “What else can law (vo/itos) be,” then, he asks, “if not 
[merely] the things established by law (ra vofitiofitva) But, 
answers Socrates, if I asked instead what is gold, you would not 
inquire, what kind of gold. For gold cannot differ from gold, so 
far as it is gold. Nor can law differ from law, in so far as they 
really are law. Law, (vo/xos) therefore, cannot be merely the sum 
of existing legal rules (ra vo/xifo/xcva), for some decrees are good 
and some evil, but law cannot be evil. Hence all decrees cannot 
be law, but those only that are good and consonant to law in its 
true sense. Law, then, is the discovery of a good that exists, it 
can be discovered only by those who are wise, and such above all 
are statesmen and kings, whose writings relating to the state men 
generally call laws. But it is the decrees only of the good and the 
wise that we may rightly call laws, and one that is not right (6p66v) 

we shall no longer call lawful (vofiifwy); it becomes “unlawful” 
(5vo/xov). “Therefore in all writings concerning the just and the 
unjust, and in general concerning the regulating of a city and the 
manner in which it is needful to administer it, while the right 
(to SpOov) is a kingly law (vo/xos /Sao-iXtKo?) the wrong is not . . . 
for it is unlaw.” ^ 

This dialogue sets forth in clearest terms not only the view of 

»Minos, cap. IX, p. 317. The dialogue is generally believed to be no authentic work of 
Plato, and Stallbaum, on grounds of content as well as of style, condemns it in unmeasured 
terms. Plato’s it may not be, but the whole line of argument seems Platonic, and its dis¬ 
cussion of the important difference between “law” and “laws” is of the greatest significance, 
and, as Dean Pound says, “gives us a clue to the juristic problems of the time.” An Intro¬ 
duction to the Philosophy of Law, pp. 24-25. 
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law prevalent among the Sophists, but the reaction from the ex¬ 
treme subjectivism underlying that view for which the name of 
Socrates seems to stand in the history of Greek philosophy.^ Pos¬ 
sibly that reaction may also be seen in the Antigone of Sophocles, 
in the famous antithesis between Creon’s statement that “whom¬ 
soever the city may appoint, that man must be obeyed, in little 
things and great, in just things and unjust,*’ ^ and the passionate 
cry of Antigone in answer; . it was not Zeus that had pub¬ 
lished me that edict; not such are the laws set among men by the 
Justice who dwells with the gods below; nor deemed I that thy 
decrees were of such force, t!iat a mortal could override the un¬ 
written and unfailing statutes of heaven. For their life is not of 
today or yesterday, but for all time, and no man knows when they 
were first put forth. Not through dread of any human pride could 
I answer to the gods for breaking these.'' ® The awful doom of 
Creon in the tragedy would seem to indicate that the sympathies of 
Sophocles were on the side of the “higher law” upon whichjd;^^ 
tigone relied. So, without doubt, were those of Socrates.^ ^ut| 
Socrates himself left no written word, and aside from the profound 
statements in regard to law and justice and the nature of society 

1 “ Socrates became the first to raise the problem of universal definitions.'* Aristotle, 
Metaphysics, Bk. XIII, chap, iv, p. 1078 b., translated by W. D. Ross. He **gave the 
impulse to this theory.” IHd., Bk. XIII, chap, ix, p. 1086 b. His view of the universal 
character of law and justice is further illustrated by his colloquy with Hippias as reported 
by Xenophon in the Memorabilia, 4,4,19, in which he attributes to the gods those unwritten 
laws which men everywhere obey. 

* Lines 666-667, translation by Jebb. 
* Lines 450-460. Aristotle quotes this passage in illustration of the difference between 

a particular law (ZStos vbijos) and the common law (Koiuds vbjjos) which is according to 
universal nature (xarA (pbaiv). Rhet., I, 13, § 2, cited by Jebb. In another passage the 
same extract from the Antigone is adduced to illustrate the superiority over written laws 
{yeypanfxkvoi) of equity (rA iirtetK^s), that common (Koiybs) law which “ever remains and 
never changes because it is according to nature” (Kard ipixnv ydp kariv); whereas the writ¬ 
ten law often changes. Rhet., I, 15, § 6. 

In interpreting these identifications by Aristotle of natural with common law it must be 
borne in mind that Aristotle’s particular purpose in the Rhetoric is merely to set forth the 
artifices useful to a pleader. It is the practical effect on a large popular jury that he has 
in mind and his whole statement is colored by this, but it is none the less significant that he 
should have thought that such an appeal might secure a popular response. There must 
have been a fairly wide-spread popular acceptance of these views if it was ever advisable to 
appeal to them in addressing a jury of some hundreds of Athenians. The pleader, of course, 
should make his appeal to ideas which were the direct contrary where his case required it. 

^ Probably our most conclusive evidence of this is to be foimd in the Apology, the 
Crito, and the Phcedo of Plato, together with the MemordbiUa of Xenophon; in which the 
trial and death of Socrates are described. For him it was not permissible to evade the 
penalties even of a bad law if enacted by duly constituted authority, but if it were an 
evil law, a good man might not obey it with a safe conscience. It was the same with 
Sophocles. Antigone suffered death for her breach of Creon's decree, but her punishment 
was light compared with his. 
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and the state ascribed to him in the Platonic dialogues, surviving 
evidence would rather lead us to think him less concerned with the 
political side of human conduct than with the merely ethical; yet 
there are grounds for the view that it was no other than he who 
laid the broad foundations upon whicl^he great political structures 
of Plato and Aristotle were built. In defense of the Sophists 
Grote has pointed out ^ that the debt owed them by Socrates v/as 
very great. In a sense it was by a reliance on their own principles 
that he was able to go beyond them, and it is common knowledge 
that his enemies applied the very name of Sophist to him. In 
fact it seems that he accepted the dictum of Protagoras that man 
is the measure of all things, but that for him it was man rather 
than While admitting the right of self-consciousness to be 
heard, its evidence was valid only because it was a consciousness 
common to mankind. To the skeptical Sophist what each man 
sees is the only truth possible for him, and there can be no norm 
by which we can decide between this and its opposite when seen 
by another. For to him not only is man the measure of all things, 
but each man is the only measure. 
[ft was the task of Socrates, as Schwegler says, through this 

principle of free-will and self-consciousness to recover for mankind 
by the same means by which the Sophists had destroyed it, a 
veritable world of objective thought, “to set in the place of empir¬ 
ical subjectivity absolute or ideal subjectivity, objective will, and 
rational thought.” ® This meant to reassert the positive value 
and universal application of human ideas of jnstire and lawj on 
the evidence of human reason.*!" 
I If such were indeed the reaT^contribution of Socrates to the de¬ 
velopment of political thought there could in his day scarcely have 

peen a greater. We may be unable, on the available evidence, fully 
to share the certitude of Schwegler on these points, or further to 
believe that Socrates — or indeed even Plato and Aristotle after him 
— entirely succeeded in overcoming the persistent dualism of the 
knower and the known; but their mighty effort to do so must stand 
for all time among the jfeqtpsi- arhievement&jof the mind-ofman. 

1 History of Greece^ chap. 67. 
* Aristotle, who on this matter seems to follow Socrates and Plato, says that it is the dis¬ 

tinctive mark of the virtuous man that he has the power of seeing the truth in all cases, 
because he is, as it were, the standard and measure of things. EUt, Nic,, Book III, 
p. 1113 a. See also Ibid., Bk. X, p. 1176 a. 

^History of Philosophy, translated by Stirling, p. 38. 
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Even in this, however, we shall probably never be able to esti¬ 

mate with any approach to certainty how much belongs to Socrates 

himself and how much we must ascribe to his reporter and greatest 

disciple; and in such circumstances it would seem better to leave 

the master and pass at once in greater detail to the political thought 

of the Platonic dialogues, laying aside the much disputed and 

apparently insoluble problem of how many of the political ideas of 

the Platonic Socrates were really those of Socrates himself and 

how many were first formulated by Plato, 



CHAPTER II 

PLATO 

If a correct interpretation of Plato’s political thought depended 
solely on a close translation from Greek into English our problem 
would be much simpler than it is. We have no choice now but to 
use our own words in trying to express Plato’s thought, but those 
words — with whatever care we choose them — can seldom give 
better than a distorted image of Plato’s real conceptions. Try as 
we may we cannot wholly shake from them the accretion of cen¬ 
turies gathered since Plato’s time in a political environment far 
different from his. Politics” or “political” must mean for us 
something very different from his politike or politikos. 

To explain such terms in our own words, it is not enough, then, 
to give the nearest equivalent, nor even to reconstruct in our 
minds the political life of the men of the past: we must add an 
appreciation of the subtle differences that time has made between 
our words and theirs, and make constant allowance for these. We 
must qualify at every turn, and paraphrase as well as mere transla¬ 
tion will often be necessary. 

One general tendency may be seen in these historical changes of 
meaning. Our terms are usually more differentiated than Plato’s. 
“Political,” for example, was for him about what “social” is for 
us, while our “political” has become so narrow in its meaning 
that he would have understood it only with the greatest difficulty. 
One could hardly imagine a stranger thing than a translation such 
as Plato might have made of The Man versus the State^ unless it 
were a translation of the Republic by Herbert Spencer. / 

Ths^bpadtJh[_qf Plato’s politics was great enough tp include our 
iociology as weH as and even 

some oTour theoloj:v. Competition with the family, the church, 

tlie trade union — to say nothing of international associations — 
has left our state a shrunken thing compared with Plato’s — 
shrunken in its sphere but not in its size, or its power — and 
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‘^politics” has dwindled with it till it now includes no more than a 
few of the many phases of the “good life” that for Plato and 
Aristotle combined to require the legislator’s care. To ignore 
these changes is to misunderstand and to misrepresent the real 
meaning of Plato. So when he and Aristotle speak of “th^- 
constitution” of a state^hey still have a right to call it “a life/’ 
T&r it is^ighrly efiouglTt^hem the stat^iTwhole being. From it 
any particular state derives all its distinctive character. It is thei 
state’s constitution in the sense in which we speak of a man’sj 
constitution — that condition of his whole body, which makes him j 
physically what he is. But the constitution of our body politic' 
we have so whittled away that little remains of it beyond a few 
bits of governmental machinery that we can change overnight 
without any serious modification of that good life for which men 
have always striven. In consequence, we have lost in theory if 
not in practice much of Plato’s horror of stasis (o-Too-tc), or divi¬ 
sion within a state, that lack of coordination which brings revolu¬ 
tion and change of constitution in its train. Our politics in short 
are more progressive and less static than his; and largely because 
our changes in political form and constitutions are more super¬ 
ficial. We no longer conceive of them as going to the very roots 
of all social life as they did for the ancient world. It is all a part 
of this same progressive narrowing of political life and political 
conceptions which more than anything else makes the modern 
political world different from Plato’s world and in like measure 
renders his world more difficult for us to comprehend. 

These are difficulties affecting somewhat our reading of all^ 
ancient political writers; for Plato in particular a few added pre¬ 
liminaries would seem necessary before we can hope to enter into 
his full meaning. One is the probable effect upon his thought of 
the actual political developments of his time, another is the form 
and probable order of those of his dialogues most important for 
politics. 
C^he life of Plato, an Athenian of aristocratic family (b.c. 428- 
347), covers one of most troubled periods,^ 
m Greek_hi§torjj Born in the midst of the Peloponnesian wa^ 
ne was old enougn to remember the rule of the Four Hundred at 
Athens, was a grown man at the war’s disastrous end and the rule 
of the Thirty which ensued, was witness of the almost continuous 
wars and alliances of the years following, and before his death mui^ 
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have been aware of the lengthening shadow of Macedon. Tqjhis 
must be added his unfortunate experience of tyranny at Syracuse, 
after which, if Diogenes Laertius is to be believed, he..took no 
active part in [ioirtTcFTecause the people of Athens had a.dopted 
a form of government of which he could not approve.^ There are 
few direct references to these stirring events in his dialogues, but 
the political instability they indicate must have made a deep 

■impression upon.hismind^ and probably contributed to his marked 
aversion to political divisior^ within a state and to his well-known 
dislike of both democracy and tyranny^ bn the one hand, and bn 
the other to his inclination toward the sterner discipline of a state 
like Sparta and of the form of government most likely to per¬ 
petuate it; though, like Aristotle, he would have preferred to see 
this discipline directed to an end less exclusively war-like than 
Sparta’s. 

The almost endless disputes concerning the order, the relation, 
and the authenticity of the Platonic dialogues fortunately need 
not detain us long, for, while there is scarcely one of the dialogues 
which does not help to make clearer Plato’s political views, these 
views may be indicated briefly, as they must be here, by special 
reference to the three of his dialogues most directly concerned 
with political life and conduct, the Republic, Politicus, and Laws; 
and fortunately in regard to these Te^s uncerfaJnty exists than in 
the case of some others. The authenticity of the Republic, Plato’s 
greatest work, rests on contemporary evidence and is not ques¬ 
tioned. It evidently comes from the period of his greatest intellec¬ 
tual power. A like authenticity may be granted for the Laws, the 
work of his old age and his last and largest dialogue, for Aristotle’s 
direct testimony is scarcely questionable though it has been 
questioned. The Politicus is more doubtful, but probably came 
also from Plato’s own pen, and apparently in the interval between 
the Republic and the Laws? 

Even if we confine our special attention to these three dialogues 

1 In the seventh of the surviving letters ascribed to Plato, the same aversion is expressed 
to the actual political conditions in Athens. On the authenticity of Plato’s letters see 
R. Hackforth, Tht Authorship of the Platonic Epistles^ 19x3. 

* Treatment of these points and of the interrelation of the dialogues is found in many 
places, notably in Zeller’s Plato and the Older Academy (English translation) chaps. 2-4; in 
Grote’s Plato, I, chaps, iv-vi; and in Die genetische Entwickelung der platonischen PkUosophie 
by Franz Suscmihl. The question of the effect upon Plato’s meaning of the dialectical 
method he employed is not without importance, but too technical for treatment heie. A 
discussion of it will be found in Platon, by U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, vol. ii, chap, fi 
(19x9); or in Grote’s Plato, vol. i, pp. 94-Z12 (3d ed., 1875). 
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alone, however, it will be evident that they present somewhat 
different points of view in regard to the state, and it has been 
further maintained that these points are not consistent with each 
other but represent different periods of the author’s mental growth, 
the Republic expressing an earlier enthusiasm for an ideal which 
later experience of actual conditions destroyed and replaced by 
the system found in the Lawy^t work ofLaolisillusioned old man. 
More recent students of Plato have generally been unable to 
accept Schleiermacher’s view that all the dialogues are but parts 
of a general and consistent plan which existed from the first in 
Plato’s mind; but a careful reading of the Laws would seem to 
make equally impossible this opposite view that the Plato of the 
Republic and the Plato of the Laws are men with essentially con¬ 
flicting views about the state. Scattered through the later work 
may be found many statements that indicate the same ideal as 
in the earlier years, though the immediate purpose is a more 
practical one. It is true, such things a^the comooiun^ 
and childre^are not repeated there though referred to with em¬ 
phatic approval, but they were hot proposed evcn-in the Republic 
as a measure to be adopted in any possible state, and it seems to 
be a possible state that the Laws have in mind, as the Republic 
has not.^ [All things considered it seems truer to say that Plato’s 
essential io^ls never radically changed and that all his writing 
express with varying emphasis a general conception of politics 
whose main characteristics remain the same from the beginningio 
the endl 

It ismow time to try to set forth briefly what these characteristics 
are. To do so it is necessary to recall Plato’s settled belief in the 
reality of the external world and its knowability and his concep¬ 
tion of the nature of our knowledge of it. Through the causation 
Af the founds of the universe, its uncaused cause, "the world 

/ 1** Whether there is now, or ever will be, this communion of women and children and of 
property, in which the private and individual is altogether banished from life, and things 
which are by nature private, such as eyes and ears and hands, have become common, and 
in some way see and hear and act in common, and all men express praise and blame, and 
feel Joy and sorrow, on the same occasions, and the laws unite the city to the utmost, — 
whether all this is possible or not, I say that no man, acting upon any other principle, will 
ever constitute a state more exalted in virtue, or truer or better than this. Such a state, 
whether inhabited by gods or sons of gods, will make them blessed who dwell therein; and 
therefore to this we are to look for the pattern of the state, and to cling to this, and, as far 
as possible, to seek for one which is like this. The state which we have now in hand, when 
created, wiU be nearest immortality in the next degree; and, after that, by the grace of God, 
we will compete the third one. And, we wiU be^ by speaking of the nature and orighi of 
the second.” (Xoiri, p. 730, Jowett’s trandation.) 
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became a living $oul and truly rational,” ^ and *lthe pattern of 
tHe universe contains in itself all intelligible beings.” ^ 
' Man, therefore, is rational and his mind is but a part of the 

pattern of a rational world. What he may know of that world 
then is his soul’s recognition of its own nature in the world about 
him. Sight is this recognition through the eye of our likeness to 
the world without — **there is a unison, and on^ body is formed 
by natural^ ajfinity,” ® “the eye and the appropriate object meet 
togSher and give birth to whiteness.” ^ This sight was given us 
“that we might behold the courses of intelligence in the heaven, 
and apply them to the courses of our own intelligence which are 
akin to them, the unperturbed to the perturbed; and that we, 
learning them and being partakers of the true computations of 
nature, might imitate the absolutely unerring courses of God and 
regulate our own vagaries.” ® This knowledge is the recognition 
of the mind without by the mind within, “but mind is shared only 
by the gods and by very few men.” ® Few have seen the light and 
few eyes can bear it. These few are the natural rulers of man¬ 
kind. Their rule is universal reason and it_is,,higher than any 
fixed laws.^ The burden of the Gorgias is a defence of this view 
against the skepticism of the Sophists. Here appears the basis 
for Plato’s unshaken conviction — shared by Aristotle — that 
men are by nature unequal, and of many other paffs oTW 
faijh besides. It is this theory of knowledge that alone explains 
the statement attributed to Socrates, that he cannot impart knowl¬ 
edge to another but only bring it to birth by Ids dialectic. It 
also makes clear the practical and active character of that knowl¬ 
edge, something far wider and deeper than the mere intellectual 
acquisition we usually mean, an active principle of virtuous action; 
and it accounts for the great part that education plays in the 
political scheme of Plato, and of Aristotle after him, and the 
character of that education. But it is noteworthy that, with all 
that environment and education may do, Plato believes as fixedly 
in rule by the “elect” as Calvin did in their exclusive salvation. 

It is this essential inequality mainly that necessitates coercive 
government and l^eps Plato’s ideal from approximatina^that of 
the modern anarchistic idealist, with whom he has some points in 
common. He believes that a regime of law is necessary perhaps 

^ TimaeuSf p. 30. * Ibid., p. 45. • Timaeus, p. 
> Ibid, * TheaekPus, p. 156. * Ibid., p. 51. 
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but certainly not preferable.^ It is only the inferiority of the 
bulk of mankind to the true philosopher which imposes upon the ; 
latter the stern necessity of restraining these inferiors by rules, 
imposed from without instead of leaving them as philosophers 
might safely be left to be governed by the law within. Such rules^ 
as these will be cgercLve lawsjfor the vulgar many, but for the true 
philosopher they will be merely tl^ cl!ctatcs ,oLhis^.awn-reason. ‘ 
The result is aristocracy, an aristocracy of wisdom, government by 
philosopher kings. And in a very real sense Plato regarded these 
as kings lef^ibus solutiy if the highest ideal of government were to 
be"~attamed. For laws by their very definition are _zeneral rules : 
their generality is at once their essence and their main defect, 
because generality implies an average, and such rules can never 
meet the exceptions that are always arising, as can the unfettered 
discretion of an all-wise ruler. At best these rigid rules are a 
rough make-shift far inferior to the flexibility of that wisdom which 
alone meets the test of true justice, by rendering unerringly to 
every man his due, not the due of some “average man’’ who never 
existed nor can exist. For Plato, therefore, discretion if it is wise 
discretion is higher than the .straight-jacket of the law, and it is 
only because all are not wise that laws are necessary. It is also 
because some are wiser than others that the discretion of the wiser 
must perforce become law for the less wise and aristocracy result. 
In a world of philosophers, we_niight assume that neither laws 
npr government would be needed^ JBut. Plato even in his most 
ideal moments cannot believe all men capable of this wisdom. 
There will always hp-.^nmi* xxrhn be content with the dim 
shadow of the tnith-on. the prison-wall of their cave. Their own 
greatest good will be to be ruled at the discretion of the few who 
have seen the light. Only where these fail us must we have 
recourse to that second-best, a regime which stretches us all on 
the jgrj^griistean hpH nf riyiH law,, Tbprp is nntbinp anvwbprp in 

riato^s writings to indicate that he ever gave upj^e high^ideal of 
wisdom uinimited, nor anything to pro^e that he ever believedL 

^ In the discussion which follows I attempt to bring together in one account the materials 
scattered through all three dialogues. 1 have added references to separate passages usually 
only where they are found in other dialogues. The summary here given is not intended as a 
substitute for the reading of the three dialogues in question. It is hoped that it may be a 
help In understanding them, which it cannot be unless they are read in connection with it. 
The translations here given are usually those of Jowett’s third edition of the RepubHc, 
though occasionally Davies and Vaughan’s is used. For the PoHHcus and the Laws 1 have 
used Jowett’s first edition. 
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that ideal actually attainable in any state on earth prese5>t or 
future. But attainable or not, this ideal affects all parts of Plato's 
thought about the state, and it is more important for us here than 
his more practical proposals. 
r Law ^en i^wisdom slmrn of its wings, but still it is wisdom, for I 

the discretion of the wise from which it proceeds cannot but be 
founded in universal truth"^ Hence, with all its inevitable imper- 
f^ions itTs accorJmg to nature, and no mere capricious creation 
oLmen^^yarying.JxQiii place to pjace, as the 
Thus Plato, while admitting that the rule of law is inferior as an 
ideal to the_ unhampered.4u&dce.„Qf.^.true.t)hilosopher, is led to 
niake it the necessary basis of all good forms of actual govern¬ 
ment and by its presence or absence to pronounce them good or 
bad.' ‘ 

Though the art of the true juler is /'spp^ior ^t^ or, as 
Plato elseviTiere puts ft, Is in itself his law, the states that are based 
upon law, even while falling far short of this ideal, are ^Smitgdgps" 
of it. Such states are only a ‘^second best," but even this is pref¬ 
erable to the unhampered discretion of an unwise man, and after 
all it is better ''to have the laws observed^alUTe^j^ne and all" 
than to be subject to the personal rule of one who has no knowl¬ 
edge, for the former will at least be "copies" of the wise adminis¬ 
tration of the true ruler so far as these admit of "being written 
down from the lips of those who have knowledge," while the dis¬ 
cretion of a ruler who has no knowledge though it "imitate the 
truth," must "always imitate ill." And the sad fact is that the 
true ruler nowhere actually exists. If he did all must be subject 
to him. The state as it is is not like a bee-hive. It has no natural 
head recognized as superior in body and mind, and the many never] 
have a real knowledge of any art. The royal or political art, the/ 

highest of^,.,wil] n^astfr^elther tyTKe wealthy^^'by 
jhe mob. ^ Therefore mankind are obliged as a last resort to meet 
and make laws and endeavor to approach as nearly as they can 
to the true form of government, and the nearest approach to this 
true form they can make is to do nothing contrary to their own 
written laws and natural customs. When the rich do so it is 
called aristocracy, when they disregard 
In like manner, a king is either one who has wisdom, or one who 
"imitates" him by ruling according to law. Tyrants are false 
claimants to the wisdom of the true king, who on the basis of that 
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claim substitute their own appetite or their own advantage for 
the law. And the rule of the many in the same way may be 
through law or without it. Even the best of all these are ‘^untrue” 
forms of government founded on the letter rather than the spirit 
of true politics and the wonder is that states have been able to 
endure them without perishing, for any other art than that of 
government, if built upon such a foundation would be impossible. 
The lawless forms are infinitely worse. Thus Plato is led to recog¬ 
nize seven forms in all: the perfect but non-existent monarchy 
of a super-man — ‘‘among states what God is among men”; three 
“imitations” of this idea! form in which law becomes the basis 
respectively of monarchy, the rule of the few, or government by 
the many; and three lower forms corresponding to these, but 
without law. “Then the question comes — which of these untrue 
forms is least oppressive to live under, though they are all oppres¬ 
sive; and which is the worst of them.” Monarchy is at once the/ 
best and the worst, the best if limited by law, the worst when aj 
tyranny. The government of a few lies between the two extrmey 
whether it is according to law or without it, and the rule of the 
many is too weak to do any great harm or any great good, and is 
therefore “the worst of all lawful governments, and the best of all 
la>vlp,s& 

In all this Plato apparently realize as Aristotle did, the impor¬ 
tant distinction between what the latter called legal or particular 
justice, and the greater whole of which this is but a part, unj^versal 
justice.^ In those states that “imitate” the ideal one, those in 
which the basis of government is law instead of the interest or 
appetite or ignorance of its rulers^usticfc-is according to law, anj. 
it is therefore defective in proportion as that law itself fails in 
imitating the whole wisdom of an ideal ruler. It is faulty in 
proportion as the law on which it rests fails by its generality to 
reach that perfection of art ensured by the wisdom of the true 
king. But partial and defective as this particular or legal justice 
must be, it is, none the less, an approximation or an imitation — 
a “copy,” of the true reason that is real and unerring. It is 
emphatically “according to nature,” for it is a part, even though 
but a little part, of the rational pattern of the universe. 

This is the basis of Plato's contention, oftentimes repeated with 
many variations in several dialogues, against the skeptical attitude 

^ Nicomaehean Elhicst V, ii (Burnet's ed.). See Appendix I. 
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of the Sophists and their assertion that law and the justice it 
ciifiates are after all not things of nature but merely the^arbitrary 
and capricious creations of men, not always for the worthiest ends. 

But this contention of Plato concerning the nature and origin 
of particular justice and of the whole fabric of law upon which it 
rests, explains them after all only by referring us back to universal 
justice as the basis of all, and such an explanation can never 
satisfy the inquiring mind unless this universal justice, the whole 
of which justice according to law is a part, can itself be justified 
iq nature and reason This mighty task is the theme of the great¬ 
est of all Plato’s dialogues, the Republic. 

If we wish to follow him through it with any success we must 
first know the meaning of his terms, or at least the chief one, the 
one usually translated justice” (^tKaioo-wiy). Is Plato after all 
in the Republic really talkm^about^”justice” ? So it is said 
and thus he has been translated. But by “justice” we nowadays 
usually mean no more than particular justice; the ^ofd’s only 
meaning is a_legal meaning, the meaning of ^Simo^d^^ which 
Plato expressly rejects at the opening of the dialogue — to render 
to each his due, an anticipation of Ulpian that gives one only what 
is legally his and rises no higher than to recompense evil with evil. 

-But it is of universal justice that Plato is speaking now.Cj^c goes 
far beyond the law and has little patience with the “narrow, keen, 
little legal mind,” ^ that would limit the moral life of man to the 
mere observance of legal rules. He rises above Aristotle, and 
even anticipates Christ in advocating the recompense of evil with 
good. Dikaiosyne would mean “righteousness” rather than mere 
“justice” if the former of these two woiSs only had less of a theo¬ 
logical flavor and of the negative implication of “sirilessness” that 
this involves. It properly includes within it “the wholfi^ of 

"TTato does not minimize the difiiculty of the task he haJiS^for 
himself. He knows his thesis is opposed by the majority of men, 
and he fully recognizes the force of the arguments against it. -In 
fact no one has ever stated those arguments with greater force;and 
cogen€3L.lhan he himself has done. And he labored under a 
further difficulty of which his successors in later ages were free: 
there was no accepted revelation or revered tradition or writing 
to which he could appeal as authority for his views, but on the 

^ TheaeUtuSf p. 175. 
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contrary, in the highest authority there was, the poets, the life 
of the gods and their relations to each other and to men at every 
turn appeared ta refute his whole argument. 

It is this very difficulty perhaps that leads him to despair of 
winning assent without the aidj)f allfigory-and homely illustration, 
both fayorite devices of his, and it is one of these illustrations that 
has been the occasion of the assumption so often made that this 
whole dialogue’s main purpose was the^-mere- delineation- of the 
“government” of a state as it should be, the creation of an UtiJtpia. 

The famous figure of thejarge and.the small letters is thoroughly 
in keeping with his usual method of argument and he uses this 
very figure in slightly difterent forms more than once in other 
dialogues. His opponents are sometimes made to object to this 
general method of procedure and to complain of his appealing “to 
the popular and vulgar notions of right,” ^ of “always talking of 
cobblers and fullers and cooks and doctors, as if this had to do with 
our argument,” 2 of continually “arguing about little and un¬ 
worthy questions.” ® To one of these complaints Socrates drily 
answers, “I envy you, Callicles, for having been initiated in the 
great mysteries before you were initiated into the little.” ^ For 
in reality it is the little that oftentimes alone can explain the great, 
provided the two are not different; and it is precisely “the greatest 
and noblest truths” with “no outward image of themselves visible 
to man,” which are most in need of this mode of explanation, 
because “there is always less difficulty in fixing the mind on small 
matters than on great.” * 

Plato knows full well that the deepest trut^hs jof e^dstencf: 
beyondTihe pov^r ^rtfife liuman^mind Jo demonstrate. For such ^ 
a demonstratioh must contain not merely the explanation of the 
facts taught us by experience; it must^xjplain all the facts-oLall 
possible experience: it must exclude all alternative explanations, 
and the latter cannot be done because in our proof we can never go 
beyond actual and “possibly incomplete experience itself. All we 
can do, therefore, is to exhibit as fully as possible the conformity 
of these great truths with actual experience and thus secure their 
recognition as the most probable explanation of the riddle of life and 
being, and for the purpose allegorvi and jUustration^arfLoften more 
effective than a more rigorous deductive process, the more so since 

^ Gorgiast p. 48a. * Ibid,, p. 497. * PoUHcuSt pp. 285-286. 
* Ibid,, r\l 4Q1. * lbid. 
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the bulk of mankind are destined never to see more than the dim 
shadow of truth upon the wall of their prison-house. ‘‘TheJ 
higher ideas,” Plato tells us, can therefore “hardly be set fortW 
except through the medium of examples,” and as with children^ 
learning to read, “Will not the best and easiest way of guiding 
them to the letters which they do not as yet know, be to refer them 
to the same letters in the words which they know, and to compare 
these with the letters which as yet they do not know, and show 
them that they are the same, and have the same character in the 
different combinations . . . ?” ^ 
v^So in investigating “the real natjare of justice and injustice,” 
an investigation demanding “a keen sight,”Tt rhay LTbetter to 
adopt such a method as this: “Suppose we had been ordered to 
read small writing at a distance, not having very good eye-sight, 
and that one of us discovered that the same writing was to be 
found somewhere else in larger letters, and upon a larger space, 
we should have looked upon it as a piece of luck, I imagine, that 
we could read the latter first, and then examine the smaller, and 
observe whether the two were alike.” But “We speak of justice 

individual mind, and as residing also in an entire 
city, do we not!” “Well, a city is la'r^r than oneirrair."^* "Then 
.TT^ Perhaps it “may exist in larger proportions in the greater 
subject, and thus be easier to discover: so, if you please, let us 
first investigate its character in cities; afterwards let us apply 
the same inquiry to the individual, looking for the counterpart of 
the greater as it exists in the form of the less.” ^ 

It must be evident that such a method of impressing upon the 
hearer or reader the reality of these “greatest and noblest truths 
which have no outward images of themselves visible to man” and 
are therefore probably liot susceptible of complete demonstration, 
(pxi be successful only where the more familiar letters actually do 

'^pell the very same words as the less familiar ones whose inner 
^den meaning is the real object of the whole search. If these 

j^t^re familiar letters more easily seen in man’s collective life in 
^he state are in reality nothing more than a mere “analogy” to 
his inmost individual life, or only a parallel to it, then the whol^ 
search is hopeless, the figure meaningless, and the method entirely 
pointless; for an analogy or a parallel, as this has sometimes been 
called, implies only a comparison of two similar but different things, 

»FoHUcus, pp. 277-278. * Republic, pp. 368-369. 
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and it proves but little. (This remarkable figure is far deeper and 
more pregnant in meaning than that, far more helpful, and in¬ 
finitely more convincing, just because Plato meant by it no analogy, 
no parallel, but an actual identityj The^^rge letters are 
same writin^^^ as the small ones;^ach Is a partTaT aspect oTthe 
same great whole; they both spell the same universal^rinciples 
of life and cond^Mst-that control both the inward activity oT the 
individual and his outward activity in dealings with others in 
the state; politics is but ethics **writ largethey are not two 
distinct arts bul: one. TheyUtfFer only in the fact that the great 
principles of action may be more easily detected in our outward 
public actions than in the inner recesses of the individual soul. 
Plato would have been thejyery last to jiul^ to that politi^l 
cr^~common in our own day and not unknown to his, which 
allows ‘"reasons of state^* to override the ordinary rules of morality 
and concedes to the state a moral code less rigorous thanjE^one 
which governs the actions of private men. 

And so the meaning of the great dialogue becomes manifest. 
It is no description of an Utopia, its primary purpose is not the 
delineation of a state at all, actual or ideal; it is no treatise on 
“politics’* as we narrowly define that term: it is a search for the 
fundamental principles of all human conduct;"" concerned with 
“justice,” it is true, but Plato’s “justice^ is the "whole duty of 
man.” “Its name might suggest that it was a book of polmcal 
"philosophy, but we very soon find that itjs ratl^er a book of morale 
philosophy.” Its “justice” is in reality, as Aristotle later said, 

“the whole of yjrtujs^^ our dealings.with. othej^’L -^ Is 
a book aBoift human life and the human soul or human nature, 
and the real question in it is, al Plato says, how.tQ,live best,’’i 

To say this, however, is not to deprive it of “political” value nor 
tn.J'endfiXL.it jess important fgT.^.tbe„ histQi3c ^ 
Thus to understand it adds'to that value, for it enables us potjpnly 
to enter into the heatt^^f the ana>nt of social and political 

HfeTjfJS^ps ^ the dccpeot principles from 
which that life must spring a?Llong as man endures. And t 
Plato that life, whether viewed in the individual or in the state, 
always jiresented its^^^^^ It was active, hot patsslveT 
The art of governing and the arti)robeying, or, as Aristotle put it, 

* Nettleship, Lectures on the RepubUc of Plato^ pp. 4-s» citing Aristotle’s definition of 
"justice” from Nk. V, i, 15 and 20. 
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of ** ruling and being ruled injiturn** is an active principle of the 
soul. And so Plato not inaptly illustrates this By the other 
HumBler arts of the shepherd^^or the physicianj or the navigator, 
and his frequent reference to such ‘Mittle and unworthy questions” 
of which his opponents complained has a value and a significance 
likely to be lost on us who too often look on virtue as the mere 
avoidance of evil. Plato looked deeper and saw that true virtue 

»means much more than that. To him it is, as Nettleship finely 
says, ‘‘that quality in an agent in virtue of which it does its partic¬ 
ular woTTc well,”^ and ^‘wisdom” is “a specific form of virtue”; 
it also is active, not merely passive, and the wise man is he “who 
is master of the art of living.” ^ 

Such an art is not complete when we merely refrain from inter¬ 
fering with the appropriate acts of others. That we must do, but 
not leave undone our far more important task, assigned us by 
nature, of fulfilling to the utmost, by thought and action, by train¬ 
ing and effort, those capacities for self-realization and for public 
service alike with which we are endowed. If living is an art, we 
must become the best artists we can. This is virtue, and “polit¬ 
ical” virtue is a large part of it. The “cobblers and fullers and 
cooks and doctors” are not so much beside the point after all. 
We in all our life, social and individual, should imitate in* the 
sphere allotted us, the perfection the artisan achieves in the smaller 
sphere his capacities have assigned to him, and by the same means 
of ceaseless training and effort, by knowing what our true sphere 
is and achieving the highest possibilities it affords. And this can 
be done only if we remain strictly within that sphefe>“-tDnly iT we 
know our own capacity and confine ourselves to our own peculiar 
task, and in all oiu: dealings witlf others refrain from any inter¬ 
ference with theirs, ^hat state, then, is “just” in which each class 
does its own proper work, “and each of*Tiy"also, If his Inward 

\ faculties do severally their proper work, will, in virtue of that, be 
a just man, and a doer of his proper work.” * 
I The Republic is concerned, first with establishing this general 
mrinciple, and second, in determining, in the larger letters of the 
istate, how this proper work is to be discovered and how best per- 
1 formed. 

To accomplish the first of these purposes, the dialogue begins, 
as do most of Plato’s dialogues, with an examination of current 

* Op* p. 35- * /Wrf. • Republic, p. 44i« 
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but inadequate interpretations of the matters under discussion. 
He examines the lep;alistic mnrpprinn nf jnsticp drawn from 

Simonides and finds it wanting, he dissects the Sophist view as 
set forth by Thrasymachus and pronounces it vicious, and thus 
far the familiar method of dialectic is sufficient to win an easy vic^ 
tory ow'r his bpponi^ts/ 'But tHe victory Ts Too easy^ AlPthis 
is child’s play compared with what is to follow. Merely to dis¬ 
prove these obviously incomplete or erroneous conceptions can 
never fully satisfy the earnest inquirer after the real principles of 
the conduct of life. So here Glaucon and Adeimantus iriterpose^ 
and demand a positive answer to the questions, what is justice, 
and why should we practice it ? Thrasymachus may be wrong 
but a view not unlike his is the one usually practiced, it is taught 
to the young, it seems even to actuate the gods if the poets are to 
be trusted. These facts impose the burden upon any one disput¬ 
ing such a view not alone of proving that it is inadequate or 
degrading: he must point the way to a view that is better and 
truer. Why is it really preferable to suffer injustice rather than to 
do it ? Why is a reputation for justice, even if gained by actual 
injustice not as great a good to be sought for as justice itself, 
especially when the latter seems so often in life to bring in its train 
nothing but suffering and misery ? Is justice inherently so much 
better than injustice that it is its own sufficient reward; or can 
it be shown, in face of the apparent lessons of experience to the 
contrary, that men are more truly blessed.jLS,.a^eGult of practicnig 
it ? It is^here that the real difficulty first thf! 
if not the impossibility of demonstrating the reality of one of those 
great truths which ‘^h^e no outward mjagesj^tl^^ .visible, 
to men.” So it is at this point that Socrates in his attempt to do 
so is forced to employ the figure of the letters, and the dialogue 
for the first time becomes distinctly political” in our narrower 
sense. 

Th^jdfial is accordingly ironstructed in the ^Margelettiirn^f a 

city, composed, it is true, of materials familiar to any dweller in 
the Greek city-state: its slaves, its partially and its fully qualified 
citizens, its artisans, its men of war and of leisure, etc.; but one 
in which the interrelation^ of these classes are assumed to be 
regulated by principlesi of justice far higher than those found in 
any actual state. If we can but see how these principles are applied 
on this larger scale, we may have some Hope of discovering some- 
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thing of ‘‘justice*’ in itself and the result of its operation on the 
lives of men. 

Surprise has been expressed that Plato in this ideal construction 
should ignore to the extent he does all social and economic classes 
but the highest. It would be strange indeed to do this, if here, as 
is sometimes thought, he were giving a rounded description of an 
ideal commonwealth. But the strangeness vanishes ifjt is borne 
injDind that it.is justice he is really attempting to descry, that this 
justice is knowledge in action, that such knowledge is possessed 
by the few, and that it must, therefore, be the governing or regu¬ 
lative power of these few alone in his state which will make that 
state good, and best secure the ideal life of all classes within it; 
just as justice in the individual also will preside over and regulate 
all the other emotions of the soul to secure by their harmony that 
perfect e^^uilihrium which is found in sanity or health of body and 
mind alike. 

The construction then begins. States first arose, we are told, 
out of the mutual jupply of the needs of men which none could 
fully supply for himself unaided, and the barest possible notion of 
a state implies at least four or five such persons each furnishing to 
the others the food, the shelter, or the coveruig^at together meet 
the bare necessities of the rudest life. In time the numbers in¬ 
crease, wants begin to multiply, a further division of labor follows 
with its differing modes of life, money comes into use, exchange is 
pushed beyond the boundaries, and inter-state relations gradually 
develop, unfriendly as well as friendly. At this point, therefore, 
a new class of warriors heromps-aecessary within the state to 
protect the rest in their varied pursuits from outside attack. 
These must fight in defence of the whole state, and of all its civil¬ 
ians, who are disqualified by their peaceful pursuits for defending 
themselves. Warfare^ is thus the first form of distinct public 
§fiiyice. “It is strange at first sight that war, arising from luxury 
and self-aggrandisement, should be the point of departure for the 
introduction of the guardian class, and therefore of government 
and conscious morality. But both the theory of natural selection 
and the lessons of history seem to show that it is war which makes 
a natiop.” ^ The warriors, therefore, or “guardians’* (4>vXaKts) 

^ Bosanquet, A Companion to Platons RepvhUc^ p. 85, “. . . It is significant that it 
was from the common Wd of mutual defence and the maintenance of a common camp of 
refuge, in an age of violence, that the Greek city>state and its citizens took their eventual 
nomenclature.” J. L. Myres, The Political Ideas of the Greeks^ p. 72. There is a sharp 
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are the first public servants; and they must devote themselves 
entirely to this service just as all other classes must refrain from it 
wholly, because each class will be more effective in doing the par¬ 
ticular task in the general economy of the state for which it is 
fitted by nature, if it confines itself to that task alone and is never 
permitted to go beyond it. When, therefore, any youths in any 
class of the people are found with a natural genius for warlike pur¬ 
suits, they are to be enrolled among the guardians to be trained 
throughout their whole lives for the service of the state alone, in , 
singleness of purpose to lay aside all thought of private gain or 
even of a private life, and to find their highest and only happiness 
in the full performance of their own special task, at once the 
highest and the most exacting of all tasks, because it exists for the 
sake of all the others. This is no doubt in large part a Spartan 
ideal, but of a greatly idealized Sparta. The guardians are to be 
the watch-dogs of the state, they must be enrolled from among 
those whose traits are those of a good watch-dog, and their training 
must be such as will develop these traits to the utmost. Like a 
good dog they should be “dangerous to thdr enemies and gentle^_^ 
tr. of “grcaf spifit'^ut also of “gentle nature,^^ 
and if either of these qualities be lacking they will be no true 
guardians. Without courage they cannot protect the state, with¬ 
out gentleness, their power — for they must be stronger than all 
the rest of the citizens — will degenerate into Hcense and they 
become “savage tyrants instead of friends and allies^’ no longer 
guardians or watch-dogs, but wolves which “turn upon the sheep 
and rend them.”^ 

Such a combination of gentleness and courage is rare, if not 
impossible., A good guardian must “unite in .himself philosophy 
and spirit ^nd swiftness %|id strength/’ and when these qualities 
are found in this rare combination they must be strengthened in 
every way by environment and education, lest “want of discipline 
or hunger, or some evil habit oTotEeP^turn those who are the 
stronger into wolves instead of watch-dogs, into tyrants instead 
of kings, who for lack of true philosophy, with Thrasymachus and 
the Sophists, would substitute the interest and advantage of the 

criticism of this statement of Plato concerning the beginning of the state in Aristotle's 
PoUUcs, Bk. 6 (or 4 according to the older arrangement), chap. iv. He objects because Plato 
omits in his enumeration of the necessary members in the primitive state the military and 
administrative classes, and brings them in only at a late stage of the development. Aristotle 
seems to imply that they must have been present from the very beginning. 
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Stronger for the higher end always in the eye of the real physician 
or shepherd or ruler, the interest of those committed to his care, 
which is justice or righteousness in its only true sense. 

The life of such a guardian must then be a life of philosophy, of 
self-sacrifice, and even of asceticism, though an asceticism far 
different from the type familiar in the Middle Ages. It will 
require an inner spring of thought or action no less compelling 
than that of the medieval mystic, and its full accomplishment will 
necessitate a discipline no less rigorous than his. It is to this 
discipline that the education of Plato’s guardians is directed, and 
the good life of the whole state will depend upon its thoroughness, 
for the state will be what these guardians make it, its ideals will 
be theirs. The other classes will be necessary to the life of the 
state, this class alone can make that life good, for Plato believed 
a^ strongly as Axistotle that the ruling class is the state. From 
these considerations it becomes easier to ^cTwHy fEe education of 
the guardians alone absorbs practically the whole of Plato’s atten¬ 
tion, and why that education takes the form it does. In justice 
to him it must also be borne constantly in mind that the state in 

^which it is found is an ideal one only. ‘‘Until kings are philos¬ 
ophers, or philosophers are kings, cities will never cease from ill: 
no, nor the human race; nor will our ideal polity ever come into 
being.” 

Almost the whole of the second and third books of the Republic 
are taken up with the details of the education the guardians are 
to receive.^ But for the purpose intended environment and habit- 
uatiorTwere no less important to Plato in the training of the 
guardians than the positive forces of education; they must “be 
such as will neither impair their virtue as guardians, nor tempt 
them to prey upon the other citizens.” Hence the most criticised 
of all Plato’s proposals, the community of goods and of wives and 
children, described in detail in book five of the Republic. ~~ 

In the first place, it should b^ofed lliaL Plato luj^ji^Republic 
is careful to exclude the dismssi^n of thisjroyi- 
sion,^ and in the Laws it is reasserted as an ideal but not actually 
incorporated in the state there set up.® It is merely a part of 
those larger letters in which the nature of justice may perhaps be 

' These should be read entire. A fine account of Plato's education for government is 
given by R. L. Nettleship. The Theory of Education in Platons RePubHct in Hettmica, edited 
by E. Abbott, p. 67 ff. 

*P 4S8. * Ante, p. 25, note x. 
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discovered; an ideal only, admittedly existing nowhere and not 
proposed as an actual provision for any state present or future; 
nothing in fact but a^necfissary in “the best-ordered 
State in which the greatest number of persons apply the terms 
‘mine' and ‘not mine' in the same way to the same thing," to 
the attainment of a justice that can only be truly appreciated and 
secured in a state where, if “any one of the citizens experiences 
any good or evil, the whole state will make his case their own." 
In short, it is to Plato only a means to the realization of that unity 
and harmony which are ^ necessary for the good life of a,political j 
community as they are for the healthful moral life of any man. 

Aristotle, in his famous criticism of this provision, is not as much * 
concerned as are most modern critics with its supposed immoral 
character or its ill economic results. His objections are aimed 
chiefly at the sort of unity obtainable by such means as this. To 
him the state is or ought to be “a pluralij^ which should be unitedj 
a^ mad^..mtaLa-jQDmmuiuty by^^^ He insists as 
strongly as Plato upon the necessity for unfry. A whole there 
must be but it musjt be ^e consisting of reciprocal par^ i^s 
the interaction of these parts alone that can ever in any real sense 
u^e them, and there can be no such interaction if all the parts are 
exactly alike, for then there would be no lack in any that another 
need supply. Hands and feet and head are parts of a living body 
inJarge measur£-^iust.Jiccaus£LXhey^are. nQt4dentical. That body 
has a truer unity than a pile of exactly uniform bricks. In fact,, 
such identity as the lattef makes true unity impossible, and Plato's, 
is in reality nottiing but dead uniformity; the varied tones of the| 
harmony have sujnjk into a dreary unison. 

Aristotle's other criticisms are less fundamental and seem to be 
based in part on a failure fully to consider Plato’s chief purpose 
in his ideal construction. This one goes to the very heart of the 
whole argument, and is for that reason far more significant and 
more penetrating than most subsequent objections. The latter too 
often ignore Plato's real purpose in the whole argument and thus 
overlook the fact that his was but an ideal “lai^up in Heaven." ® 

1 PciUticSt n, s* ^ 
* In saying this I am not unmindful of Plato’s arguments at p. 472 ft, of the Republic 

designed to show the practical nature of his great ideal. His main purpose was a practical 
one, the positive inculcation of virtue. But in showing that his ideal is practical, that it 
may and should affect our life and actions, he does not mean to say that eveiy part of his 
ideal republic may be or should be put into actual use in any state that ever has existed or J 
ever can exist upon earth. 
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An equal cause of misconception and hence of injustice to Plato 
is the identification of his communism with the particular modern 
economic communism developed in greater part only since the 
Industrial Revolution and as a result of it, an identification made 
sometimes by the supporters, sometimes by the opponents of 
modern capitalism. Aristotle objected because Platons commu¬ 
nism left the majQrky-InIiitate.xintouched, and-tlius, by creating 
two states instead of one, made real unity impossible. He did not 
i^rlook the fact, as some modern interpreters have, that this 

fl6ommunism affected only the governing minority. Nor is this 
the only or the most striking of the differences between it and 
modern economic communism. It was more a communion in 
deprivation than a community of goods, for the guardians were 
to have neither gold nor silver, nor lands nor houses; only the 
bare necessities for their life of war and service to the state were 
to be furnished them. Neither'friends nor enemies of modern 
communism would be willing to attribute to it any such,an ideal. 

|In fact, that ideal came much nearer to that of medieval monas- 
Itifiisia than to the goal of modern communism, notwithstanding 
|the inevitable and fundamental differences between a regime de¬ 
signed to produce a class of warriors and statesmen and one whose 
aim was withdrawal from the evils of this world and the fixing of 
the mind upon the next. 

It was spirit or courage that first marked out the youpg for 
enrollment among the guardians, and their eJucation and environ- 
ment were boTh toT)e regulated^o foster this spirit and the wisdom 
which must direct its use and prevent its abuse. 'But courage and 
wisdom are two traits whose distinctness Plato elsewhere 
recognizes; wisdorn more than courage is^he growth of age and 

iexperienc^»^and goyernmenLproperly belongs directly only to it. 
This leads to a further differentiation within the class of guardians 
as a whole between the ‘‘elder statesmen,^^ on the one hand, 
trained by years of war and aiscipline andTnow free from the dis¬ 
tractions of active service for which their age unfits them, to turn 
their leisure and their accumulated wisdom to the task of govern¬ 
ment; and on the other, the younger warriors, still in active 
military service and only probationers as yet in the highest, the 
ultimate, and the most exacting of all forms of human endeavor, 
the just government of the whole state. Something like this is 
proposed in the Laws in the “Nocturnal CopnclU* composed, of 
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older men, while the elders are referred to alone in the Republic 
as ‘‘governors” {^pxovm), the younger only as “auxiliaries” 
(iirUovpoi),^ 

One of Aristotle’s keenest criticisms of this rigid discipline 
remains to be discussed, and it is the more interesting because 
Plato seems to have anticipated it in one of the most interesting 
passages in the Rejmblic, Socrates in the Republic, says ^Tistdtle, 
“deprives the gnydia^ nf happin^<{S, theifigislatOT^ 

ough^ojn^e the whole state happy. But the whole cannot be 
happy unless most, or all, or some of its parts enjoy happiness. 
In this respect happiness is not like the even principle in numbers, 
which may exist only in the whole, but in none of the parts; not 
so happiness. And if the guardians are not happy, who are? 
Surely not the artisans, or the common people.” ^ 

Again it is the defective character of Plato’s unity to which 
Aristotle objects. Grote’s criticisms, based on his own utilitarian 
views, are far less fundamental and not nearly so convincing.* 
He holds that Plato’s whole political philosophy is self-regarding; 
that Plato’s ^Jaim^ia may be fully translated b^y our word 
“happinessj:!; that this happiness is really the main quest of the 
argument in the Republic; and, since the guardians may in no 
real sense be regarded as “happy,” that the whole quest haa^ 
therefore resulted complete failgfe. 

^ut let us see what reply Plato himself makes to such objections. 
To Grote’s more superficial criticism the chief answer occurs at the 
end of book four, where, after the inherent nature of justice has 
been found, Plato turns briefly to the correlative question whether 
it is profitable*. Virq^ has been found through the larger letters 
of the state, to be “tjl^ health and beauty and well-being of the 
soul” and vice, its opposrte. “the disease and weakness and 
detormity” of the same; but what is^heir comparative profitable¬ 
ness ? TKat question has not yet been answered. But here 
Adeimantus interposes, “The question has now become ridiculous” 
(yeXotov), since jhe real nature of justice and ^injustice has been 
disclosed. “ When^the Bodily constitution is gone, life is no longer 
endurable, though pampered with all kinds of meats and drinks, 
and having all wealth and all power; and shall we be told that 

> Republic, pp. 374 E, 412 B, 414 B. Cf. the notes to these passages in Adam’s annotated 
edition (2 vols. Cambridge, 1903). 

• Politics^ II, s* 
* PhUf and the Other Companions of Sokralcs, vol. iii, p. xa8 £F. 
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when the very essence of the vital principle is undermined and 
corrupted, life is still worth having to a man, if only he be allowed 
to do whatever he likes with the single exception that he is not to 
acquire justice and virtue, or to escape from injustice and vice; 
assuming them both to be such as we have described ?** ‘‘Yes,” 
says Socrates, “the question is, as you say, ridiculous.” ^ 

“Our opponent is thinking of peasants at a festival, who are 
enjoying a life of revelry, not of citizens who are doing their duty 
to the State. But, if so we mean different things, and he is speak¬ 
ing of something which is not a State.” ^ Was a more trenchant 
condemnation of the extremes of utilitarian individualism ever put 
in so few words ? 

“The question, ‘Why should I be moral?’ if referred to conse¬ 
quences outside morality, is of course self-contradictory. . . . 
It now appears . . . that philosophy can only analyse the nature 
of morality and immorality, and not give external reasons for and 
against them, but also, that this is enough.” ^ Virtue is in fact its 
own reward. This is one of those “greatest and noblest truths” 
which ‘‘have no outward image of themselves visible to man,” and 
must, therefore, be set forth “through the medium of examples.” ^ 

Plato’s eudaimonia is an active principle of the souk, a positive 
principle of moral action. It means the fullest realization of one’s 
capacity for virtuous life and activity, and its emphasis is upon 
duty, rather than rights or absence of pain and discomfort. In 
the full performance of that duty individual man and communi¬ 
ties of men will find the truest blessedness, and the highest and 
only real “happiness.” One of the most striking modern parallels 
to this ideal is found — albeit in terms of Christian theology — 
in Calvin’s Genevan catechism, — “What is the chief end of 
hurnanTileT I'o know (jod by^whom we have been made men. 
What reason have you for sSying this ? Because He created us 
and placed us in this world that He might in us be glorified. And 
surely it is just that our life, of which He is the beginning, should 
be referred to His glory. What is in truth the highest good of 
man ? That itself.* Why does this appear to you as the highest 
good ? Because, with it taken away our condition is more unhappy 
than that of any of the brutes. From this therefore we clearly 
see that nothing can be more unhappy for man than not to live 

‘ P. 445 A-B. 
* Republic, p. 421. 

* Bosanquet, op. a/., p. 171. 
* Ante, p. 31. 
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for God. Yes so it is.” ^ Grote’s criticism of this ideal errs 
fundamentally in the assumption that Plato’s whole philosophy is 
‘self-regarding.” CTo Plato the realization of one’s self is not^ 

distinguishable from the^dgyption of Ji£e. .i:o nthprs. TheJ 
modern antithesis, the antagonism even, of egoism and altruism 
would have been as utterly meaningless to him as his own noble 
ideal seems to be to the hedonistic utilitarian. 

The far more searching criticism of Aristotle is anticipated by 
Plato himself in the words of Adeimantus, who objects that the 
guardians themselves never can EFTfulyTiappy, posted as they 
seem to be in the city *M;ke mercenary tj-nnps^ wholly occupied 
in garrison duties.” To this, says Socrates, we shall reply, “that, 
^ven as they are, our guardians may very likely be the happiest of 
men; but that our aim in founding the State was not the dispro¬ 
portionate happiness of any one class, but Jthe greatest happiness 
of the whole; we thought that in a State which is ordered with a 
view to the good of the whole we should be most likely to find 
justice, and in the ill-ordered State injustice: and, having found 
them, we might then decide which of the two is the happier. At 
present, I take it, we are fashioning the happy State, not piece¬ 
meal, or with a view of making a few happy citizens, but as a 
whole. . . . Suppose that we were painting a statue, and some 
one came up to us and said. Why do you not put the most beautiful 
colours on the most beautiful parts of the body — the eyes ought 
to be purple, but you have made them black — to him we might 
fairly answer, Sir, you would not surely have us beautify the eyes 
to such a degree that they are no longer eyes; consider rather 
whether, by giving this and the other features their due proportion, 
we make the whole beautiful. And so I say to you, do not compel 
us to assign to the guardians a sort of happiness which will make 
them anything but guardians.” If this were applied to the lower 
classes in the state it would be bad enough, “but when the guard¬ 
ians of the laws and of the government are only seeming and not 
real guardians, then see how they turn the State upside down; 
and, on the other hand they alone have the power of giving order 
and happiness to the State. We mean our ijruaj-dinni to bn tntr 
saviours and not destroyers of ^e btati^whei^s our opponent is 

* Caiechumus Eedesiae Genevensis (1545), J. C. G. Augusti, Corpus Librorum symbolicorum, 
Elberfeld, 1837* PP* 464-465. In form the catechism seems to be modeled after the Socratic 
dialogue, and ^ows the influence of Calvin’s early humanistic training. 
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thinking of peasants at a festival, who are enjoying a life of revelry, 
not of citizens who are doing their duty to the State: But, if so, 
we mean different things, and he is speaking of something which 
is not a State. And therefore we must consider whether in appoint¬ 
ing our guardians we would look to their greatest happiness 
individually, or whether this principle of happiness does not rather 
reside in the State as a whole.’’ ^ 

It is one of the signs of greatness in Plato as it is in Darwin that 
J he never cries down nor tries to evade the most fundamental of the 
criticisms of his opponents. In fact he frequently states them with 
greater force than those opponents themselves, and then meets 
^em squarely, face to face, as best'h"e'majfl Thus having antici¬ 
pated and met these objections, in the remainder of book four, 
Plato proceeds to the conclusion of the first and positive part of 
his great argument, the reading of the meaning of justice in 
the large letters of the good state which has now been constructed, 
or rather of its governing part, and the application of this justice 
so found to the individual soul.. 

j argument may be summarized in brief as follows: The 
^tate we have constructed, being rightly ordered, must be perfect 
— the societas perfecta from which political theorists in all ages 
have deduced the particular principles which the^jhink ought to 
prevail. If perfect, it must be perfectly w^is^, cour^^g^nsr 
ppratp^ and just^ This four-fold enumeration of the moral virtues 
is assumed to be exhaustive and is the most formal, and from the 
point of view of modern psychology, far the least convincing of 
all the steps in Plato’s reasoning, but not without significance for 
all that. If, then, we can find in our state the first three of these 
moral virtues, the residue must be that justice^’ which we have 
been seeking so long. But we do find the first three of these in 
the state. The wisdom has been found among those whom we 
were just now describing as perfect guardians, and the state over 
which they rule, being constituted according to nature, will be 
wise. In like manner, there will be no difficulty in seeing the 
nature of courage, in discovering the class in whom it resides, or 
in assuming that they too give to the whole state the character of 
perfect courage. Temperance may also be discovered, though 
not confined like the other two to the ruling class alone, in **the 
agreement of the naturally superior and inferior as to the rule of 

1 Pp. 430-421. 
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either” — sort of harmony” of all. And so the first three 
being obvious, the last of the four qualities which make a state 
virtuous must be justice, if only we could discover what that residue 
really is. But it has been “tumbling out at our feet” from the 
very beginning of our inquiry and we have never seen it — “the . 
ultimate cause and condition” of all the others. Have we not 
found the greatest ruin of the state to be the meddling by one/ 
class in the business of another for which it is unfitted by nature f 
This, then, is injustice; but when the trader, the auxiliary, thjb 
guardian each does his own proper work and that alone, that is 
justice and will make the rky just. A state was thought by us 
to be just when the three classes within it severally did their own 
business. And the just man, if we regard the idea of justice alone, 
will be like the just state. We may assume.that he has the same 
principles in his own soul that we found in the state; and he may 
be rightly described in the same terms, because he is affected in 
the same manner, for if these qualities are found in the state where 
could they have come from if not from the individuals composing 
it ? Injustice, then, must be a kind of strife between these three 
principles — “a meddleson^friPii^i up 
of a part of the soul against the^whote^an assertion of unlawful 
authority, which is made by a rebellious subject against a true 
prince, of whom he is the natural vassal.” So the permanent 
condition of justice and injustice will be like the conditions of 
health and disease, being in the soul what health and disease are 
in the body. “The creation of health is the institution of a natural 
oTder and government of one by another in the parts of the body, 
while the creation of disease is the production of a state of things 
at variance with this natural order.” And is not the creation of 
justice the institution of a natural order and government of one by 
another in the parts of the soul, and the creation of injustice the 
production of a state of things at variance with this natural order ? 
“Then virtue is the health and, beauty and well-being of the soul»| 
and vice the di^ase and weakness and deformity of the same.” 

This concludes the first part of the investigation. Perfect jus¬ 
tice has been found because the state in which it was sought was 
itself perfect. But its nature ought to appear no less clearly from 
the character of injustice, its opposite, as it is to be seen in an im¬ 
perfect, or disordered state. TTie pathology of an unhealthy stated 
therefore, becomes the subject of the second part of the dialoguei 
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There are five forms of the soul, as there are five forms of the 
state. VTrtueTroherhut t^^^ of vice are Thnunler^le. The 
particular form of the state in which virtue resides, has already 
been described. It may be called eith^_monarchy or aristocracy, 
according as the rule is in one or more, but this is a mere matter 
of form : it will be a good state in either form if the ruler or rulers 
be trained in virtue and good government in the manner already 
set forth. The other three forms will all be more or less vitiated, 
because they will be found to depart in greater or less degree from 
the perfect model of the true aristocracy and inj>istice may there¬ 
fore be found to some extent in theqj/dll. 

These three lower forms are oligarchy, democracy, and tyranny. 
But these forms of government and in fact all states are what their 
citizens are. They grow out of human character and human 
character grows out of them. “A^jthe^overnnient is,, such will 
bejlie-man.’* Hence, if there be five forms of government there 
will be five types of men who make them, and if we have been able 
to understand the soul of the perfect man from his government in 
the perfect state, we may also study the inferior natures of men 
through these inferior forms of their government and ‘^the enquiry 
will then be completed.’’ 

Then follows a description, psychological rather than historical, 
of the gradual degrading of the state and of men, “the &ucce;ssive 
stages of decline of society and of the soul,” as Nettleship happily 
phrases it. It is a progressive lowering of the ideals of life. Fir^ 
of all, timocracy replaces aristnreaev. Honor rather than virtue 
becomes the supreme end of life and of the state. Then wealth 
replaces honor, and the oligaichic man, the typical citizen of an 
oligarchic state, comes to be the miser and the money-maker. 
Next comes deniQixacy, “a charming form of government full of 
variety and disorder, and dispensing a sort of equality to equals 
and unequals alike,” a government where freedom is unlimited, 
where “subjects are like rulers and rulers like subjects,” and 
“everything is managed by the drones.” Lastly comes tyranny, 
the worst form of all, brought in by the excesses of democracy, and 
the cycle is complete. “The best and justest is also the happiest, 
and this is he who is the most royal man and king over himself . • . 
the worst and most unjust man is also the most miserable, and 
. . . this is he who being the greatest tyrant of himself is also the 
greatest tyrant of his state.” 
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From all this, Plato’s own political preferences become reason-* 
ably clear. Aristocracy^ whether Imtrt- mrTTrf^ 
just because it is wises.U^^mong the rest, tyranny is worstj'^ 
because lust anJ passion have tJompletely replaced wisdom, and 
between them oligarchy and"democracy, while less unjust than 

^rranny, are both debased. 
The criticism of democracy is probably the most interesting of 

all this part of the argument because it indicates Plato’s attitude 
to the general course of political development in his own day in 
Greece, especially in Athens, Snd also because of democracy’s 
importance to us in our own time. Democracy, Plato believes, 
comes as a reaction from oligarchy, and under it insolence is termed 
breeding, anarchy liberty,' waste ma‘gnificence, and impudence 
courage. In such a state '‘the master fears and flatters his scholars 
and the scholars despise theirjnasters and tutors; young and old 
are all alikfe; and the young man is on a level with the old, and is 
ready to compete with him in word or deed; and old men con¬ 
descend to the young and are full of pleasantry and gaiety; they 
are loth to be thought morose and authoritative, and therefopef^ 
they adopt the manners of the young.” "The last extreTliieof 
pdpuTar liberty, is when the slave, bought with money, whether 
male or female, is just as free as his or her purcliaser; nor must I 
forget to tell of the liberty and equality of the two sexes in relation 
to each other.” Even "the horses and asses have a way of march¬ 
ing along with all the rights and dignities of freemen; ... all 
things are just ready to burst with liberty.*’_ And how sensitive 

' the citizens become! ^'Fhey chafe impatiently at the least touch 
of authority, and at length, as you know, they cease to care even 
for the laws, written or unwritten; they will have no one over 
them.” "Such my friend ... is the fair and glorious beginning 
out of which springs tyranny.” 

There are in this indictment, no doubt, some shrewd thrusts at 
the existing government in Athens^, and elsewhere Plato is even 
more outspoken. 

In the Politicus he intimates that if democratic principles were 
carried to their logical conclusion all the arts must utterly perish 
beyond recovery and human life, bad enough already, become 
unendurable.^ Many persons, he declares in the Laws, would say 
that legislators ought to impose such laws as the mass of the 

»P. 299. 
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people will be ready to receive; but this is just as if one were to 
command gymnastic masters or physicians to treat or cure their 
patients in an agreeable manner.^ I)emocFacyrhe~saysf“et5ewher^ 
anJ'^tTgaiLhy and iyi'annyiaS“W^l, cannot be called a government 
at all, for not one of the three exercises a voluntary rule over volun¬ 
tary subjects; **They may be truly called states of discord, in 
which the government is voTurTtary, and~tKe" subjects always obey 
against their will, and have to be coerced; and the ruler fears the 
subject, and will not, if he can help, allow him to become either 
noble, or rich, or strong, or valiant, or warlike at all. These two 
are the causes of almost all evils.’' ^ The Athenians, he thinks, 
now have less moderation than in former times;® their freedom 
and absence of all superior authority is greatly inferior to the 
limited government existing at the time of the Persian wars.^ 

I should like to know, says Socrates, in another dialogue,® 
^‘whether the Athenians are said to have been made better by 
Pericles, or, on the contrary, to have been corrupted by him; for 
I hear that he was the first to give the people pay, and made them 
idle and cowardly, and encouraged them in the love of talk and of 
money.” ® “You praise the men who feasted the citizens and 
satisfied their desires, and people say that they have made the 
city great, not seeing that the ulcerated and swollen condition of 
the State is to be attributed to these elder statesmen; for they 
have filled the city full of harbors and docks and walls and revenues, 
and all that, and have left no room for justice and temperance. 
And when the crisis of the disorder comes, the people will blame 
the advisers of the hour, and applaud Themistocles and Cimon 
and Perils, who are the real authors of their calamities.” 
vScare^y less important for the history of political thought as a 

-^holc though possibly less interesting to us today than this acute, 
al^it unfavorable, description of democracy, is Plato’s remarkable 

^gi^ture of the nature of the tyrannical man and of the tyrannica 
^af:e wheTe \\k ideaU of guveiiiment have free,48€eper^This is the 
last stage in human degradation, moral and political, and its 
delineation in bnnj^nr of rhr Rcjiuhlic is one of the most remark¬ 
able parts of this master-work of genius, to which no mere summar^ 
can do adequate justice. 

»P. 684. 
*LawSf p. 833. 
• Ibid., p. 603. 

</Wil.,p.698. 
»Gorgias, p. 515. 
*Ibid. 

^ Ibid., pp. 513-519. 
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In this condemnation of all forms of government that fall short 

of the perfection of aristocracy, particularly in the dislike for the 

tendency toward democracy to which no political observer in 
Greece in Plato’s day could shut his eyes especially if he were an 

Athenian, Plato seems not to have been alone. Aristotle, as we 

shall see, though he qualifies his criticisms more than Plato, is in 
general agreement in condemning the excess of dcmoerat^c Irherfv 

in substituting absolute for proportional equality and the employ¬ 

ment of the lot as it was practiced in Athens, and one biassed 
writer of the time tells us that ‘‘in every country the better class 
of the people is adverse to a Jrmocracy.” ^ “If you want a really 

good government,” says the same author, “you mup** fjriSt 
wisest men make. laws- fer-the peoplyr^^n^ fTnust 

punish the bad^ and consult for the interests of the commonwealth,, 

and not permit niadmen t6 dffe^f“^1ui^"erand^^ and address 

the public assemblies. Jn such an excellent state of tEingT, Tiow- 
ever, the lower classes (6 8^/xos) would soon fall into servitude.” * 

But it is time to turn to the speculations of a greater than this 
“old oligarch,” whoever he was, and deal with the political philos¬ 
ophy of Aristotle himself. 

AOfiPduitp Ud\iT€la, chap. I, 15. This short treatise, apparently by some member of 
the aristocratic party at Athens or by one of the imigriSj was formerly thought by some 
to be the work of Xenophon, and it is usually included in editions of his minor works. 

Ubid., § g. 



CHAPTER III 

ARISTOTLE 

The Politics of Aristotle, says Zeller, “is the richest treasure 

that has come down to us from antiquity,” and “the greatest 

contribution to the field of political science that we possess.” ^ 

Of the same book. Dr. A. E. Taylor declares: “No Aristotelian 

work is quite so commonplace in its handling of a vast subject as 

the Politics.” “In truth his interest in these social questions is 

not of the deepest.” * 

Which shall we believe ? Possibly it would be better to defer 

any answer until we have examined the book itself, and before 
that can be done to attempt briefly to clear the path so far as we 

may of a few of the obstacles that stand in the way of an under¬ 

standing of it. For while there may be a diflFerence of opinion 
about the importance of the Politics, there can be very little con¬ 

cerning its difficulty: it is, if not the most important, by far the 

most puzzling of the classics of political philosophy. Some of 

these difficulties have been noticed already, those which are always 

inherent in the thought and language of men of more than two 

thousand years ago; but in the case of Aristotle there are still 

greater hindrances of a special kind which make harder the task 
of obtaining a complete grasp of his ideas about the state. 

First among these is the peculiar form of most of the surviving 

writings attributed to the pen of Aristotle, the Politics included, 
which often renders it difficult if not impossible to trace the whole 

course of his argument or even at times to be sure of its outcome. 

The Politics, as well as many others of the Aristotelian writings 

as they now stand, is full of cross references of an extremely 

puzzling kind. At times they cite the discussion of a subject 

which apparently has received no treatment whatever in the text 

as we have received it, at other times there will appear in what, 

> E. Zeller, AristoUe and the Eadier Peripatetics, English tnmslatioD, vd. ii, p. a88. 
*Aristeth, p. 85. 

SO 
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on good evidence seems to be an earlier part of the treatise, a clear 
reference to a part that now comes later, and the whole book is 
marked by abrupt changes of the subject, parenthetical state¬ 
ments, and promises of later discussions which are never fulfilled. 
Some of these references have led some modern editors to discard 
entirely the order found in the manuscripts of the different parts 
or “books*’ into which the treatise had been divided, apparently 
after Aristotle’s death, and it may be said that their true order is 
still in part no better than a matter of conjecture, though certain 
points may now be considered as established. It seems probable 
too that some of the treatises — and the Politics is one of these — 
are unfinished in the form in which we have them, apparently 
omitting important parts of the discussion, which were never 
completed, or have been lost; and there are occasionally to be 
found even statements that seem to be inconsistent with the 
argument in which they are incorporated or at least out of place 
there. If to all this it be added that none of the surviving manu¬ 
scripts of the works of Aristotle most important for his political 
philosophy are of a date earlier than the twelfth or thirteenth 
century, and that among these there are so many variants and 
corruptions that in many cases the true reading can at most be 
only a matter of conjecture, we may have some conception of the 
causes of the varying views still held of the real meaning of many 
of Aristotle’s most important political statements. 

These extraordinary peculiarities have received many varying 
explanations in modern times. It has been thought, for instance, 
that these books are really notes of Aristotle’s lectures taken down 
by his pupils and preserved in the Lyceum, while others think 
they are the rough notes made by Aristotle himself. Some believe 
that we have here several series of lectures, originally delivered at 
different times, and put together at some later period to form con¬ 
secutive works. Such subsequent alterations, and others of a like 
kind, some consider to be mainly the work of Aristotle’s successors 
or of their pupils in the Lyceum, while to others they appear more 
probably to be the result of the strange history of the transmission 
of the Aristotelian manuscripts and of the changes made by much 
later editors at Rome or Alexandria. These certainly are grounds 
enough for all our difficulties and uncertainties, but possibly one 
or two points may be considered as probably established at least. 

It seems safe to say that the form of these writings is somewhat 
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owing to their connection with Aristotle’s actual teaching in the 
Lyceum, possibly as students’ notes, but far more likely as the 
notes of the master himself; and that what we have may be a 
patch-work, made up later, composed in part at least of portions 
of two or more series of notes for lectures on the same general 
subjects but possibly delivered by Aristotle in different years, and 
occasionally including parts of separate and more elaborately 
polished treatises now lost. One striking fact at least seems to be 
established : there were certain works of Aristotle in general 
circulation in his own day, but not one of these is to be found among 
the ones attributed to him which we now have, with the possible 
exception of the “Constitution of Athens,” found in Egypt less 
than half a century ago. On the other hand, none of the treatises 
that pass today as the work of Aristotle, with this one exception, 
seem to have been known to his own contemporaries or to the 
Greeks after his death, outside the small circle of pupils who may 
have studied them in the Lyceum. The most probable explanation 
of these strange facts would seem to be that the manuscripts of 
the Lyceum by a happy fortune have been preserved to our own 
day while the “published” works have been lost.^ 

It is from these writings then, and in such a form, but from the 
Politics in particular, that Aristotle’s political philosophy must 
be drawn, but their full meaning cannot be fully appreciated with¬ 
out some knowledge of the background of the author’s life and 
mind, and at least a brief consideration of the system of which 
the political philosophy was an integral part. 

Aristotle was born b.c. 384 in the Thracian peninsula of Chal- 
cidice, at Stagira, a city of Greek tradition and culture, of an 
influential family, his father being the physician and intimate of 
the Macedonian king. From his eighteenth year to his thirty- 
seventh, he was a pupil of Plato in the Academy, and this was the 
factor most important in the shaping of his philosophy, political 
and other. But on Plato’s death in 347 B.c. Aristotle withdrew 
from Athens not to return for some thirteen years, three of which 
were spent at the Macedonian court as tutor to Alexander the 
Great, then a boy between thirteen and sixteen years of age. 

^ For a valuable discussion of these peculiarities in the surviving works of Aristotle see 
Richard Shute, On the History of the Process by which the AristoteUan Writings arrived at their 
Present Form, Oxford, 1888. A convenient account of the history of their transmission Is to 
be found in Zeller, Aristotle and the Earlier Peripatetics, vol. i, chaps, ii and ^ (Englirii trans^ 
lation by Costelloe and Muirhead). 
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What he accomplished in the twelve years of his second stay in 
Athens seems almost incredible in extent and importance, for it 
was then that practically all his surviving works were produced; 
but in the end he was forced to flee from the city in order, as he 
said, not to ‘‘give the Athenians a second chance of sinning against 
philosophy,” and died soon after in 322. 

This life of sixty-two years spanned one of the most important 
and most disastrous periods in Greek history. Aristotle could 
easily remember the fall of Sparta and the establishment of the 
short-lived Theban supremacy at the battle of Leuctra in 371. 
Shortly before the beginning of his second residence in Athens the 
battle of Chaeronea had been fought and lost and with it Greek 
independence in 338, and in 323, only a few months before the 
close of his own life, had come the news of the death of his former 
pupil, the great Alexander. 

Actual references to these tremendous events are fewer perhaps 
than we might expect in Aristotle’s writings, but between the lines 
the deep impression they made can often be read. The great days 
of the Greek city-state were plainly over, as we now know, and as 
Aristotle knew too, for he frequently laments the degeneracy of the 
times; but notwithstanding this, his Politics seems clearly to have 
been intended by its author primarily as a Statesman’s Manual, 
a text book ^ for constitution-makers, and the constitutions they 
are advised there to make — or to patch up — are invariably of 
the old familiar types. There is no reference to the changes that 
Aristotle must at times have suspected to be inevitable in Greece, 
especially after the battle of Chaeronea, no recognition among 
governments of great territorial states except to condemn them 
as the result of an Asiatic slavishness, and apparently no feeling 
whatever that the Greeks as a whole, though the only race capable 
of virtue or deserving of freedom, should ever achieve a political 
unity to correspond with their racial integrity. Instead of the 
latter, Aristotle’s preliminary political studies for the most part 
included a collection and summary statement of the political 
changes that had occurred and of the political conditions which 
actually existed in more than one hundred and fifty of the sepa¬ 
rate little city-states about the Aegean and beyond,* though we 

' A. E. Taylor, AHstoHe, p. 72. 
* The *A.$rivBAtav lloXcr Aa is divided into two parts in this way. The statement above 

is based on the assumptions that the Constitution of Athens is one of Aristotle’s constitutions 
and that the rest of Uie constitutions were probably arranged on the same general plan as 
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know that he had also extended these investigations to some of the 
barbarian institutions as well.^ 

His estimate of existing political conditions based on these 
studies was not high nor was his expectation of their future hopeful. 
His investigations seemed all too clearly to show that practically 
all the states of Greece had already drifted or were rapidly drifting, 
even where they were not being driven, under a mob rule that 
respected no rights and was bound by no laws, or into the hands 
of a narrow oligarchy whose will was their only law, forms, both 
of them, which differed from tyranny itself only in the accident that 
it was the many or the few rather than one by whom the citizens 
were arbitrarily misruled. 

These political investigations are important for us both for 
tVielr result and for their method. Their result appears in the 
qualified political fatalism which Aristotle shares with most of his 
contemporaries, a view that contrasts strangely with the optimism 
of nineteenth-century democracy and its cheerful expectation of 
indefinite human progress,^ but one that possibly we who have seen 
the Great War can understand somewhat better than our grand¬ 
fathers could have done. The method seems so commonplace to 
us now that we see little to remark in it. It is the method any 
sound investigator would follow, the collection of all available 
facts as the first step in his investigation. But Aristotle lived 
before our days of questionnairesy and ‘‘surveys,” and before the 
general use or even the recognition of a scientific method. It was 
he, probably more than any other, who led the way to the applica¬ 
tion of that method to the facts of political life, though he never 
thought his task complete as some of our modern collectors of 
their so-called “data” sometimes appear to do, with the mere 
gathering together of a mass of unrelated and undigested, if not 
indigestible, “facts.” It is indeed on the application of this 
method to the state that some modern historians believe to rest 
Aristotle's chief title to fame as a political philosopher. 

It is, says Oncken, in the application to politics of the methods 
derived from the investigation of nature that “the epoch-making 

this single surviving one. The sources of our own knowledge of these constitutions outside 
the recently-discovered Constitution of Athens” are indicated and discussed by Zeller, 
Aristotle (English translation), vol. i, p. loi, note. A fine account for English readers of the 
Constitution of Athens is to be found in the Introduction to his edition of it by the late Sir 
J. E. Sandys, London, 2d ed., 1912. 

> Rehm, Geschichte der Staatsrechtsvnssenschaft, p. 72. 
* See J. B. Bury, The Idea of Progress, London. 1920. 
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merit’' of the Politics lies,^ and it must be the same thing which 
Sir Frederick Pollock has chiefly in mind when he says it was 
Aristotle who “made the capital advance of separating ethics from 
politics," 2 for in almost everything but method Aristotle was in 
reality as far from separating ethics and politics as Plato before 
him. “He never contemplates a study of the individual's good 
apart from politics, the study of the good of the society." ® Zeller's 
statement is admirable: Ethics and Politics may be said to be 
related to one another as the pure and the applied part of one and 
the same science." ^ 

If, then, Aristotle's method is so all-important, that method 
itself must be understood before we may hope to understand its 
application to politics, and this will unavoidably entail a brief 
examination of the main lines of Aristotle's philosophical system, 
particularly in those parts which affect most closely the relations 
of men in society. For it is the application to man of this method 
which Aristotle had already successfully applied to the phenomena 
of nature, and his correlation of the results so obtained with the 
general system of thought whose main principles he had learned 
from Plato, that constitute the central problem, the true great¬ 
ness, and the main difficulty of the Aristotelian political philos¬ 
ophy; and Aristotle was the first resolutely to face the difficult 
problem of reconciling the facts of a democracy which he did not 
try to ignore, with a philosophy of justice which utterly condemned 
the central principle on which that democracy rested, the doctrine 
of the right of the majority to rule.® 

It was his biological studies that enabled him to take “the first 
step” ® in his solution of this problem. “There is,” he says, “a 
fixed measure of magnitude for a state as well as for all other things, 
animals, vegetables or instruments.” 

Not that these are alike in all respects, however, for the sciences 
that concern some are practical, involving the practical reason, 
while others are theoretical and fall within the sphere of the 
theoretical reason. It is essential then to know Aristotle's basis 
of distinction of these sciences if we are to understand the relation 

1 Die StaatsUhre des AristoteleSf vol. i, pp. 12-13. 
* An Introduction to the History of the Science of PoUiics, London, xgooi p 15. 
* A. E. Taylor, AristotUt p. 73. 
* Aristotle (English tranidation), vol. ii, p. 137, note. < 
* H. Rehm, Geschichte der Staatsrecktswissenschaft, pp. 60, 0z. 
•Ibid., p. 61. 
^ Politics, Bk. IV (VII in the old order), chap. iv. 
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of politics to either of them. The division he several times makes 
is a three-fold one. Sciences are either theoretical, productive, or 
practical ^ and politics is one branch of — or rather is — the third 
of these. 

Ethics, says the author of the Magna M or allay is ‘^a branch of 
nothing else than state-craft (voXiTiKTj)y . . . and as a whole it 
seems to me that the subject ought rightly to be called, not Ethics, 
but Politics;”^ and a study of ethics is ‘‘a political inquiry,’* 
Aristotle says, for politics comprehends and makes use of all the 
other practical sciences, its end being nothing less than ‘‘the true 
good of mankind.” * But it is a practical science, and as such 
must be distinguished from a productive one, such as building or 
sculpture, but above all from pure theory. 

This division of the sciences takes us at once into the heart of 
Aristotle’s philosophical system, for its basis is concerned with 
the ends of all human activity, as well as the subject-matter of 
the different sciences and the faculties of the mind by which each 
is apprehended. Even for an understanding of the politics alone^ 
a short excursion into metaphysics becomes inevitable. 

The end of politics “is not knowledge but action”; ^ it “is con¬ 
cerned with nothing so much as with producing a certain character 
in the citizens, or in other words, with making them good”; ® but 
the end of pure science is knowledge. Politics, therefore, has to 
do for its subject-matter with the voluntary actions of men, and 
these actions may vary. “Probability is the very guide of life,” 
as Bishop Butler said, and there is a sense in which Aristotle would 
have agreed. In ethics and politics “we must be content to arrive 
at conclusions which are only generally true,” ® for “of accidents 
that are not essential according to our definition there is no demon¬ 
strative knowledge.” ^ But scientific knowledge, on the other 
hand, is not concerned with things even true and real which can 
be otherwise than they are.® There can be no scientific treat¬ 
ment “of the accidental.” ® Politics, therefore, is concerned with 
the contingent, theoretical science only with the absolute and the 
invariable. 

»For a discussion of Aristotle’s division of the sciences, see Zeller, AristotU (English 
Translation), vol. i, p. iSo ff. 

* Magna Moralia, Bk. I, chap, i, p. ii8i a-b. 
* Ethica Nicomachea, Bk. I, chap. i. • /Md., Bk. I, chap. lo. 
* Ibid. • Ihid.t Bk. I, chap. i. 
^ Analytica Posteriora, Bk. I, chap, 6, p. 75 a. 
* Ibid.t Bk. I, chap. 33, p. 88 b. * Meiaphysica, Bk. VI, chap. ii. 
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But how comes it in the universe that there is this difference 
between the variable or the accidental with which politics is con¬ 
cerned and the absolute and invariable which alone can be the 
object of scientific knowledge ? It is at this point that Aristotle^s 
biological studies came in to affect his answer, whether that 
answer applied to physical nature or to the product of man’s 
activity in creation or action. ‘‘For just as human creations are 
the products of art, so living objects are manifestly the products of 
an’analogous cause or principle, not external but internal, derived 
like the hot and the cold from the environing universe.”^ “Rea¬ 
son forms the starting point, alike in the works of art and in works 
of nature.” Nay, in the works of nature “the good end and 
the final cause is still more dominant than in works of art.” ^ 
And this nature Aristotle elsewhere defines as nothing but “the 
genesis of growing things” — “the essence of things which have 
in themselves as such, a source of movement.” ® 

The essential nature of any created thing, then, is the idea im¬ 
planted in it — the form inextricably imbedded in its matter 
which is constantly striving to realize itself in that thing’s growth, 
which is realized when that growth is complete and its “limit” or 
term is reached in the full unfolding of the form or idea with which 
it started, when “becoming” develops into being, and potency 
grows into full actuality. A thing’s end is its nature. This is 
Aristotle’s formula for the universe — the growth of ideas from 
potency into actuality; and the formula applies to the state as 
well as to the productions of art or to the works of physical nature. 
Thus the form of the oak is potentially present in the life of the 
acorn and determines every stage of the development between, 
but the true nature of that organism at any stage can best be seen 
in its full unfolding, at the end of the process. Potency can only 
be learned through actuality. And in a true sense, therefore, in 
the sense of its essential being and “knowability,” though not, of 
course, in the order of its progressive development nor even of 
men’s sensuous perception of it, the oak is really prior to the 
acorn.^ 

^ De Partibus AnmaUum, Bk. 1, chap, i, p. 641 b. 
* Ibid.f p. 63Q b. 
* Metaphysica^ Bk. I, pp. X014 b-iois a. 
^ Aristotle’s ideas upon these fundamental questions are illustrated in almost all his works. 

A few especially important statements are to be found in the following places: (The refer- 
encesTto pages are to the great edition of Aristotle’s works published by the Prussian Acad¬ 
emy, whose paging is indicated in most modem editions and in some translations. The 
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These things condition the whole of nature and all our knowl¬ 
edge of it, they apply to the heavens above and the earth beneath, 
and they are as true of the state as of a hive of bees. As the oak 
is prior to the acorn, so the state is prior to the family, Aristotle 
says in the Politics, But how can it be so, how can we say that 
ends are thus realized, when we look about us and see the manifest 
abortions, the deformities, the monstrosities, the failures, in nature 
and in art and life ? To be specific, what good end could we possi¬ 
bly discover in the development of man’s political life toward a 
thing so deformed in Aristotle’s eyes as the lawless domination of 
the vulgar herd over the wise and the virtuous, as it exists in the 
later Athenian democracy? The answer lies in the refractory 
character of the material. Everything consists of form and 
matter. The form is constantly struggling to impress itself upon 
the matter, but if the wax be imperfect, then the result also must 
be imperfect, however good the die may be. 

This is true everywhere, the contingent is never absent, poten¬ 
tiality never reaches full actuality except in God who is complete 
actuality since He is pure reason without matter; and in the 
sphere of human conduct, of ethics and politics, where things may 
always be other than they are this is peculiarly true, the contin¬ 
gent is always with us; and the reason for this is not far to seek. 
The wax refuses to conform to the die. Men are the materials of 
the state and men are refractory materials. They constantly 
tend to obstruct the realization of the true end of man, the con¬ 
summation of perfect virtue and happiness in the good life, by 
the substitution for it of something lower, the mere life of an 
animal or something even worse than that; and thus the state, 
at once the highest form and means of that good life, degenerates 
into a *‘city of pigs” where mere life is the end, or into some¬ 
thing lower still, a tyranny in which the unbridled will of one or 
of a few or of the many exploits the whole state against its true 

translation has been taken from The Works of Aristotle, translated into English under the 
editorship of J. A. Smith, and W. D. Ross, Oxford, the Clarendon Press). 

De Partibus AnimaUum, pp. 639 a~642 b. 
Metaphysica, pp. 981 a, 982 a-b, 992 b, 994 b, 996 b, 1006 a, 1006 b, 1008 b, 1010 a-b, 

ion a, 1012 b, 1013 a, 1014 b, 1015 a, lozSb, 1019 a, 1022 a, 1023 b, 1024 b, 1025 b, 
1026 a-b, 1027 a, 1028 a, 1029 b, 1032 a, 1033 b, 1034 a, 1035 b, 1036 a-b, 1037 b, 1038 b, 
X039 b, 1040 a-b, 1041 b, 1043 a-b, 1045 a-b, 1046 a, 1047 a-b, 1049 b, 1050 a-b, 1051 a-b, 
1052 a, 1053 1055 1057 a-b, 1058 a, 1062 b. et seq., 1064 a-l>, 1065 a-b, 1069 b, 
1070 a, 1072 b, X078 b, 1079 b, 1080 b. et seq., 1086 b, 1087 a, 1090 b. 

Analytica Posteriora, pp. 71 a-72 a, 72 b, 75 a-b, 77 a, 8z a-b, 87 a-88 b, 89 a, 99 b-zoo b« 
Categoriae, p. 14 a-b. 
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interest and choice and rules for the selfish advantage of the ruler 
alone. 

The Politics of Aristotle — and the Ethics as well — is a practical 
hand-book. It is primarily a guide to constitution-makers, and 
therefore concerned with states, with citizens as members of states, 
with men as citizens, and with the conduct of men collectively 
and individually. Its “end is not speculation and knowledge but 
action.’* The chief purpose of the book — if it is a single book 
and has a single purpose — is to furnish to the “legislator” the 
rules by which polities as good as possible may be actually set on 
foot, or existing ones made as good as conditions ideal or actual 
will admit. But even action implies some knowledge. No consti¬ 
tution-maker can go to work intelligently to make or to mend a 
constitution unless he has some knowledge of what a constitution 
should be, “men being what they are and laws as they may be.” 
He must, as Aristotle says, “try to learn the principles of legisla¬ 
tion,” and for this will need not only experience but some knowl¬ 
edge too, both of men and things.^ 

But what kind of a knowledge will this be, and how shall the 
statesman acquire it, if it touches only the accidental and the 
contingent within which the “principles of legislation” seem to 
fall ? It cannot be scientific knowledge, for scientific knowledge 
is only of the absolute and invariable, never of the contingent or 
accidental. Practical science seems then to imply not only an end 
and a subject-matter different from those of theoretical science, 
but a kind of knowledge peculiar to itself. This, according to 
Aristotle, is the practical reason (<^povi7<ns), and it requires a 
different faculty of the mind from that by which a knowledge of 
the absolute Is apprehended. 

No doubt the most fundamental of the differences between 
Aristotle and Plato consists, as is generally assumed, in Aristotle’s 
repudiation of the Platonic “idea” — or his conception of the 
Platonic idea — as something separate from the particular in 
which it is always found, and in his own counter-assertion that 
“no universal exists, apart from individuals”; * but In the field of 
politics specifically, the results of this difference would seem on 
the whole to be of no greater significance, and certainly are of no 
greater practical importance, than those which follow from this 
sharper separation by Aristotle of the speculative and the practical 

^ Ethka Nkomachea, Bk. X, chap. z. * Metaphyska, p. X040 b. 
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reason as two distinct processes carried on by two separate facuL 
ties of the mind. As a result of it, the contingent rather than the 
absolute becomes the legislator’s study, that study consists in a 
deliberation upon means rather than a contemplation of ends, and 
it requires not so much wisdom as prudence. Politics has come 
down from heaven to earth. 

‘‘While a carpenter and a geometrician both want to find a right 
angle, they do not want to find it in the same sense; the one wants 
only such an approximation to it as will serve his practical purpose, 
the other, as being concerned with truth, wants to know its nature 
or character.” ^ With Aristotle the legislator has certainly become 
more of the carpenter than Plato’s legislator was, and apparently 
also a good deal less of the geometrician. Induction, or Aristotle’s 
explanation of the means of our apprehending truth, which he 
regarded as a power within the human soul enabling it to “system¬ 
atize” the results obtained from individual objects through sense 
perception, may either go forward to the apprehension of the uni- 
versals from which all scientific knowledge must be demonstrated, 
or it may stop in this humbler sphere of the practical reason with 
only such an “approximation” to truth as is needed by the prudent 
man to guide him aright through the changes of human life, or 
by the legislator in his search for means to make that life good. 
With this hasty glance at the philosophical setting of the state in 
Aristotle’s thought, we must turn our attention to the state itself 
and to those writings of Aristotle in which it is treated more at 
length. 

Aside from scattered statements in many of his works and two 
or three important chapters ip the Rhetoricy these writings are con¬ 
fined to the Ethics * and the PoliticSy but these two are undoubtedly 

^ Etkica Nicomacheat Bk. 1, d^ap. vii. 
*Of the three Aristotelian*’ books on Ethics^ the Magna MoraUat the Nicomacheant 

and the Eudemian Ethics, the first is now regarded as not the work of Aristotle. The other 
two are still the subjects of dispute, but the more general opinion seems to be that Aristotle 
is the probable author of the Nicomachean Ethics, while Eudemus, one of his pupils in the 
Lyceum, wrote the similar treatise which bears his name, incorporating, of couise materials 
obtained from Aristotle. The greatest difficulty in regard to them, however, arises from the 
fact that of the ten books of the Nicomachean Ethics and the seven of the Eudemian, three 
(t.s.. Books 5-7 of the Nicomachean, and 4-6 of the Eudemian Ethics) are common to both 
treatises, one of these books containing the Important treatment of justice. This inevitably 
raises the question whether, supposing Aristotle to have written the Nicomachean Ethics 
and Eudemus the Eudemian, these three common books were originally the work of Aristotle 
and were borrowed by Eudemus, or vice versa. There still exists on this point the greatest 
difference of opinion. Whoever wrote these books, however, the ideas contained In them 
are, in all their main outlines, thoroughly Aristdtelian. The subject probably most impor¬ 
tant for politics which is independently discussed in both works is friendship. On this &ey 
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but two parts of one great subject in Aristotle^s mind, the art of 
making or of mending constitutions, and must be studied together 
if either is to be fully understood. The Politics itself, though some¬ 
what arbitrarily separated in our manuscripts into eight books, 
seems to be roughly divisible into three distinct parts or discus¬ 
sions, related to each other and not inconsistent, but very differ¬ 
ent in point of view and manner of treatment. A statement of 
this by Wilamowitz may serve as the basis of the division and 
order to be followed here: It is clear, he says, that in the Politics 
we have first “a common foundation** (Books I, II, and III in the 
old, or traditional order) **upon which arise two constructions 
independent*' of each other, of which one contains an explana¬ 
tion of the nature of constitutions, the distinctions between, and 
the changes within them** (Books IV, V, and VI), the other, “the 
principles underlying the best state** (Books VII and VIII, in the 
old order).^ 

The emphasis here placed on the independent character of the 
discussions in Books IV, V, and VI and in Books VII and VIII is 
highly important. If confusion and inconsistency are sometimes 
found in modern interpretations of Aristotle*s political views, as 
often as not their cause lies in the unfortunate attempt to weave 
together into a single web these two independent parts each differ¬ 
ent from the other in the ends they have in view and in their 
method of treatment. 

In the part which treats of the nature of constitutions and their 
distinctions and divisions, the approach is almost entirely empiri¬ 
cal, absolute justice gives way to relative justice as defined by the 
constitution of the state itself, the best state and the ideas of Plato 
recede into the background, and Aristotle seems more modern in 
point of view than anywhere else in his political writings. It is 
this portion, if any, that warrants Sir Frederick Pollock in attribut¬ 
ing to Aristotle the separation of ethics from politics, and to some 
it is the most enduring part of his work; but on the whole it may 
be doubted whether in its value it will compare with the masterly 
statement of general political principles in Book III. 

Sharply contrasting with it is the treatment of the best state 

frequently supplement each other, the Eudemian Ethics often containing important state¬ 
ments not found at all in the Nicomachean and of course vice versa. I have the general 
impression that the political aspects of friendship receive somewhat more emphasis in the 
Eudemian than in the Nicomachean Ethics^ and a very de6nite impression that equality does. 

^ U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Aristotdes und AtheUt vol. i, p. 355. 
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and its education in the books numbered seven and eight in the 
older order. Nowhere else, as Wilamowitz says, is Aristotle so 
Platonic as here. His best state is, in fact, little but the state 
of Platons Laws over again, with the same or only slightly differing 
regulations of the family and of the various classes of the popula¬ 
tion. Empiricism is forgotten, it is constructed by Aristotle with 
as complete disregard of existing conditions as by Plato.^ In this 
part of the Politics some find evidence of its being an independent 
work, more highly polished than the rest and possibly “published” 
separately before it was incorporated in the longer treatise, but 
others reject such a view. 

On this general basis, then, we may suppose Aristotle to have 
followed an order somewhat as follows: 

First there is an introduction setting forth the place of “legis¬ 
lation” in the classification of the sciences (Nicomachean Ethics^ 
Book I), followed by statements and definitions of its object and 
subject-matter (Book II); then an enumeration and discussion of 
the separate moral virtues (Books III-IV), which “will be useful 
in legislation” since it is the legislators^ main end to make men 
good. Following this is the important treatment of justice in 
book five; then a return to the separate virtues, this time in 
reference to the principle of the mean (Books VI-VII), after which 
the Ethics closes (Books VIII-X) with the significant discussion 
of friendship, which “forms the link between Ethics and Politics”; ^ 
for “it seems that friendship or love is the bond which holds states 
together.” * . . . “It is thought to be the special business of 
the political art to produce friendship.” ^ The first three books 
of the Politics contain a definition of the state, an examination of 
alternative definitions^ and a discussion of the principles under¬ 
lying it on the basis laid down by Plato but with important modi¬ 
fications, then follows Aristotle^s construction of his own best 
possible state (taking Books VII and VIII before IV, V, and VI 
as most modern editors do), next the empirical portion referred to 
above, and finally a short discourse on revolutions, their cause and 
cure. This general order is implied in the present discussion of 

1 **Sehr ins blaue/* WHamowitz, op, Ut., p. 356. 
* Zeller, AristoUe (English trandation), vol. ii, p. X37- See also Ibid., pp. 193, soz-soa. 
^Etkica Nicomacheat Bk. VIII, chap. i. ** Every SModation seems to involve justice of 

some kind and friendship as well.” “All asBodations are, as it were, parts of the poUtical 
assodation.” Ibid., chap. xi. 

* Etkica Eudmia, Bk. VII, chap. z. 
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Aristotle’s political ideas, but cannot be followed exactly, nor can 
any but the most significant and important points be included. 

There is, of course, no single key that unlocks all the doors of 
Aristotle’s political thought, but the one that opens most is to be 
found in the very first paragraph of the Politics. The state is **a 
kind of koinonia.** “It is that koinonia which is supreme over all 
others and embraces them all.” 

If we could but see all the shades of meaning in that word 
koinonia (Koivtoyla) and could understand in the sense that 
Aristotle meant it just what those others are which the political 
koinonia includes, and the precise way in which it does include 
them all and is at the same time above them all — if we could do 
that we should know the basis of Aristotle’s whole theory of the 
state. For the koinonia is the focus of it all, and this definition with 
which the Politics opens furnishes at once the link between ethics 
and politics — and therefore between the treatises in which they are 
respectively treated — and the theme of the first three books im¬ 
mediately to follow, the fundamental principles of all civil relations. 
It points us backward to those other bonds that hold men together, 
especially to the bonds of justice and friendship with which the 
books of the Ethics are so largely concerned; and it leads us for¬ 
ward to the polis^ that whole of which these others are but parts, 
the end toward which they all move, which is their consummation. 

What, then, is the political koinonia; but before that, what is a 
koinonia t It is plainly not the unity to which Aristotle believed 
the state had been reduced by Plato in the Republic. He criticises 
that conception in no measured terms as fundamentally false; ^ a 
state in that way may become so much of a unit that it ceases to 
be a state.^ Nor is it, apparently, the same as the legal entity 
which we term a corporation. Aristotle seems as far from per¬ 
sonifying his state as the English, who to this day have had to 
personify — or, as Maitland says, to “parsonify” — their king 
and make him a corporation sole, just because they have been as 
unable as Aristotle — though for a far different reason — to con¬ 
ceive of their state in its entirety as a single “person.” * The state 

»PoHties, n, s. • Ibid., H, 2. See ante, p. 39. 
* See Rehm, Gesckichte der Staatsncktswissenschaft, p. 76 ff.: Newman, The PMks ej 

Aristotte, vol. i, pp. 283-284. Aristotle cannot be sudd to bt enUrely clear of aspbigulty on 
this point. There are statements of his made in the later parts of the PoHtks which seem 
necessarily to imply some idea of corporateness, but opposed to these are some very 
definite assertions. 
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then is “a kind of association/’ if we may so translate Aristotle’s 
koinonia, though no unity in Plato’s sense, and least of all a legal 
unity or artificial person. It is a functional unity of varied and 
reciprocal parts made one by the pursuit of a common aim in 
which their nature, their habits, and their training lead them all 
to join. 

So far as the “legislator” may effect such a unity — and to a 
certain extent he may — the method he must pursue to attain it 
“is to retain the essential plurality of the state and to make it a 
community or a unit by education.” ^ 

'^An understanding of the full meaning of koinonia implies a 
re-living in imagination of the every-day life of Aristotle’s con¬ 
temporaries in the Greek city-state, and a re-thinking of their 
common thoughts, for the idea of it was so familiar to his audience 
that Aristotle in no place takes the trouble to describe it at length, 
though he was, as Mr. Newman says,® “the first to fix the concep¬ 
tion” of it, and uses it as the basis of his definition not only of the 
state but of the family, the phratry, the colleges of priests, the 
relationships of men in trade and even of those between sportsmen 
or club-men or friends. 

The koinonia has at times been called a “fellowship,” a “partici¬ 
pation,” a “reciprocity,” a “community” or “communion,’^ a 

partnership,” a “share-holding”; and no doubt has in it some¬ 
thing of all these and more. Friendship, one of its most important 
manifestations, Aristotle defines as “a living together” of men, a 
form of their common life; and in this we may possibly find as full 
an expression of its meaning as any other, if we bear in mind that 
living together is more than mere being together and the common 
life that results a life of men and of no less than men. It must be 
a common participation not in mere life but in something higher, 
especially in thought and conversation — “what we mean when 
we speak of living together in the case of men,” . . . not, “ as in 
the case of cattle, merely occupying the same feeding-ground.” * 
“Some people,” he says, “are companions in drinking, others in 
gambling, others in gymnastic exercises, or in the chase or in philos¬ 
ophy, and each class spends its days in that for which it cares more 
than for anything else in life; for as it is their wish to live with 

< PoUUes, n» chap. v. 
» Op. eii., vol. ii, p. 97. 
*Etkica Nicomachea, Bk. IX, chap. ix. An excellent modem analysis of the koinonia 

is given by Newman, The Politics of AristoUe, vol. i, pp. 41-44. 
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their friends, they do the things and participate in the things which 
seem to them to constitute a common life 1 

‘‘The activity of friends ... is realized in living together. 
It is only reasonable, therefore, that friends should desire com* 
munity of life.” For “ friendship is a koinonia^* but “friendly 
agreement is not about all things, but only about things that may 
be done by those in agreement and what relates to their common 
life.” 3 

The books of the Nicomachean and Eudemian Ethics which 
treat of friendship and justice are full of statements which further 
illustrate the meaning of this central conception of Aristotle^s 
thought about society and prepare us for his application of it in 
the Politics to the polis; but they can only be summarized here in 
briefest fashion. 

The forms of association just referred to are all more or less 
voluntary and result from a sort of compact, but there are others 
which develop within the household, such as the association of 
father and child which is a koinonia analogous to that of a king 
and his subjects, or the one that binds together husband and wife 
in a relationship resembling aristocracy, or brother and brother in 
an association which implies numerical equality and is thus most 
like democracy. Of all the household relationships, only that of 
master and slave fails to rise to the level of a koinonia^ because it 
is not a relationship between men, the slave as slave being a mere 
instrument of his master rather than a man.^ “In the household 
first we have the sources and springs of friendship, of political 
organization, and of justice,” for “man is not a lonely being, but 
has a tendency to partnership with those to whom he is by nature 
akin.”» 

In all the relationships created by this natural kinship of men, 
friendship of some kind is a necessary element; and as this friend¬ 
ship is impossible without agreement, the friendship of any associa¬ 
tion implies virtue in some degree, for “bad men cannot agree” 
on anything that touches their common life. But agreement is 
out of the question unless there be a real equality of some kind 

^ Ihid.t Bk. IX, chap. xii. * Ihid. * EthUa Eudemia, p. 1241 a. 
* This exhibits Aristotle’s theory of slavery at its worst. His admission that a slave may 

be a man is a tacit confession that the rigid logic which makes him a mere instrument is a 
failure when confronted with the real facts of life. In the Politics, he seems aware of this in 
admitting that there may be a kind of koinonia between master and slave. Politics, Bk. 1» 
chap. xiii. 

* EthUa Endemia, p-1242 a. 
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between the friends, the equality of brothers, for instance, or of 
traders, or comrades, in which their equality is mere numerical 
equivalence such as exists in a democracy; or the higher kind of 
equality which exists between father and son, or in the aristocratic 
or best form of government, where it is proportionate and not 
numerical. 

And all these characteristics of friendship are equally true of 
justice, for justice is fully as essential as friendship to the existence 
of any koinonia. ‘‘Every koinonia rests on justice,’’ for “justice 
involves a number of individuals who are partners, and the friend 
is a partner either in a family or in one’s scheme of life.’’ Justice 
will, therefore, exhibit the same varieties as friendship. “What¬ 
ever be the number of species of friendship, there are the same of 
justice and partnership,” and like friendship it will necessarily 
imply an equality that may be either numerical or proportional. 
The legislator and the magistrate are par excellence “the guardians 
of justice,” and in that part of justice especially which includes 
the distribution of honors and offices in the state, the fairness of 
the proportion they establish in the constitutions and laws they 
make or administer will be the test of the excellence and the 
stability of the whole state. 

We pass, therefore, from the Ethics to the Politics^ from the first 
part of Aristotle’s definition of the state to the second. The first 
part was concerned with the koinoniay the second deals with the 
political koinonia “that embraces all the others and is above them 
all.” 

But in what sense and in what manner may it be said that the 
state embraces all the varied associations of which we have just 
been speaking, and how can it both include and be above them ? 
In the answer that Aristotle gives to this fundamental question 
we may see the clearest traces of his biological studies, and the 
influence of his general philosophical systeni which owed so much 
to those studies. In a word, the state embraces all the other forms 
of human association in the same way that the whole of anything 
else in nature comprises all of its parts. A whole always implies 
two things: “that from which is absent none of the parts of which 
it is said to be naturally a whole,” and its comprising all these 
parts in such a way “that they form a unity.” ^ 

> Metaphysical Bk. V, diap. zzvi. For most of the statements which follow, see Ibid^ 
Bk.vm. 
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The syllable ha^ for example, contains both b and a, but ba is 
not the same as b and a\ there is in it in addition a ^^principle’’ 
which makes it something which is more than the mere sum total 
of its elements, though these elements must all be present. A 
syllable is not constituted by letters plus juxtaposition, nor a 
house by bricks which are merely set together. There must in 
addition be a something which makes of the one a syllable, of the 
other a house; and this is the essence of each, it is the ultimate 
principle of its being/^ ^*In the case of all things which have 
several parts and in which the whole is not, as it were, a mere heap, 
but the totality is something besides the parts, there is a cause 
of unity.” The true distinction is between the matter and the 
form, both of which must always be present, but these are not 
related to each other in ‘‘a mere communion or connection or 
participation” : they are “one and the same thing, the one poten¬ 
tially, the other actually.” “That which is one is indivisible,” 
and in a real sense the “whole” of anything is prior to the parts of 
which it is composed. The end toward which it tends is immanent 
in it from the first, though its manifestation appears only at the 
last; and that end is the full performance of its natural function. 
So “the parts of an animal are in some sense prior to the concrete 
animal but in another not.” “It is not a finger in any state 
that is the finger of a living thing, but the dead finger is a finger in 
name only”; nor is it “a hand in any state that is part of a man, 
but the hand which can fulfil its work, which, therefore, must be 
alive; if it is not alive it is not a part.” And in the political 
association likewise, the whole is “prior” to its parts, the polls is 
prior to the family and the village, though later in time, and all the 
smaller associations which combine to make a state, unless they 
are infused with the beginnings of the principles of virtue, of 
friendship, and justice which come to their full flower only in the 
state, are strictly not living parts at all, but mere disjecta membra 
devoid of any spark of life and incapable of doing their natural 
work. No household can ever be a real household, nor any other 
form of association, a true association — nor can an individual 
ever be a complete man even — if there is no state of which it is 
a living functioning part. 

These less developed forms of association are steps toward the 
state, but their growth is incomplete, potentiality has not fully 
passed into actuality. In the state and in it alone is found the 
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*‘end” or ‘‘limit** of the principle which unites them.^ They were 
created for the mere maint nance of life and their activities are 
restricted to that lower ideal. They have neither the capacity, 
nor the leisure, nor the virtue which are necessary to the fulfilment 
of man*s supreme good and highest happiness. The state was 
first formed in these inchoate shapes only “to make life possible**; 
it remains and advances toward its final goal of making “life good.** 
The undeveloped forms, therefore, are but “parts** that have no 
life apart from the life of the whole and no meaning but in refer¬ 
ence to it; they are neither self-sufficing, nor truly free. The 
poliSi in which their partial life is consummated in the good and 
complete life of man, alone has autarkeia; they have none.^ 

The state then is a whole, but a whole composed of differing 
parts, made one not by their being exactly the same, as Aristotle 
thought Plato made them, but by a universal principle inherent 
in them all which unifies them without reducing them to uni¬ 
formity. But this whole is a “natural** whole, as “natural** as 
any of the “parts** comprised within it, as fully “according to 
nature** as man’s body, composed of members which function 
together to make him a man. 

The state is man’s natural “destination,” * because ‘^man is by 
nature a political animal**;^ or rather the converse, as Aristotle 

11U8C **limit’* here in Aristotle’s sense, not in our usual one. “Limit” (tAoi), he says, 
** means the last point of each thing, i.e., the first point beyond which it is not possible to 
find any part, and the last point within which every part is.** Metaphysica^ p. 102 2 a. “ What 
more incongruous juxtaposition could have been conceived than that of finis with telos, 
translating ’performance’ by ‘boundary,’ and correlating principium with finis^ ‘commence¬ 
ment’ with ‘extremity.’” J. L. Myrcs, The Political Ideas of the Greeks, pp. 165-166. 

*On the meaning of antarheia, see the admirable note of Bradley, HeUenica, p. 194. 
.... “In many ways ‘freedom’ seems to answer best to airapKela: freedom not merely 
in a negative sense, but in that in which it is said that the truth makes men free.” 

* This apt term is used by A. C. Bradley, AristoUe*s Conception of the State, Hellenica, 

< Aristotle’s phrase, woAirtaov (Politics, Bk. I, chap, ii, p. 1253 a) is usually trans¬ 
lated “ political animal,” and I have retained it therefore. In the oldest Latin version, of 
the thirteenth century, it appears as civile animal and this is adopted by Victorius and later 
by Giphanius. Seneca speaks of man as sociale animal (De Clem, 1.3). Saint Thomas in his 
J>e Xegimine Principum, Bk. I, chap, i, uses the expression animal sociale et PoUticum, and 
both Welldon wd Jowett employ the phrase “political animal” as the English equivalent 
of iraXiTiKbp There is, however, a good deal to be said against this in favor of the 
phrase used by Saint-Hilaire, un Stre sociable, and the use of the word “being” rather than 
“ animal ” as our nearest Eng&h word for Aristotle’s T6 v includes all living things, 
everything with a “soul.” “Being” might then be objected to here because it includes, in 
its strictest sense, things without life, but notwithstanding this, it seems preferable to 
“animal” on accotmt of the implication in the latter of something “bestial ” which is lacking 
in Aristotle’s rb Hov. 

While men and all animals are therefore alike In having a “soul’^ or principle of life, 
Aristotle sharply distinguishes the animate from the inaminate, animals from planta And 
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himself would have preferred to put it: We know man to be a 
political animal because his natural destination is the state. 

*‘It would be misleading, on his view, to say that man produced 
the State because he wished to satisfy certain primary needs; 
those primary needs and instincts are the stirring in him of that 
immanent end or idea which is expressed in the state.” ^ 

‘‘To say that the State secures or is the end of man is with 
Aristotle not a proof that it is natural: it is simply equivalent to 
describing it as his nature.” ^ He objects to Plato’s conclusions 
in many points, but could have found no fault with his master’s 
method of searching for the nature of man in the ‘‘larger letters” 
of the state. His own position towards the question practically 
amounts to a denial of the antithesis between nature and law,* 
which is to say that law is “according to nature.” 

To strengthen this contention a short historical sketch is given 
of the growth from the household through the village to the state, 
not primarily for the sake of that history itself, but in order to 
show that the state must be natural if it is the outgrowth of the 
household which presumably even the Sophists would admit to 
be according to nature. 

In the examination of the household which follows Aristotle sets 
forth some of his most important economic ideas and among other 
things elaborates his theory of slavery, but the last of these sub¬ 
jects alone can be briefly noticed here. His contention as usual 
is with Plato and with the Sophists. Against the view set forth 
in the Politicus ^ that a small state and a great household will be 
essentially the same and the government of both but “one science” 
whether its name happen to be royal, political, or economical, he 

he distinguishes no less sharply between man who alone has reason, and mere animals which 
have not. To speak of man as an “ animal/* therefore, seems to revert to the idea of Ulpian 
who seems to reduce nature to instinct instead of confining it for political relations to reason 
as Aristotle does, for the state to Aristotle is not the primitive but the final stage in the 
development of man's “nature/* and that nature is best exemplified by the highest form of 
man's development, not the lowest. The departure from Aristotle's true meaning is more 
the fault of the translators into English than of the makers of the earlier Latin versions. 
Our word “ animal" has in it probably somewhat more of the meaning of the Latin baUa than 
of the Latin animal. The Latin animal is not far from Aristotle's true meaning, the English 
animal is very much farther from it. It is an instance, on the part of our English translators, 
of transliteration instead of translation. I owe the original suggestion of this point to my 
colleague. Professor C. J. Friedrich. 

1 A. C. Bradley, op, cU.^ p. sox. 
^Ihid.t p. xp8. I havt never found ausrthing written on Aristotle’s political theoiy 

superior to Mr. Bradley's admirable essay. 
* Bradley, op. d/., p. igz. 
* P. aS9. 
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insists on an absolute difference in kind between a political govern¬ 
ment over citizens free by nature and a household rule whose sub¬ 
jects are naturally slaves; but against the Sophists he maintains 
that this slavery is as much the natural destination of the slave 
as the state is of the free. If by nature man is a political animal 
so the slave is nothing more than a domestic animal, a mere 
chattel, a bit of “animate property,” “an instrument of action 
separable from the possessor.” Government and slavery, like the 
polis and the household may be different in kind from each other, 
one proper solely to man as man, the other the only fitting goal 
of the slave; but neither of them rests on force alone, and the 
status of the slave as fully as that of the free citizen is according 
to nature. Servitude may, no more than government, be truly 
considered as the result of compact or convention. 

Slavery, in short, is only one more manifestation of the general 
rule of nature that whenever several parts combine to form a 
whole, there invariably appears a subordination of some of these 
parts to others, a relation of ruler and subject of some kind, as of 
man over man, of man over the beasts, the soul over the body, or 
the reason over the appetite; and if this subjection is natural, it 
is just. Indeed it is more than that. For all who are natural 
slaves “as truly as for the body or for beasts, a life of slavish sub¬ 
jection is advantageous.^* ^ 

But how are we to know which individuals ought to be slaves 
and which free ? Certainly not by the mere fact that some happen 
to have the legal status of slaves. For these “legal” slaves were 
made so in most cases as the result of the accident of birth, or of 
capture in war which could in no way affect their status in nature 
or justice unless might makes right. It must be confessed that 
Aristotle in no place clearly indicates how a true slave may be 
known from a free man, but it is something that his definition 
excludes from slavery a large proportion of those whom the law 
of his day included. In this, therefore, he deserves the credit of 
being more liberal than the law or the practice of his time even in 
Athens where these were in advance of some other parts of Greece; 
but even with all such allowances, it is rather difficult to see the 
moral or intellectual value of a distinction which gives to a man 
the status of a beast while admitting that he has not ceased to be 

^PoUHcs, 1, chap. v. This is one of the main sources of the medieval theory of 
dominion.” 
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a man. as Professor Barker has admirably said, ‘^the slave 
can be treated as a man in any respect, he ought to be treated as 
a man in all; and the admission that he can be regarded as a man 
destroys that concept on of his wholly slavish and non-rationai 
(one might say non-human) character, which was the one justifica¬ 
tion of his being treated as a slave.” ^ The utter hollowness of 
such a theory as this becomes evident if judged either by the facts 
of life or by the rules of Aristotle^s own logic, and it is clear from 
his statements that some of his contemporaries were far in advance 
of him on this point not only in condemning as unjust the actual 
slavery of the time, but in rejecting as untrue the whole concep¬ 
tion of any such an inequality as could ever warrant a subordina¬ 
tion of one man to another to the extent of making him the mere 
instrument of the other’s will. In his attempted designation of 
the ones who are by nature fitted for this subordination, Aristotle 
nowhere draws any valid line between manual workers wfeo are 
free and those who are slave. The life of both classes was such 
that neither had the leisure that Aristotle considered requisite for 
the cultivation of the virtue of a citizen or even of a free man. 
Under his definition of slavery some of the actual slaves in Athens 
probably ought to have been free, and many members of the 
EccUsia certainly ought to have been slaves. For he believed 
leisure to be necessary for citizenship and in so far he was right. 
He, however, would have solved the practical problem by denying 
citizenship to all without leisure; the Athenians reversed the pro¬ 
cedure and attempted to ensure leisure to the people by payments 
from the treasury. Both saw that some leisure is necessary, if 
not for virtue, at least for the fulfilment of the duties of citizen¬ 
ship, and one of the soundest demands of the workers in modern 
times is their insistence upon the right to the enjoyment of leisure 
enough to be men and citizens. The political safety of the future 
depends upon their getting it. If Aristotle was wrong, it was not 
in feeling that the citizen to be a citizen must have leisure. That 
was true, and it is still true. His real mistake, as our own history 
is gradually teaching us, was in denying that the manual worker 
ever could have that leisure, and therefore in declaring him forever 
shut out from the higher things of the mind and the real life of 
the state. The trUe solution lies not in denying him the citizen¬ 
ship for which a lack of leisure must unfit him, but rather in 

> Tk$ PolUieal Thought of Plato and Aristode (zgo6)» p. 366. 
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achieving an economic order which in itself will ensure that leisure 
without retarding the necessary work of the world. It is hardly 
to be expected that Aristotle should have seen clearly a problem 
whose solution we are now after more than two thousand years 
only just beginning seriously to face. Aristotle in many places 
betrays the prejudice of his time — and one that still survives — 
against the classes whose pursuits were “practical” rather than 
“liberal.” Even a musician or a sculptor if he became too expert 
was in danger of being thought unfree. To become a “professional 
musician” was to sink into the class of mere technicians, and no 
doubt it was this same prejudice that in part accounts for his 
hostility to the Sophists who were willing to receive pay for their 
teaching. But are we ourselves wholly free of it ? Handel was 
punished for wishing to become a musician and Berlioz had to 
jump out of a window to do so, nor is the time so far distant when 
a physician or a barrister could not bring suit in court for his fees. 
It may be more favorable circumstances and sad experience rather 
than greater insight that enable us to appreciate as Aristotle could 
not that labor itself does not debase a man nor deprive him neces¬ 
sarily of the leisure requisite for a free and political life or for 
“liberal” pursuits. 

Since our brief sketch is mainly concerned with the positive 
features of Aristotle’s political views, we shall pass over Book II 
of the Politics containing his interesting criticisms of the ideal 
states of other men and of the actual governments of Sparta, Crete, 
and Carthage, and turn at once to Book III. 

Of all the parts of Aristotle’s political thought, the discussion 
of the general principles underlying all civil relations in Book III 
of the Politics is the most fundamental, and in some respects the 
most enduring. 

It is less original and less modern perhaps than his treatment of 
actual polities in the later books, and much more dependent than 
that upon the ideas of Plato; but it deals in a way that has never 
been surpassed since, if it has ever been equalled, with those 
general principles which must always underlie the political life of 
man as long as states endure in any form. 

For this discussion, all that precedes is an introduction, the 
treatment of the less comprehensive associations in the Ethics and 
the first book of the Politics^ and the examination of existing 
theories and polities in Book II. It is the natural sequel to them 
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alU but there is one thing in it that appears at the very outset for 
which these earlier discussions have scarcely prepared us. From 
the definition of the state with which the Politics opens we might 
naturally have expected that the treatment to follow would be a 
study of the relations of the supreme association with the less 
developed associations comprehended in it which the Ethics de¬ 
scribes. We should anticipate a study of the state as an associa¬ 
tion of associations as Althusius seems to have regarded it, in which 
the primary political unit would not be an individual but a natural 
group. The fact is entirely otherwise. Aristotle shifts his empha¬ 
sis in Book III from the household to the individual. The parts 
of the state with which he has to do here are mainly individuals 
grouped together, not in the “natural” association of the house¬ 
hold (or of the village to which for some reason he never gave any 
attention), but as classes held together by the fact of their being 
rich or poor. As Mr. Newman says, “The State seems rather to 
be adjusted to the (nrovSaib? [good man] than the o-irovSato? to the 
State,” ^ the relation of kinship seems to count for less in com¬ 
parison with the political relation than in the EthicSy^ the “material 
state” tends to take the place in the discussion of the “intellectual 
state.” * We are surprised to find Aristotle beginning his treat¬ 
ment of general political principles, not with the household, but 
with the citizen. 

“The polis is a koinonia of free men,” ^ and its “constitution” 
{poliuia) is “a certain ordering” (ro^ts rts) of its inhabitants,® 
but to be an inhabitant of it is not necessarily to be a citizen.® 
Without some bond of association even the freemen within a wall 
— to say nothing of slaves or foreigners — could no more form a 
city than a mere pile of bricks can constitute a house. Some inner 
formative principle of life is as necessary to merge neighbors in a 
true political community as it is to form a particular syllable of its 
separate letters. 

There must be a common object of all their lives if citizens are 
ever truly to “live together” as members of a koinonia instead of 
merely feeding together like the cattle in one field. That object, 
Aristotle says, is “the safety of the polity** and by this he means 
nothing less than a common devotion to the central principle of 

^ The PolUke cf AristoUe, vol. ii, p. 300. * Xhtd., p. 30$. 
• A. W. Benn, The Greek Pkiiosophers, 2d ed., pp. 323-324. 
* PcliUcs, in, chap. vi. • Ihid. 
B IHd.t clutp. i. ’ Ihid.t chap. iv. 
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the community’s life, the vital spark that must glow in the breast 
of every citizen if he is to be a living member of the polis and not 
like a severed finger or a foot of stone, its mere inaminate tool or 
a positive encumbrance. One incapable of such devotion never 
can be truly a citizen. In this we have Aristotle’s conception 
both of citizenship and of the poliuia or ** constitution.” *‘The 
constitution” to him means this principle of unity that makes the 
citizens one, like the harmony that comes of different tones properly 
blended. 

In fact it is nothing less than the soul that animates the whole 
of the body politic, and a full understanding of its nature is impos¬ 
sible to one who has no knowledge of Aristotle’s discussions of the 
relation of the soul and the body.^ But to anyone it must be 
obvious that by politeia Aristotle means something that we never 
mean by our ‘‘constitution” and by citizen (iroXmji) one whose 
character is almost a stranger to modern political thought. 

To make clear the true nature of the polis then, the first thing 
to do, as in the investigation of every other compound thing, is 
to make a study of its parts. We must at the outset “investigate 
the conception of the citizen; for the state is composed of a number 
of citizens,” and this is no easy task because the world is not agreed 
in its definition of a citizen and in actual fact many who are citi¬ 
zens in a democracy would elsewhere be denied that status in an 
oligarchy.* It is the old problem that crops up everywhere in 
nature. “The form remains, the function never dies,”* but in 
this imperfect world it never reaches its full perfection, the lump 
is never fully leavened, the true citizen is found only in the ideal 
state and the ideal state exists nowhere upon earth. Does this 

^ The soul Aristotle believed to be the animating principle of all living things* from the 
vegetable to man. As such, every living creature is a compound of varying parts unified and 
vivified by its soul, which can never be absent from any part so long as that part lives and 
is a part. It is this soul that makes it a real functioning part of the whole, for everything 
consists in the function it performs, its function is its life; the soul therefore is distinguish¬ 
able from the body but never separable from it; they are r^ly two aspects of the same thing, 
one as form, the other as matter. The soul b the vital principle tW distinguishes living 
things from dead. The state, therefore, as a thing of life, must have such a principle and 
it must be found in its every part; and one who for any reason cannot know and cannot do 
the work of a member of the body politic is thus marked out by his nature to be its instru¬ 
ment only, not a citizen but in reality a slave of the state, related to it as the domestic ^ve 
is related to his master. Aristotle, De Animas especially Bk. I, chap, i, Bk. II, chaps, z-4. 
The edition by R. D. Hicks, Cambridge, 1907, contains text, English translation, notes, 
and an excellent introduction. Another valuable summary Is In Zener’s Aristofli, English 
tranriation, vol. ii, chaps, x-xi. 

*PoUtics, ni, I. 

* Wordsworth, Sonnets (m ike River Duddon, 
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mean, as the Sophists say, that he has no existence even for 
thought ? Are the polis and its citizens, like the law, nothing 
more than what the caprice of men chooses to make them, varying 
indefinitely and with no objective standard by which they may be 
called good or bad ? Even if they are not — and Aristotle holds 
with Plato that they are not — their true character can be appre¬ 
hended only by induction, through the sifting out by the mind of 
man, from their partial and imperfect manifestation in particular 
states, of those eternal principles that are constantly striving to 
work themselves out in our common life but nowhere reach their 
goal. His purpose, he says, at the opening of Book II of the 
Politics^ is to find “the best of all forms of political association 
for persons whose life is capable of approximating most nearly to 
an ideal,” to discover “what is right and what is expedient”; and 
for this, “the inquiry we undertake will seem to be due to the im¬ 
perfection of all polities now existing or proposed ”: it will not 
consist in an attempt “to find some new form of polity seeming to 
indicate a desire to display our own cleverness at any cost” — an 
obvious and undeserved slap at Plato. 

It follows then that the definition of the citizen will actually be 
determined by each particular polity and will vary from one to 
another. May we from these reach any political principles of 
universal validity ? 

Certain things seem to be clear. In the first place, mere resi¬ 
dence does not make a citizen. The universal practice in Greece 
with its metics and its slaves here comes in to reinforce Aristotle’s 
a priori conclusions. Neither does the mere enjoyment of private 
rights and their protection by the laws. Persons having these are 
universally treated in the same way as “children who are too young 
to be entered on the register of the deme or as old men who are 
exempted from civil duties,” * They have no part in the active 
life of the state. They are bearers of rights, but not of duties, and 
it is only the participation in its positive functions that can make 
anything truly a part of any living whole. Furthermore, these 
are rights possessed equally by members of different states whose 
association is based merely on commercial treaties between the 
states. Such a form of association does not make them ,common 
members of either state. “There is nothing by which a citizen 
in the absolute sense is so well marked off as participation in judi- 

’ Qiap. I. *PclUkt, in, chap. L 
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cial power and public office.” ^ True, polities vary in character 
and this is a definition which may fully apply only to citizens of a 
democracy. It may or it may not exactly fit some other existing 
forms of polity where the duration of judicial and deliberative 
office is limited by the laws of the state, as in the case of the Ephors 
in Sparta, for instance, instead of being unrestricted in time as in 
democracies; but this is a minor matter. It is also a fact that in 
some actual states a citizen is defined for practical purposes as one 
descended from citizens on both sides, but the difficulty here is not 
so much to determine whether such a person is a citizen as whether 
he ought to be, and, if he ought not, whether he does not cease to be. 

Notwithstanding all these facts, we may say in general that a 
citizen is “one who enjoys the privilege of participation in delib¬ 
erative or judicial office. He and he alone is, according to our 
definition, a citizen of the state in question; and a state is, in gen¬ 
eral terms, such a number of persons so qualified as is adequate 
for a self-sufficing life.” ^ 

But one or two incidental questions now arise to which some 
answer must be given. One of these consists in determining the 
point at which a given state disappears and another takes its place. 
Does this happen if all the inhabitants move to a new site, or when 
some revolution alters the city^s form of government ? And if the 
state consists of its citizens, and these as we know are constantly 
giving way to new generations of men, are we not faced also with 
the problem which puzzled the ancient philosophers, whether one 
can step twice into the same river ? 

The true answer to all such questions cannot long remain in 
doubt if we keep in mind what a state really is. If a polis is as 
has been shown a koinonidy it is a koinonia of citizens under a 
“constitution,” and it must follow that when this constitution 
changes its character, the polis itself ceases to be the same that 
existed before; just as a chorus in comedy totally changes its 
character and becomes in reality a different chorus if later used in 
tragedy, although the members may remain precisely the same. 

This is equally true of the state. It is to the politeia or “con¬ 
stitution” that we must look: if that changes, the state is changed, 
if it remains unaffected, the state persists through all other altera¬ 
tions of place or constituent members. The polis is a koinonia^ 
and the koinonia is embodied in the politeia. 

ni, chap. I. 
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Like considerations will affect our answer to another important 
question. Is the virtue of a good man and that of a good citizen 
the same thing ? In an ideal state these two would of course be 
identical but in every actual one, since it is an imperfect state, 
the virtue of its citizens will be only a partial and not a complete 
virtue because the definition of virtue will be in terms of that 
state’s constitution only, and because the common aim in which 
its citizens share will fall far short of the highest good of man, and 
will never look beyond the limited ideals of life and justice which 
give that form of polity its distinctive character. The virtue of a 
democratic citizen is not that of an oligarchic, and both are far 
below that of the complete man. 

But if the polity or constitution (iroXirew) is so all-important in 
fixing the character of the polis we must know exactly what a polity 
is. Aristotle’s central thought on this subject may be expressed 
in three propositions concerning it, and if we can fully understand 
their terms, most of his political ideas will be clear to us. 

They are these: 
The polity determines the character of the polis. 
The politeuma determines the character of the pdity. 
The polity is a certain ordering of the inhabitants of the polis. 
In modern terms as nearly equivalent as possible we might put 

the first and second of these thus: The **constitution” makes the 
state what it is. The nature of the ruling class {iroXirtv/ia) deter¬ 
mines the nature of the constitution. 

In a remarkable passage, Aristotle sums it all up by saying, 
‘*The polity is an ordering of the polis in respect of its offices and 
especially in respect of the one supreme over all others. For the 
supremacy is everywhere in the governing class of the polis, and 
the governing class is the polity.” ^ 

But the first of the propositions above, *‘the constitution makes 
the state,” is obviously not true of any modem state. **To us,” 
says one editor, ^^the sentiment here expressed will appear out¬ 
rageousthat the English nation might be superseded by 
another race and yet that so long as the same constitution was 
preserved, there would still remain the same state,” * 

At first sight, it is undeniable, such a statement as Aristotle’s 
does seem *'outrag^us.” But most of our repugnance is the 

iPMies.m 6. 
* The PoMics efAfisteih, Bks. I-V, by Susemihl and Hicks, p. 366, note. 
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result of an unwarrantable reading into Aristotle’s terms of a 
meaning that never fully attached to them till modern times, and 
then only as the result of the growth of the great racial states we 
know today. In justice to him it must be remembered that when 
he said that ‘^the ‘constitution’ is the state” and that the state 
changes its identity when the constitution changes, he never had 
in mind anything even remotely approaching another race’s 
“superseding” the English nation, as is proved by the whole tenor 
of the Politics. He was thinking of the Hellenic race only, and of 
nothing beyond the changes that had occurred before and might 
occur again within the institutions peculiar to it. The parallel 
above is greatly overdrawn. Illustrations taken from foreign in¬ 
vasion or the period of the Persian wars were needless and nothing 
to Aristotle’s real purpose. He could well remember more than 
one instance of revolutionary change within Athens itself in which 
one class of the people had driven another from power and replaced 
suddenly and with violence all the existing forms and ideals of 
government by others of their own which were equally Greek but 
radically different in almost every way. Such were his changes 
in the “constitution.” To compare these to the conquest of Eng¬ 
land by an alien enemy is little better than a travesty of Aristotle’s 
thought, but it is a mistake even more serious to identify the Greek 
foliteia from which his examples are drawn with the thing we 
usually have in mind when we speak of the English or the American 
“constitution.” What Aristotle meant by the term might be 
made clearer if we should add to his statements given above an¬ 
other that may at first sight seem no less strange: “It is inevitable 
that the canons of good and bad must be the same for the polis 
and the polity, for the polity is as it were the life ()8tos t&) of the 
polis.*^ ^ The polity, the constitution, he seems to say, is the state, 
because the polity is in reality its life. 

What writer on modern government would ever be tempted to 
make such an assertion I Yet Aristotle both made and meant it, 
and nothing he ever said about the state was more characteristically 
Greek. Plato had referred to the politeia as an “imitation” of our 
life,* and Isocrates called it “the soul of the polis.” • 

»Polities, VI (IV), chap. xi. * Laws, Bk. VII, p. 817. 
* ^*For the soul of a city r6Xf»t) is notUng else than the polity.” AfeopaeUicus^ 

14. See also Panathenaicus, 138. For reference to these passages and to the one above 
from Plato’s Laws, I am Indebted to Mr. W. L. Newman, The PeUHa e/ ArisMk, vol. i, 

PP. 04. 310. 
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As Mr. Newman says, ‘‘Each constitutional form exercised a 
moulding influence on virtue; the good citizen was a diiFerent 
being in an oligarchy, a democracy, and an aristocracy. Each 
constitution embodied a scheme of life, and tended consciously or 
not, to bring the lives of those living under it into harmony with 
its particular scheme,’’ and he aptly cites as a parallel Burke’s 
contrast between the French Revolution as “a revolution of doc¬ 
trine and theoretic dogma” like nothing since the Reformation, 
and those revolutions brought about in Europe “upon principles 
merely political.” ^ 

The summary of these matters by Mr. Greenidge is so good that 
I venture to repeat it in part: With respect to the terms “state” 
and “constitution,” he says, “it will be observed that where we 
possess two abstract or semi-abstract terms the Greeks had only 
one. This is not an accidental diflPerence. To us the ‘state’ is 
an abstraction which should, when used in its strict sense, express 
the whole of the national life, the ‘constitution’ expressing but a 
part of it. To the Greek the constitution (w-oXtrcia) is the city 
itself (ttoXis) from an abstract point of view; it professes, there¬ 
fore, to express the whole of the national life. This idea, which 
underlies the constructive theories of Plato and Aristotle, and 
which has given rise in modern times to the strange notion that 
Greek society ‘subordinated the individual to the state,’ is only a 
fiction in the sense that it was a theory which did not always square 
with the facts of political life. As a genuine theory, the realisa¬ 
tion of which was consistently pursued by philosophers if not by 
legislators, it runs through the whole of Greek political thought.” 
The politeiay he further says, “is an expression of some particular 
life that the state has elected to live, some particular theory of 
existence which it has determined to put into force. But different 
theories of life are represented invariably by different classes of 
society, and thus, when a new theory is adopted, it means that a 
new class has risen to the top in political affairs. This class will 
be rd TroXtrev/xa, the privileged class for the time being; and hence 
the question ‘What is the iroXtrcia?’ will be answered when we 
can reply to the question ‘What is the iroXiTcvfux ?’ 

“iroXcrcia, therefore, meant to the Greek something more than 
‘constitution’ or ‘government’ means to us. It was not merely a 
convenient form of organisation under which men lived. Aristotle, 

* The PoUUes e/AristaUe, vol. i, p. axa 
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as an historian, realised, as perhaps only a Greek could realise, that 
with every change of constitution the balance of power was entirely 
shifted. Classes of individuals which had been kept in the back¬ 
ground now came forward and showed themselves sovereign; the 
beliefs and interests of one class had given place to the beliefs and 
interests of another; a change in constitution was a change of 
creed, and the sovereign class could force its subjects to bow down 
to the political creed of the day. In most Greek states there was 
little or nothing of the compromise, the principle of mutual political 
concession, which is such a striking feature in Roman history and 
in that of our own country. When the balance of power had swung 
over, everything went with it, and the change was thorough and 
radical.” ^ 

From this it becomes equally evident what Aristotle meant when 
he said that the governing class is the polity. His term poliuuma 
(t4 iroXtTcvfAtt) is not used always in the same sense throughout 
the PoliticSy but its meaning here in book three is clear enough: 
it is the individual or the class (defined in terms of wealth or social 
status) in whose hands rests the power of ordering the state accord¬ 
ing to its own peculiar views, ethical, social, political and economic. 
The supremacy (ro Kvpwv) enjoyed by such a class enables it to 
dispose on its own principles all the inhabitants of the polis and 
so to order the magistracy that these principles will be practically 
enforced over all. Dissentients will be coerced by fear or force, 
by ostracism or even death, till the entire polis conforms outwardly 
at least to the whole political, social, and economic creed of its 
masters. So long as their supremacy lasts their ideals of life and 
government will be enforced by political machinery of their choice, 
the politeuma will in actual fact be the politeia^ and the politeia 
truly enough *‘the soul” or “the life” of the polis. The whole of 
Greek political history is a commentary on these statements of 
Aristotle. He was but putting in abstract terms the common 
experience of his time, and there was scarcely a city in Greece but 
had witnessed more than once the changes he describes here. 

It is natural to identify this supreme power (ri Kvpwv) with 
our modern sovereignty, as Susemihl does,^ and the class enjoying 
it with our “sovereign”; but this is very questionable. For 
modern sovereignty is a legalistic conception, the outgrowth of the 

< A. H. J. Greenidge» Handbook of Greek ConsUtuHonal History, pp. 4-6. 
* The Politics of ArisioUe, hy Susemihl and Hicks, p. 381 n. 
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ideas of Roman law, and their application to modern nation states; 
Aristotle’s discussion of “supremacy” here is nothing but “an 
ethico-political appraisal” of the relation of the “ political koinonia” 
to other lesser associations of men. It is of no manifestation of 
the supreme authority in the state defined in terms of law that he 
is thinking,^ but of an actual supremacy in an economic and social 
class ensured by physical superiority. 

It follows that revolution was to Aristotle much more of a 
“political” change than a legal one. It was a reversal of ethical, 
social, and economic standards rather than the mere subversion of 
the legal basis of the state which we usually mean by it, and this 
change took place when the supremacy passed from one social 
class to another. 

It is evident, therefore, that for Aristotle the most significant 
factor in politics is the character of the class possessing the suprem¬ 
acy — he considered the very identity of the state to depend on 
it — and naturally, as a consequence his classification of polities 
will also be based upon it. The details of this classification are 
not always consistent throughout the Politics and they are often 
“difficult to follow,” * but in general Aristotle seems to have been 
influenced by the traditional order in his primary classification of 
polities according as the supremacy was in the hands of one, of a 
few, or of the many. This was in accord with the rule laid down 
in The Parts of Animalsy^ where he says that the best method of 
classification is “to attempt to recognize the natural groups, fol¬ 
lowing the indications afforded by the instincts of mankind.” 
But In indicating the actual marks by which these groups may be 
distinguished from each other, Aristotle, like Plato, is often forced 
by the consistency of his theory to give to old terms meanings very 
different from the ones apparently in current use. 

The customary definition of oligarchy seems to have been just 
what the word implies, simply the government of a few, and of 
democracy, nothing but the supremacy of the whole body of citi¬ 
zens (A SQ/m), both merely quantitative distinctions without 
regard to the character of the rulers; but to Aristotle this is a 
mistake analogous to a grouping of animals together because they 
happen to be wild or tame, not because they are mammals, or 

^Rehm, Geschkhie der' Siaatsrtcktswissmuchaftf pp. 8z, zoi-zoa; Jellinek, AttgmeUie 
Skutdehre, ad ed., pp. 43z-*as. 

* Ross, AfistoUe, p. 353. 
I, Chap. 3, p. 643 b. 
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fishes, or the like.^ ^^The small or large number of the class supreme 
in a state is only an accident of oligarchies on the one hand, and 
democracies on the other, owing to the fact that the rich are few 
and the poor numerous all the world over . . . The really distinc¬ 
tive characteristics of democracy and oligarchy are poverty and 
wealth.” 2 It is wholly the character, not the number of the ruling 
class by which it must be distinguished from others. This, in some 
ways, seems more Platonic than Greek, but to anyone who has 
considered the nature of Aristotle’s koinonia it must appear inevi¬ 
table. The specific quality employed in distinguishing oligarchy 
and democracy is an economic one, the possession of wealth, and 
this is a result of the depraved nature of both. For the nobler 
forms of aristocracy and true monarchy the quality is correspond¬ 
ingly higher, ethical rather than economic; but in every case the 
basis is a qualitative one, and this is in part a heritage from Plato. 

Nor is it the only point in which this great third book discloses 
Aristotle’s immense debt to Plato. It comes out even more clearly 
in the discussion of the difference between good and bad polities 
and of the differing conceptions of justice in the various forms of 
the state. To take the first of these, a good or a bad polity — 
and this means a good or a bad state — can be adjudged so only 
by comparison of its quality with the quality of an ideal polity, and 
this will be a comparison of the essential principle of its koinonidy 
the purpose of its corporate life, with the true end of man, the 
summum bonum. The object of any koinonia is the common ad¬ 
vantage, and when a polity is so framed as to secure it, it is a normal 
polity; when, on the other hand, its constitution looks only to the 
private interest of the ruling class, whether this consist of few or 
many, then the end of the association is thwarted and such con¬ 
stitutions must be considered perversions (rrapc#cj3<(<rc«).* 

Of course no constitutions in existence do fully secure the com¬ 
mon good; it is even wrong to speak of different kinds of democracy 
and oligarchy as “good and bad,” as Aristotle thinks Plato does 
in the PoliticuSy for all forms of both are “wholly vitiated,” and 
the most we dare do is to call some less bad than others;^ for the 

^ **We must proceed in the same way as if it were our purpose to ascertain the different 
species of animal. We should begin in that case by spaying the organs indispensable 
to any animal. . . . Hence if we take all the possible combinations of these organs, 
they will produce different species of animals. ... It is the same with the polities in 
question.’’ Politics^ VI, chap, iv; De Partihus AnimaUumt I, 3. 

* Politics^ III, chap. viii. * Pditics, III, chaps, vi and ix. < PoUtkSy VI, chap. ii. 
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purpose of the association in both oligarchy and democracy scarcely 
goes beyond mere material prosperity and security against injury, 
its law is little more than a mere covenant, and its virtue the barest 
fragment of complete virtue. Now a true state is not merely a 
local association, nor one whose only purpose is the prevention of 
injury or the promotion of trade; such associations as that are 
not states at all. “ It is an association of households and families 
in well-living with a view to a complete and self-sufficient exist¬ 
ence,” whose true object ‘Ss not merely a common life but noble 
action.” No existing forms of government by the few or the many 
attain more than a very small measure of this, yet we may not 
rightly call any of them complete perversions unless the exploita¬ 
tion or spoliation of the whole state by the class in control has 
become the chief end and purpose of their constitutions. 

Thus we get three normal forms of polity: Kingship, Aristoc¬ 
racy, and a third for which Aristotle has no distinctive name except 
Polity (iroXtT€ua) used in a special sense; and three other forms, 
each a perversion of one of the normal ones, tyranny, oligarchy, 
and democracy. Monarchy which exists for the good of all is king- 
ship, the government of a few in the interest of all is aristocracy, 
and the control over the state by the masses, if for the common 
good, we may call a Polity, And, since the only form of virtue 
ordinarily attainable by the masses is military virtue, the third of 
these forms in practice amounts to a supremacy of the military 
class, under a constitution in which political privilege is enjoyed 
by all who bear arms. Tyranny is a perverted form of monarchy 
in which the good of the monarch is alone consulted, oligarchy, 
the rule of a few for the good of the wealthy, democracy, a suprem¬ 
acy of the masses for the good of the poor; and not one of the three 
really subserves the interests of the community as a whole. 

Varieties of polity such as these must of necessity also imply 
corresponding differences in the definition of citizenship and in the 
principles upon which the distribution of office and privilege is 
made. These states in other words cannot but have varying 
creeds of distributive justice, and in any particular one the justice 
will be according to the polity.** But since nearly all the states 
of Greece had come in one way or another by Aristotle*s time to 
adopt some form of dligarchy or democracy, his discussion of these 

vaiying ideals of justice is mainly a comparison of the merits of 
oligarchic and democratic distributive justice. For an under- 
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standing of it — one of the most valuable parts of the Politics— a 
clear idea of his general conception of “distributive justice** is 
necessary. 

Complete justice is the whole of moral virtue from the point of 
view of one’s relation to others.^ Political justice is such “as 
exists among people who are associated in a common life with a 
view to self-sufficiency and enjoy freedom and equality,** * as dis- 
guished from the form of it existing in any other association, such 
as the “economic** or the commercial; and for politics the more 
important part of it is that which consists “in the distribution of 
honor or wealth, or any other things which are divided among the 
members of the koinonia** * This is “distributive justice** and 
it is “a sort of proportion.** ^ “That which is just then in this 
sense is that which is proportionate.** ® * But proportionate to 
what i In an ideal state it would be really proportionate to virtue, 
in the “vitiated** forms of democracy and oligarchy, wealth 
becomes the practical test of this virtue, and therefore in both, the 
ideas of justice incorporated in the constitution are incomplete and 
partial, for “legal** or partial justice is a relative term and varies 
with the polity. “Oligarchs and democrats,** he says, “agree in 
this, that they both adhere to a certain principle of justice; but 
they do not advance beyond a certain point or put forward a full 
statement of justice in the proper sense of the word. Thus the 
one party [the democrats] hold that justice is equality; and so it 
is, but not for the world, but only for equals. The others [the 
oligarchs] hold that inequality is just, as indeed it is, but not for 
all the world but only for unequals.** • The mistake of each is in 
assuming that its partial justice is absolute and universal, “for 
the oligarchs, if they are superior in a particular point, viz: in 
money, assume themselves to be superior altogether; while the 
democrats, if they are equal in a particular point, viz: in personal 
liberty, assume themselves to be equal altogether.** ^ The oligarchs 
would be right if wealth were the true and only end of the political 
koinoniay the democrats would be right, if the state were bound to 
look no further than the mere equal enforcement of private rights. 

Both views have a limited amount of truth, for both these ends 
are necessary for mere existence, but since the real object of the 

1 Elhiea Nicomachea, V, 3. • Ibid., V, 7* 
* Ibid., V, to. ^pauks,isi9. 
•Ibid.,V,s- ''Ibid. 
*Ibid.,\,6. 
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political koinonia is not merely to live but to live well, both are 
defective in that they contain but a fragment of the moral purpose 
that must be the spring of true justice. And “a state which is 
not nominally but in the true sense of the word a state must devote 
its attention to virtue,’’ ^ To neglect it is to reduce the political 
koinonia to a level little higher than the common field in which 
animals feed together — it is unworthy of men; and its law and 
“justice” become a mere covenant securing no more than “a 
mutual protection of rights,” whereas a state is a **koinonia of 
families and villages in a complete and self-sufficing life,” a life of 
“felicity and nobleness.” * 

But which of these two “vitiated” and fragmentary conceptions 
of justice is “less bad” than the other? On abstract principles 
ought the many poor or the few rich to be supreme, assuming that 
nothing better than either may be attained ? Actually this will 
be determined by the law of each polity and this in turn will be 
dictated by the ruling class. Justice will be relative to the polity. 
To the Sophists this practical answer is all that we may or need 
expect. The law ought to be supreme. But Aristotle is too much 
of a Platonist to be satisfied with such an answer. “On that 
hypothesis,” he says, “if the law is oligarchical or democratical, 
what difference will it make to the difficulties we have raised ?” 
What should be the character of the laws “1/ rightly enacted**^ 
The claim of the oligarchs is the familiar one, that political power 
ought to be proportionate to one’s “stake in the country.” “They 
have a larger interest in the soil and the soil is natural property”; * 
besides they as a class are more to be trusted than the masses in 
commercial transactions. 

But, as Aristotle shrewdly observes, such reasoning as this might 
justify a supremacy in one man, if he were richer than anybody 
else, provided we were to take the individual as the political unit; 
and if, on the other hand, our unit is to be a social or economic 
class, then the claim of the masses might be assumed to outweigh 
that of the oligarchs, because the many are collectively superior in 
wealth and even in virtue to the few, and should be the better 
judges in political matters as they are of musical or poetical com¬ 
positions. The company at a dinner will be better and more 
proper judges of the dinner than the cook. Not only so, but the 

masses are less liable to corruption than the few, just as a large 

i PcHHes, m, 9. ^PoHHcs, m, X3. 
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amount of water will be less corrupted than a little, if impurities 
be mixed with it. The best working solution for the “legislator” 
in the circumstances — and Aristotle always has him in mind — 
is the one adopted by the great legislators of the past, such as 
Solon, for “it may reasonably be argued that the existing state of 
things is right”; and that is to empower the whole body of the 
citizens (o to elect officers of state, but to coniine the tenure 
of these offices to those with a fairly high property qualification.^ 
The citizens as a whole may also participate in deliberation (ro 

jSovXevo/Acvov) and in judicial functions, but the higher offices of 
administration should be restricted in their tenure. It is somewhat 
analogous to the perennial question of government by experts 
versus government by the people, and Aristotle fully appreciates 
the strength of both sides of the argument, but he points out one 
flaw in the oligarchic claim in noting the fact that it is not any 
kind of superiority that should entitle one to office but only the 
kind which would ensure effective government, that which “enters 
into the constitution of a state.” Superiority in flute playing does 
not necessarily go with nobility of birth or beauty of person, nor 
eligibility to office in the state with wealth, if truly considered. 

All this discussion brings up one last difficulty both theoretical 
and practical, which Aristotle faces in his comparison of democ¬ 
racy and oligarchy. It is really the difliculty of determining 
whether our political unit is to be an individual or a class. The 
individualist argument would seem to upset the claims of both 
oligarchs and democrats, for on this basis an outstanding individ¬ 
ual ought to be supreme over both. The practice in Greece was 
otherwise; the collective class rather than the individuals compos¬ 
ing it actually exercised political authority, and the question is 
whether this is defensible in theory. Suppose, for instance, there 
are in a state a few persons whose individual merit entitles them 
rightly to be supreme, but whose number is so small that they 
could never effectively maintain such a supremacy. What then ? 
The common interest of all requires a stable rule to which all must 
conform. Therefore, virtue alone is not enough in a ruling class. 
It must be accompanied by the ability to put it in practice,* for 
the life of the whole state must be embodied in the “constitution.” 
But these individuals are too weak in numbers to mould the state 

to their views. Must they, then, conform to the views of their 

1 PMks, m, zx. > pmct. IV, chap. Ui, p. i$2S b. 
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inferiors though more numerous ? It would be absurd to treat them 
as the mere equals of the others, for 'legislation can be applicable 
to none but those who are equals in race and capacity.” These 
men are too good to be the citizens of a democracy. They arc 
like Gods upon earth, and are "themselves a law.” Democratic 
states met this problem by ostracism, thus "cutting down or ban¬ 
ishing the citizens who overtop the rest.” Aristotle admits the 
fact that ostracism had often been abused in practice when used 
for factional ends, he concedes that the "legislator” would do 
better to make it unnecessary if he can, but he also recognizes in 
the theory of it "a sort of political justice,” and in cases of 
necessity would even urge its occasional use in the interests of the 
state as a whole, because the koinonia to be effective in securing 
the end of its existence must have that end shared alike by all 
its members. 

There is undoubtedly some wavering from one point of view to 
another on these matters in the different parts of the Politics, and 
unfortunately we seldom have any warning when it is about to 
occur; nevertheless, it may be said generally that the "parts” of 
the state, which Aristotle usually has in mind as primary political 
units, are collective classes of the citizens or of the inhabitants 
conceived somewhat in mediaeval fashion as universitates, rather 
than the separate individuals we normally think of today. The 
Middle Ages implied unanimity in the universitas, even if they did 
not always actually get it; Aristotle implies it in a polis dominated 
by such a class or universitas. He would have accepted the spirit 
though not the letter of the French maxim, Un Roi, une foi, une 
loL The state must be a koinonia of "like persons” (twv o/uwtW).^ 

The difficulty referred to above arising from the presence in a 
polis of anomalous persons — "anomalous” literally — is one 
characteristic of perverted polities, and the remedy of ostracism is 
just with reference to the polity though scarcely just in an absolute 
sense. But even In the best polity a similar situation might arise 
in the appearance of an individual of such preeminent virtue that 
it would be equally absurd to remove him or to rule him by alter¬ 
nation in office. Only one course is possible in such a case — to 
render him the willing obedience to which his relative merit rightly 
entitles him, and this brings us to kingship, the last subject 

treated in Book III. 
I PMks, IV (VH), diap. vUi. 
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The discussion of kingship opens with an interesting sketch of 
the history of the institution and of the various kinds of it which 
had appeared in Greece and elsewhere, but the chief theoretical 
point is the treatment of the question dealt with in Plato’s PoliticuSy 
whether in any state possible among men ‘St is more advantageous 
to be subject to the best man or to the best laws.” ^ In answer 
to that question Aristotle urges the impartiality of law compared 
with human judgments swayed by human emotions. “To invest 
the law with authority, is, as it seems to invest God and intelli¬ 
gence only; to invest man is to introduce a beast, as desire is 
something bestial, and even the best of men in authority are liable 
to be corrupted by anger.” Law is “ intelligence without passion.” * 

There are, however, cases where the laws cannot decide and the 
question remains whether these should be determined by one 
individual or by all the citizens, but even here, Aristotle, for every 
state but the best, would normally prefer to vest the power of 
decision in the whole body. But after all the proper form of gov¬ 
ernment for any people in reality depends on their character, for 
some are fitted for aristocracy and some for a Polity, And if in 
like manner it were possible that a people should be capable of 
yielding the obedience of freemen to those whose virtue fits them 
for command as political rulers, and if persons so fitted should 
emerge, then it would be natural and proper and advantageous for 
all gladly to become subject to these, “not on the principle of 
alternation but absolutely.” This if it were possible would be the 
highest of all polities, for in it the virtue of a citizen and of a man 
would be the same, and “the same principle and the same means 
which serve to produce a good man would serve also to constitute 
a state governed by an aristocracy or a king.” 

Book III of Aristotle’s Politics is a statement of general political 
principles. The rest of the treatise so far as it has survived con¬ 
sists mainly of two parts, in one of which these principles are 
applied in an imaginary state constructed as in Plato’s Laws in 
the way which to Aristotle seemed the best available, “men being 
as they are and laws as they may be,” with certain conditions 
assumed “of an ideal kind,” but none of them exceeding the bounds 
of possibility.* 

The point of view in the other part is so diflPerent that one nat¬ 
urally suspects that it may come from a set of lectures given at 

1 Ante, pp. 27-29. * PMies, HI, 16. • PoKUcs, IV, chap. iv. 
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another time and more under the influence of the actual constitu¬ 
tions which Aristotle had collected. If the attempt made above 
to set forth Aristotle’s general political principles has been in any 
measure successful^ a shorter summary of this two-fold applica¬ 
tion of them which follows may be enough, and within it the chief 
attention will be directed to the second part which contains some 
of Aristotle’s most acute and original political observations. 

Aristotle’s best possible state is simply the one in which, assum¬ 
ing the most favorable conditions, the principles of Book III may 
be most nearly approximated; and this, he thinks, is a polis 
neither too rich nor too poor, secure from attack and devoid of the 
desire for great wealth or wide expansion of trade or territory, 
homogeneous, virtuous, and cultured, a defensible unambitious 
community self-sufficient but not aggressive, “great” but not 
large; a tight little independent city over which the supreme power 
will rest in a true aristocracy whose members rule and obey each 
other in turn in maintaining for themselves a life of freedom from 
mercenary pursuits devoted to the achievement of the highest 
possible measure of culture and virtue, of well-being and true 
happiness attainable by each and by all; while the work necessary 
to the state’s mere material existence will be performed by those 
whose natural lack of virtue disqualifies them for the higher life 
and for political functions but does not unfit them for manual toil 
under the direction of their moral, intellectual, and therefore polit¬ 
ical superiors. These lower classes (jSdvavcrot) are necessary ele¬ 
ments of the polis^ but, politically speaking, scarcely “parts” of 
it in an organic sense, whether they be legally free or slave. 

Such a state Aristotle constructs in books four and five in the 
order now usually preferred by editors. “Weimar,” says Mr. 
Taylor, “in the days when Thackeray knew it as a lad, would 
apparently reproduce the ideal better than any other modern state 
one can think of”; ^ but in reality we can think of no community 
in our modern political world anjrwhere which reproduces more 
than a few of the characteristics which made Aristotle’s ideal 
polity what it was. For the realization of this ideal a favorable 
environment is necessary, and Aristotle describes it at considerable 
length, but more important than that is the development of habits 
of virtue among the citizens, as one might expect from the great 

importance that habit assumes in Aristotle’s ethical theory and 
1 A. £. Taylor, AHstoikt p* 85. 
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the prominence of that theory in his political system. In such a 
state, therefore, the ^legislator’s’’ main business will be the train¬ 
ing of the citizens in these habits, with the result that a large part 
of the treatment of the ideal state is devoted to the subject of the 
education for citizenship, only a part of which has apparently 
survived. 

It would seem more profitable here to pass this by and turn to 
the other application of Aristotle’s political principles, in which 
the ‘‘legislator” is advised how to apply them, not with the free¬ 
dom possible under ideal conditions, but under the serious restric¬ 
tions imposed by the actual state of Greek political life and institu¬ 
tions in Aristotle’s own day; for it is here that we find the most 
practical part of his political writings and in addition a large 
amount of invaluable historical information. This part of the 
work is more constitutional and less purely political than the rest, 
because the reforms the “legislator” should adopt must be such 
in any particular state as will be fitted to its peculiar polity if they 
are ever to be practical or successful at all. 

For it is not enough that the statesman know the principles of 
politics and how he should apply them under conditions as he 
would have them. Most writers on politics have been content 
with this — apparently another thrust at Plato — but more is 
needed. The best polity is beyond the reach of most people; 
they must be given “the best under the actual conditions,” ^ “such 
a polity as the majority of states are capable of enjoying.” * 
: The varieties and characteristics of polities of this kind, the 
means of bettering them, and the best ways of preserving them, 
therefore, constitute the remainder of the Politics. And these 
polities — in every case some form of tyranny, oligarchy, or democ¬ 
racy — are all more or less depraved. Even the best of them, the 
combination of oligarchy and democracy to which Aristotle applies 
the term “Polity” in a special sense, is a debased form of constitu¬ 
tion, though probably the highest and most permanent that “the 
majority of states are capable of enjoying.” Since a polity is 
really the system of the offices of state, the variety of these polities 
is a result of the fact that every state is made up of a number of 
differing parts, and there will be as many kinds of polity as there 

are possible combinations of these parts in their constitutionsi just 
as there will be as many different species of animals as there are 

1 PcUUcs, VI, duLp. L * Ibid., chap. li. 
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combinations of organs necessary to their existence. The study 
of these polities properly begins then with a study of their parts. 
These are the husbandmen, the mechanics, the commercial class, 
the hired laborers, the military class, the propertied class, the 
executive magistrates, the deliberative body, the judicial body, as 
Aristotle enumerates them in one place; and oftentimes the func¬ 
tions of one of these classes may be performed by another, as 
soldiers, for example are sometimes husbandmen, or the same per¬ 
sons may constitute the military, the agricultural and artisan 
classes and also make up the deliberative and judicial organs of 
the government. But “it is impossible that the same persons 
should be poor and rich,” and therefore it is usually said that the 
poor and the rich are the parts of a state “in a preeminent sense.” 

On this basis it is correct to say that a democracy is a polity 
in which the supreme power is in the hands of the free citizens 
(6 S^/Ao?), that is, in the poor who are in the majority; while an 
oligarchy is one in which it rests with the propertied class who 
are a minority of the citizens; but in actual fact we may observe 
several varieties of each of these, according to the amount of partici¬ 
pation under particular constitutions of these different economic 
classes in the higher functions of government. Thus the general 
principle of democracies is that all the citizens are equal whether 
rich or poor, but in some of them the constitution may restrict 
public office to those with a small property, in others to the de¬ 
scendants of citizens, in others to the citizen body; while in the 
extreme form the masses (to ttX^^os) simply govern without any 
constitutional check and enforce their arbitrary decrees without 
regard to any constitutional law whatever, a form of government 
which cannot be called constitutional at all. Similar differences 
may be found among oligarchies, and in the extreme ones, the oli¬ 
garchs, like the masses in an extreme democracy, are a law unto 
themselves and exercise a tyrannical rule. 

It remains to speak of the best and the worst of actual states, 
“Polity” and tyranny. A Polity is “a fusion of oligarchy 
and democracy,” ' a combination of the two forms in the applica¬ 
tion of the oligarchic principle of wealth to some parts of the 
arrangements of office, the democratic principle of iequality to 

others; but it is a fusion^ not the balancing and checking of one 
class by another which Polybius regarded as the secret of the per- 
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manence of the institutions of the Roman state. A tyranny is a 
form of monarchy under which there is **an irresponsible exercise 
of rule over subjects) all of whom are the equals or superiors of the 
rulet) for the personal advantage of the ruler and not of the sub¬ 
jects. In this case, therefore, the obedience is not voluntary, for 
no free person submits willingly to such a rule.*' ^ 

All these varieties of constitution the legislator” must know, 
but how far may he or should he make changes in them, and in 
what direction ? 

In a word, he should establish and should devise means of 
perpetuating, so far as he can, such a constitution as will se¬ 
cure the closest approximation to virtue of which any particular 
state is capable, and since virtue is a mean, this will consist 
in the avoidance so far as possible of the extremes of both democ¬ 
racy and oligarchy, and in practice will amount to the lodgment of 
the supremacy in the class which lies between the very rich and 
the very poor. Practically, it will involve the fusion which charac¬ 
terizes a ‘‘Polity,” and its success will depend upon the numbers 
and strength of this intermediate class and upon the amount of 
their participation in the government. If possible, they should be 
stronger than the very poor and the very rich together, or at least 
than either of them, and to make their rule permanent it is requisite 
“that the part of the state which desires the continuance of the 
polity should be stronger than that which does not.** * To bring 
about these objects, in as great a measure as possible, it is advisable 
in general “to fee the poor” for participation in government, and 
to “fine the rich” for non-participation, but in this it is essential 
to keep in mind the different departments of government, for the 
rule is not to be applied indiscriminately. These departments 
are three in number, the deliberative (ri povXevo/jxvcv ircpl tw 

KoivSip)y the executive, and the judicial. The deliberative body 
is the supreme organ in the state.’ It is supreme in all such ques¬ 
tions as of war and peace, of the formation and dissolution of 
alliances, of laws, of sentences of death, exile, or confiscation, of 
elections of officers of state and their responsibility. It is a general 
characteristic of popular government that all the citizens exercise 
this deliberative power in all cases; when its exercise is confined. 

* PeUiicSt VI, chap. x. 
* Ihid.t chap. zii. 
* Jbid.t chap, xiv, p. i2qo a-b. See Rehm, Geschichte der Staatsrechtswissens^k^, pp. 99-. 

xox, an admh^ble disciission. 
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to certain citizens the state is oligarchic. But sometimes this 
deliberative function or a particular part of it is performed not by 
all but by a select body or person. In such cases the nature of the 
polity will depend on the laws governing eligibility to this body, 
the mode of election to it, and the conditions of the franchise. 
Thus, for example, that state will be a ‘‘Polity,” in which some 
deliberative functions rest with officers chosen by suffrage and 
others with those chosen by lot; it will be an oligarchy if the delib¬ 
erative body may perpetuate itself. 

These and many other things the “legislator” must have in 
mind, but above all he should remember that his task is not fin¬ 
ished when he has established his polity. More important than 
that is the provision he must make, the precautions he must take, 
for its security and its permanence. “It is easy enough for people 
to endure for a single day or two or three days under any form of 
polity.” Chief among these precautions is education. Just as 
training in habits of true virtue is the surest foundation of the 
ideal state or aristocracy, so the strongest guarantee even of a 
debased one lies in “the education of the citizens in the spirit of the 
politydemocratically if the laws are democratical, oligarchically 
if they are oligarchical; ^ in making sure “that the part of the pop¬ 
ulation which is favorable to the polity shall be stronger than the 
part which is not.” * This is above all other things necessary 
because “the main cause of the dissolution of Polities and aris¬ 
tocracies alike is a deviation from their proper principles of justice 
in the constitution of the polity itself.” * But there are other 
possible precautions of a more specific kind, and the legislator will 
be enabled to take them only if he knows the peculiar risks to which 
each form of polity is exposed, one kind in a democracy, another in 
an oligarchy, and under a tyranny dangers different from either. 

In Aristotle's practical advice for the avoidance of the last of 
these his critics have found one of their chief points of attack. 
History teaches that tyrannies have been the shortest-lived as well 
as the worst of all forms of government, he says, and if they are 
to be prolonged the best way is for the tyrant to “wear the appear¬ 
ance” of a king, to seem to rule in his subject's interest, even though 
his aims are selfiuh, ”to play a part” in pretence whi^^h if done 

sincerely would make him a true king. But this good advice is 
preceded by a section in which other less creditable methods are 

* PtUHcSt VIII* chap. ix. * lUd. • Ibid., chap. vU. 
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described with the acuteness if not with quite the cynicism of a 
Machiavelli. The sum of them all is “to prevent mutual confi¬ 
dence among the citizens, to incapacitate them for action, and to 
degrade their spirit.” ^ 

“The systems of Plato and Aristotle were splendid digressions 
from the main line of ancient speculation rather than stages in its 
regular development.” ^ And yet no detailed study of the political 
part of that speculation can today do other than centre upon the 
political writings of Plato and Aristotle. We have, it is true, a 
few other writings of a distinctly political nature, such as the 
Cyropaedia of Xenophon, the short Constitution of AthenSy formerly 
attributed to him, or the Areopagiticus of Isocrates, but the number 
of these is small and the whole sum of the information they yield 
slight compared with the contributions of Aristotle's treatises and 
Plato's dialogues. There is also further incidental evidence 
scattered through the writings of the dramatists, the orators, and 
the historians, and this is often of the greatest value, but the fact 
remains that Plato and Aristotle are the chief source of our knowl¬ 
edge not only of their own theories of the state, but of those of 
their predecessors and their contemporaries whether in agreement 
with theirs or not. It is to them above all that we must look if 
we wish to visualize the political life of Greece or to reconstruct its 
political creeds, though in so doing constant allowance needs to be 
made for the influence of their own personal views and of the con¬ 
sistency imposed by their respective philosophic systems. Their 
stock of political conceptions was typical of contemporary thought; 
it is rather in their unique combination of these and in their empha¬ 
sis that the distinctive genius of Plato and Aristotle appears. 

But Plato had withdrawn from public affairs because of his dis¬ 
taste for the excesses of democratic Athens — a dislike that was 
no doubt mutual. Aristotle believed that flight alone could save 
him from the fate of Socrates, and further proof is not wanting 
within as well as beyond the writings of both that many of their 
political preferences were far from being shared by the men of their 
time. Isocrates, for example, was more complaisant than either, 
though he looked back with equal longing to the sounder times of 
Cleisthenes. Plato more than once hints that Sophist views had 

a wider acceptance than his own, and Thucydides in the famous 
funeral oration of Pericles gives evidence of admiration for a 

1 PoUtics, Vm, chap. zi. > Benn, Tk$ Greek Pkilosapkers, ad ed., p. 397. 



ARISTOTLE 95 

regime for which Plato and Aristotle have little but condemnation. 
This view of Thucydides may be a better indication of the general 
attitude toward democracy, taken in the fifth century in Athens 
at least, if not in Greece as a whole, than the criticisms in the 
Republic and the Politics. 

‘*Our government,** says Pericles, *Ss not copied from those of 
our neighbors: we are an example to them rather than they to us. 
Our constitution is named a democracy, because it is in the hands 
not of the few but of the many. But our laws secure equal justice 
for all in their private disputes, and our public opinion welcomes 
and honours talent in every branch of achievement, not for any 
sectional reason but on grounds of excellence alone. And as we 
give free play to all in our public life, so we carry the same spirit 
into our daily relations with one another. . . . Open and friendly 
in our private intercourse, in our public acts we keep strictly within 
the control of law. We acknowledge the restraint of reverence; 
we are obedient to whomsoever is set in authority, and to the laws, 
more especially to those which offer protection to the oppressed 
and those unwritten ordinances whose transgression brings ad¬ 
mitted shame. Yet ours is no work-a-day city only. No other 
provides so many recreations for the spirit — contests and sacrifices 
all the year round, and beauty in our public buildings to cheer the 
heart and delight the eye day by day. Moreover, the city is so 
large and powerful that all the wealth of all the world flows in to 
her, so that our own Attic products seem no more homelike to us 
than the fruits of the labours of other nations. 

*‘Our military training too is different from our opponents\ The 
gates of our city are flung open to the world. We practice no 
periodical deportations, nor do we prevent our visitors from observ¬ 
ing or discovering what an enemy might usefully apply to his own 
purposes. For our trust is not in the devices of material equip¬ 
ment, but in our own good spirits for battle. So too with educa¬ 
tion. They toil from early boyhood in a laborious pursuit after 
courage, while we, free to live and wander as we please, march out 
none the less to face the self-same dangers. • . . Indeed, if we 
choose to face danger with an easy mind rather than after a rigorous 
training, and to trust rather in native manliness than in state-made 

courage, the advantage lies with us; for we are spared all the 
weariness of practising for future hardships, and when we find our¬ 
selves amongst them we are as brave as our plodding rivals. Here 
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as elsewhere, then, the city sets* an example which is deserving of 
admiration. We are lovers of beauty without extravagance, and 
lovers of wisdom without unmanliness. Wealth to us is not mere 
material for vainglory but an opportunity for achievement; and 
poverty we think it no disgrace to acknowledge but a real degrada¬ 
tion to make no effort to overcome. Our citizens attend both to 
public and private duties, and do not allow absorption in their own 
various affairs to interfere with their knowledge of the city’s. We 
differ from other states in regarding the man who holds aloof from 
public life not as * quiet’ but as useless; we decide or debate, care¬ 
fully and in person, all matters of policy, holding, not that words 
and deeds go ill together, but that acts are foredoomed to failure 
when undertaken undiscussed. For we are noted for being at 
once most adventurous in action and most reflective beforehand. 
Other men are bold in ignorance, while reflection will stop their 
onset. ... In a word I claim that our city as a whole is an 
education to Greece, and that her members yield to none, man by 
man, for independence of spirit, many-sidedness of attainment, and 
complete self-reliance in limbs and brain. 

**That this is no vainglorious phrase but actual fact the suprem¬ 
acy which our manners have won us itself bears testimony. No 
other city of the present day goes out to her ordeal greater than 
ever men dreamed; no other is so powerful that the invader feels 
no bitterness when he suffers at her hands, and her subjects no 
shame at the indignity of their dependence. Great indeed are the 
symbols and witnesses of our supremacy, at which posterity, as all 
mankind today, will be astonished. We need no Homer or other 
man of words to praise us; for such give pleasure for a moment, 
but the truth will put to shame their imaginings of our deeds. For 
our pioneers have forced a way into every sea and every land, 
establishing among all mankind, in punishment or beneficence, 
eternal memorials of their settlement. 

**Such then is the city for whom, lest they should lose her, the 
men whom we celebrate died a soldier’s death: and it is but 
natural that all of us, who survive them, should wish to spend our¬ 
selves in her service.” ^ With this higher estimate of democracy, 
the modern view of Freeman is in full agreement. ” A fair exami¬ 

nation of Grecian history will assuredly lead us to the conclusion 

^Thucydides, II, 37-4X> The translation la the one ghren by Zlmmem, Thi Gmh 
Ccmmomieailh, ad ed., pp. aoo^aoe* 
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that this mob clothed with executive functions made one of the be? 
governments which the world ever saw, . . . The Democracy < 
Athens was the first great instance which the world ever saw of th 
substitution of law for force.” ^ 

There is another important aspect of the difference betwee 
Aristotle^s political views and those of some at least of his coi 
temporaries. In only one place in the Politics does he speak wit 
the slightest enthusiasm for any political unit greater than tli 
polis. In Book IV he says that if the Greeks were united in 
single polity, they would be capable of universal empire,* but th 
whole tone of his treatise seems to prove that this unification is fc 
him impossible if not undesirable. In striking contrast is the glov 
ing praise of Isocrates for Athens in the Panegyricusy his enumers 
tion of her great services to Greece in the past, and his earnei 
appeal for a new unification of Hellas under her leadership againi 
Persia. He seemed to see, and others like him, as Aristotle shov 
little sign of seeing, that the freedom of Greece was no longer poi 
sible if she remained politically divided; but there is no conclusi^ 
evidence that he foresaw any better than Aristotle the real quart< 
in which the total overthrow of that freedom was already preparinj 

The fact is that the state of Aristotle's ideal belonged to th 
past; and the Macedonian conquest not only destroyed that stat 
forever, but it had the further effect of turning men's thoughti 
whether they would or not, out of the old channels into others ths 
were new, in politics and in philosophy generally. 

The magnificent attempts of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle t 
solve the mysteries of existence and knowledge had amounted t 
no proof. Some of their profoundest assertions remained unprove 
because in their nature unprovable, and after Aristotle speculatio 
rapidly fell back into the subjectivism that characterizes all late 
phases of Greek thought. 

**The bloom of Greek philosophy was short-lived, but not moi 
short-lived than the bloom of national life. The one was depenc 
ent on the other, and both were due to the action of the sam 
causes.” • 

** Greek philosophy, like Greek art, is the offspring of Gree 
political independince.” ^ 

1S. A. Freeman, The AihnU^ Dmocracyt Sistmeal Essays, ad Series, p. X3X« 
* Chap, 
*Zett«r, The Stakiy Bpkuraans end ScepHcs (English Traadation), p. xa 
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, With Plato and Aristotle, Greek philosophy had reached its 
zenith, but much else was already in decline, especially religion, 
and political life. The loss of freedom completed the work. Not 
that intellectual life ceased; it may have become even more dif¬ 
fused, but it had lost much of its vigor and it was driven into 
different channels.^^n the first place, the relative importance 
of politics in the sum of human knowledge declined with the de¬ 
cline of actual self-government. QAen retreated into themselves. 
Ethics though more emphasized than ever ceased to be a part of 
politics, and the interest in the latter fell off accordingly. Society 
and state ceased to be equivalent terms, and the individual apart 
from the state became one of the chief objects of contemplation; 
there was gradually emerging an individual who was something 
more than a citizen, a society that was wider than any possible 
political unit, and a humanity more extended than any single race: 
individualism and cosmopolitanism are the most marked of the 
newer aspects of political philosophy."^^ 

In part these may be considered to^e the results of the inability 
of Plato and Aristotle successfully to bridge the gulf between the 
knower and the known, they are undoubtedly in one sense the 
reappearance of separate views that the Socratic philosophy had 
tried but without success to merge in a higher unity and thus far 
they may have been inevitable. But their reappearance was un¬ 
doubtedly hastened and their extension greatly furthered by the 
decline of political activity and political interest which followed 
the loss of independence. 

When Greeks alone were free and independent it was easy enough 
to assert as Aristotle had done that they alone were worthy of the 
higher types of political life; now that they are levelled with bar¬ 
barians in a common subjection to a foreign power it is difficult to 
do so. Man has become a citizen of the world rather than of any 
particular city and that world a brotherhood of mankind under a 
law universal and uniform. All men are naturally free, and if 
slavery is not actively opposed it is not because slavery is accord¬ 
ing to nature but only because man’s outward status has become 
less important to him than his inward life. 

There is, says Dr. Carlyle, ^*no change in political theory so > 

1 startling” as the change from the theory of Aristotle to the later 
I philosophical view represented by Cicero and Seneca,^ and that 

IR. W. and A. J. Cadyle, A BUUffy MeHaeod POiHcd Theary in tk$ Wuk L p. 
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change came in large part in Hellenistic Greece, though we must 
go back to the earliest Greek philosophers for its beginnings. 

But it is a change, notwithstanding all its importance, of which 
the surviving record is slight. The political works of this epoch, 
such as they were, have been lost, and what little is to be known 
of them must be pieced together from fragments and references 
in writers some of them as distant as the period of the later Roman 
Empire and even further.^ The one writing which forms probably 
the most important exception is the history of Polybius. 

Polybius was first and foremost a historian and a philosophic 
historian. His philosophy of history is a rather J^atalistic belief 
ip cycles of national growth and’decay^Kich may be retarded in 
their development as Lycurgus’^reYardedTEFSecay Sparta by 
the excellence of the constitution he gave her, but never really 
changed in their course. Much of this no doubt comes from Plato 
with whose works he was familiar, as well as with Xenophon, 
Thucydides, and apparently some of the constitutions and other 
writings of Aristotle, though of course he never saw the Ethics or 
the Politics, It is this background of Greek culture and constitu¬ 
tional theory and history that accounts for the significance in the 
development of political thought of Polybius* account of the Roman 
constitution in the second century b.c., and of his estimate of its 
comparative merits and its influence on the growth and perma¬ 
nence of Roman power. As a practical statesman himself he had, 
little sympathy with the ideal polity of Plato, which, compared 
with existing constitutions, was as a mere lifeless statue instead^ 
of living breathing men.* And actual constitutions like nations or 
m'eil, hive their infancy, maturity, and period of senile decay. 
‘‘There is in every body, or polity, or business a natural stage of 
growth, zenith, and decay; and . . . everything in them is at its 
best at the zenith.” * The real reason why Rome was ultimately 

1 For a valuable account of the political conditions of the time and of the reaction of politic 
cal ideas to them, particularly the ideas of monarchy, the deification of monarchs, the 
encroachment of the large state on the poHst and the growth of individualism and cosmo* 
politanism, see Professor W. S. Ferguson in the Cambridge Ancient History, vol. vii, chapter i. 
The bibliography appended to this chapter gives a useful list of modem monographs. 
See also chap, ii of the valuable introduction of Professors Sabine and Smith in their trans¬ 
lation of Cicero’s RePuMfe: On the Commonwealth, Marcus Tullius Cicero, tr^slated with 
notes and introduction by George Holland Sabine and Stanley Barney Smith, Columbus, 
Ohio, ipao. 

> Bk. VI, chap. 47* Of this book, from which most of the political observations o 
Polybius come, only certain portions have survived* 

chap. gx. 
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victorious over Carthage in the Hannibalic war is to be found in 
the fact that *‘the political state of Carthage was on the decline, 
that of Rome improving.” ^ 

There is little original in the classification Polybius gives of the 
different forms of polity. He seems practically to identify democ¬ 
racy with Aristotle^s Polity and the unchecked rule of the masses 
which to Aristotle was democracy in its extreme form, he calls 
mob-rule or ochlocracy (o^Xoic/DaTia). Like Aristotle he believes 
the most permanent of practical constitutions — and therefore the 
best — to consist in a mixture, but with him it is not the mixture 
of oligarchy or “aristocracy” with democracy, defined by law, as 
in Aristotle’s Polity; but a mixture of monarchy, aristocracy, and 
democracy as found in the Consuls, the Senate, and the People of 
the Roman constitution. It is rather gratuitous to charge hinf as 
ReKm does with a misunderstanding of Aristotle, since it seems 
certain that he was unacquainted with the Politicly but it is 
undoubtedly true as Rehm has pointed out, that there is a funda¬ 
mental difference between the checks and balances within the 
highest governmental organs of the state which to Polybius con¬ 
stitute the greatest merit and the secret of permanence in the mixed 
constitution of Sparta and to a smaller extent of Carthage, but 
above all of the Roman state, on the one hand; and on the other, 
the fusion of political principles which characterized the govern¬ 
ment under the supremacy of the middle class in Aristotle’s Polity 
as set forth in Book III of the Politics,^ 

The chief importance of Polybius for the development of politi¬ 
cal thought as a whole, is not in his classification of polities, nor 
in his cyclical theory of their growth and decline, both of which 
are borrowed. 

It lies in his theory of the mixed constitution as distinct from a 
state of mixed principles only, one in which the supreme govern¬ 
mental authority is compounded qf several distinct organs, each 
set off against the others by the constitution, in which the co¬ 
operation of these different organs is essential, and therefore where 
one of them by withholding it may check'and obstruct the action 

* Bk. VI, chap. 51. 
* Rehm, Geschichte der Staatsrechiswissenschaftt pp. 136-137. la one passage at least, in 

the more practical part of the Politics^ it is true, Aristotle seems to have in mind the govern¬ 
mental orgim, as Polybius does, when, at the end of chap, xlv, of Bk. VI, he speaks of the 
deliberative body (r6 fiovXtvhiMvov) and the supreme authority <r6 m^pm) as exact eqidv* 
slants. 
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of the rest. Such a system of checks and balances or separation 
of powers Polybius believed to be the secret of the Spartan polity 
of Lycurgus, but it was in the Roman constitution that he found 
its finest exemplification. The greatest significance of his specu¬ 
lations lies in the emphasis which he seems to have been the first 
to place upon this principle, whether such be regarded as a merit 
or whether we agree with Mommsen that there is hardly **a more 
foolish political speculation than that which derives the excellent 
constitution of Rome from a judicious mixture of monarchical, 
aristocratic, and democratic elements, and deduces the successes 
of Rome from the excellence of her constitution.'' ^ 

i History of Rome (Dickson’s translation), vpl. iv, p. 347* 

Note. Modern editors and translators differ in their division of Aris¬ 
totle's Nicomachaean Ethics into chapters. I have followed the numbering 
in the translation by Canon Welldon, as the one probably most generally 
in use. If an edition with a different numbering is used the following 
substitutions will be necessary in the references to chapters: on page 59^ 
note I, 9 for 10; on page 62, note 3, 9 for ii; on page 84, note i, i for 3, 
note 2, 6 for 10, note 3, 2 for 5, note 4, 3 for 6, note 5, 3 for 7. 



CHAPTER IV 

ROME 

In the general development of political thought the importance 
of Rome is very great but this importance results from no striking 
originality, nor from any considerable new Roman contribution 
to the world’s stock of political ideas; it is owing almost wholly to 
the great practical part that Rome played in laying the legal and 
political foundations of the western world, and in her transmission 
of ideas learned from Greece to the rising peoples of western Europe 
which were brought within the sphere of her culture as a result 
of the marvelous extension and duration of her dominion. For 
the most part these ideas were those of the Hellenistic period. 

Plato and Aristotle, to say nothing of the sages before Socrates, 
remained without material influence on the Roman culture, 
although their illustrious names were freely used, and their more 
easily understood writings were probably read and translated.” ^ 
Their transmission by Rome to the West is a part of the obscure 
but important history of the gradual assimilation by the western 
world of Roman culture, but more especially of Roman juris¬ 
prudence through which Rome’s influence on political thought has 
been chiefly exercised. 

Of the great intellectual impact of Greece upon Rome in the 
Hellenistic period there is abundant evidence both external and 
internal, and it may have begun much earlier. Pomponius, a 
jurist of the time of Hadrian, cites a current opinion that the 
Twelve Tables were first suggested to the Romans by Hermo- 
dorus, an Ephesian exile in Italy, and Pomponius himself says 
the tables were based on laws obtained from Greek cities.* If 
this be true, and the traditional date of the Twelve Tables 

1 Mommsen, History of Romct IV, p. 197. This is a considerable exsKgeration, at lea8t‘ 
so far as Plato is concerned, but it is undoubtedly true that his views in their Roman form 
have been greatly modified in some important rejects by the i^dlosophical tendencies of the 
Hellenistic period, especially by Stoicism. 

* Digest, 1,2, 2,4- 
lOZ 
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correct,^ we have evidence of a considerable transmission of legal 
ideas as early as the middle of the fifth century b.c. A further 
possibility of early Greek influence upon Roman conceptions of 
law and politics appears in the existence and extension of the 
ideas of Pythagoras in Magna Graecia and some contact of the 
Romans with them as indicated by their accounts of the legislation 
of Numa Pompilius, but for this our historical evidence is scarcely 
sufficient to render it any more probable than the reciprocal in¬ 
fluence of Roman ideas on Pythagoras.* 

The question of Rome’s debt to Greece in these matters passes 
out of the realm of conjecture with the extension of Roman influ¬ 
ence toward the East after the second Punic war. After this time 
we have numerous references in authentic sources to the presence 
of Romans in Greece and of Greeks in Rome, as hostages, ambassa¬ 
dors, or slaves; ® and in time, notwithstanding the opposition of 
conservatives like Cato, it became the fashion in Rome to have 
Greek tutors in the household or to send young men to Greece to 
be instructed by famous philosophers there. 

Probably the most direct influence of this influx of Greeks and 
of Greek ideas upon political thought in Rome and upon Rome’s 
part in its general development results from the fact that this new 
philosophic impulse came at the very time when the political 
expansion of Rome was presenting for solution the unavoidable 
problem of the status under Roman sovereignty of her new depend¬ 
encies and of their systems of law. It was through the channel 
of Roman law mainly that the political thought of the Greeks 
ultimately passed to the West in the early Middle Ages, and this 

* For the controversy as to the date of the Twelve Tables, see Ettore Pais, Storia di Roma, 
If PP> 550 ff.f II, 546 ff.; Edouard Lambert, La question de VautkenticiU des XII Tables 
{Nouvelle revue historique de droit franqais et itranger, 190s); P. F. Girard, Milanges de 
droit remain, pp. x-64. Pais and Laml^rt, though in disagreement as to the dates they 
propose, agree in rejecting the traditional one. Girard defends it. For a summary of the 
controversy, see Kipp, Geschichte der QueUen des rbmischen Reckts, 3d ed., p. 34 ff. For 
Hermodorus of Ephesus, see Zeller, Pre-Socratic Philosophy (English translation), II, p. 99, 
note 3; Arthur Fairbanks, The First Philosophers of Greece, pp. 50-51; John Burnet, Early 
Greek Philosophy, 3d ed., pp. 130-131, 140-141. Hermodorus was a friend of Heracleitus, 
was banished from Ephesus, and the date makes it entirely possible that it may have been he 
who first suggested the XII Tables. Burnet seems to accept it as a fact, Zeller is more 
skeptical. A Bistory of Edecfidsm in Greek Philosophy, p. 6, note a. 

>2^11er, PreSocratic Philosophy (English translation), vol. i, pp. 5x8-52^; Eclecticism, 
p. d, note 2. For a discussion of the possible influence of Pythagoras upon Numa and 
the references to it in early writers, see Schwegler, Rdmische Geschichte (ad ed.), vol. i, 
pp. 560 ff. 

> For a summary of these, and refeiences to the sources of our information, see Zeller, 
EdecUdsm, pp. 5-17. 
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result was largely determined by the philosophic training of the 
jurists of the later Republic. The Roman lawyers, Dr. Carlyle 
insists, were *‘not, properly speaking, philosophers, or even polit¬ 
ical philosophers,*' ^ and this is unquestionably true of the great 
jurists of the classic period of Roman law in the second and third 
centuries a.d., but to the early formative period in that law's his¬ 
tory the statement does not truly apply. It was the jurists of this 
earlier period who gave to Roman law its philosophic content and 
most of its political importance and they did so precisely because 
they were men who looked far beyond mere law, men in most 
cases thoroughly trained in the philosophy of the day, frequently 
in Greece itself.^ And their activity happened to come just at the 
time when such broad views as theirs had the greatest chance of 
influencing future development. There is a time in the legal 
history of every nation developing and expanding as Rome was 
in the last centuries before the Christian era, when the problem of 
what its “common law** is to be presses for settlement and will 
not wait. The outcome may be the “reception** of a foreign sys¬ 
tem, such as Germany's in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries; 
or it may be the formation of one constructed in the main of local 
materials as in England some three centuries earlier, but the factors 
which determine the result are much the same in all cases. Con¬ 
solidation of a nation's territory‘or jurisdiction, especially when it 
comprehends neighboring tribes or districts, cannot but raise at 
once the question of the relation of its law to theirs, and the answer 
cannot long be delayed. A “common" system of some sort must 
arise to meet this practical need and the actual content of this 
system will in every case depend upon the conditions existing when 
the need appears. If at the crisis a developed superior legal system 
lies ready to hand it may be appropriated as Roman law was in 
Germany; if the need happens to emerge before the medieval 
revival of Roman law, as in England, it may be met by the creation 
of a common system from native materials within reach; which 
system shall be the “common" one in each case depends on the 
particular circumstances of that case. Rome met this problem at 
a time relatively early in her legal history, when the influence of 
Greek political philosophy was strong and her own law still plastic 

1A History of Mediaeval Political Theory in the West, vol. i, p« 35, 
« For proofs of this statement, see Paul KrUger, Gesehkhte der (Mht wtd IMtmkm dm 

rdmischen Rechts, 2d cd., |$ 4-9, with the references he gives. 
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and much more susceptible to such an influence from without than 
it later became after its rules had developed and hardened into a 
technical science so exacting as to demand a study which neces¬ 
sarily excluded the other branches of knowledge. Thus it was 
that the early Roman jurists could and did fuse these Greek 
philosophic principles with the local laws of the Italian peninsula 
to form their growing system of jurisprudence, and for some of 
them this fusion may gradually have taken the shape of a more 
or less complete identification of the jus gentiumy a ‘^common” 
system distilled in practice from the varied local laws of Rome ^ 
and of the neighboring tribes lately made subject to her, with the 
jus naiurale which the Stoic philosophy had taught them to con¬ 
sider as a system common” to all mankind. Such a fusion as 
this of philosophic ideas and the actual rules of law, it is true> 
could never have been originally made by later jurisconsults such 
as Ulpian or Papinian, but it is far from improbable in the case 
of a Mucius Scaevola, a Tubero, or a Rutilius, steeped in the 
philosophy of Hellenistic Greece. 

As a consequence Greek doctrines of political relations and law 
were combined with principles drawn from Italic custom to be 
handed on together at a later time to the newer peoples of western 
Europe as the basis of their law and politics. This combination 
and this transmission together constitute the chief role of Rome 
in the drama of the growth of western political ideas, a role second 
to none in practical importance. 

The political doctrines thus infused into Roman law by the 
early jurists, as has been said, were not exactly those of Plato and 
Aristotle, but the later much modified forms which flourished in 
Greece when Rome’s eyes were first steadily turned in that direc¬ 
tion. But the Roman bent was practical rather than truly philo¬ 
sophic and in Roman hands doctrines drawn from rival schools 
tended to be thrown together to make a working political creed 
rather than a system consistent in all its parts. To say that the 
Romans were eclectics is to admit their lack of originality but also 
to account for their real importance in the history of thought. 

Stoic apathy, Epicurean self-contentment, and Sceptic imper¬ 
turbability” all contributed to the creed of educated Romans of 

> Karlowa points out In answer to Puchta that ihtjus f^erUium must not be thought of as 
excluding the laws of Rome itself. RUmische Rechisgeschickk, vol. i, p. 456. English read- 

usually under the influence of Sir ^enry Maine’s brilliant generaliaations* are particu¬ 
larly likely to overlook this fact. See Mai^V Ancienf Law, chap. liL 
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the later Republic, but on the political side the contribution of 
the Stoics seems to have outweighed the others. The Stoic creed 
as Mommsen says really better adapted for Rome than for 
the land where it first arose.” ‘‘The leading feature of the system 
came more and more to be its casuistic doctrine of duties. It 
suited itself to the hollow pride of virtue, in which the Romans of 
this period sought their compensation amidst the various humbling 
circumstances of their contact with the Greeks.” ^ 

And there were other and higher considerations as well, which 
commended the political views of the Stoics to the Roman world. 
The Stoic doctrine of the brotherhood of man and the citizenship 
of the world was not ill-suited to a state that seemed destined to 
bring all races within its political control, nor was the Stoic belief 
in a universal law binding upon all entirely strange to a people 
under whose eyes the pax Romana was already growing by leaps 
and bounds towards its ultimate inclusion of all the known western 
civilized world and more. 

It is Cicero who best exemplifies for us these characteristics of 
Roman thought under the Republic, and among his writings 
especially the fragmentary De Re Publica and De Legibus.^ These 
two works owe their form and general subject-matter, as well as 
their names, to Plato’s Republic and LawSf though philosophically 
they are often more Stoic than Platonic and the laws referred to 
generally Roman instead of Greek.* In Cicero’s Republic^ there¬ 
fore, as in Plato’s, the nature of justice is the main theme, and 
the book is aptly referred to by St. Augustine as a keen and power¬ 
ful defence of justice against injustice, in which Cicero sets forth 
the views of the Stoics in its favor against the destructive argu¬ 
ments of Carneades, in the manner of Socrates and his opponents 
'in Plato’s Republic, Public, says Scipio in the dialogue, means 

1 Mommsen, History of Rome, vol. iv, pp. 201, 204. 
• The edition of both used here is by C. F. W. Mueller, Leipsic, 1910. 
* There is also now an edition of the De Re PvbUca and the De Legibus with English trans¬ 

lation in the Loeb Classical Library edited by C. W. Keyes, London and New York, 1928. 

The translations given here are in some important points not In accord with those of Pro¬ 
fessor Keyes. The edition of the Republic in Engli^ by Sabine and Smith is accompanied 
by valuable notes and an introduction which sets forth admirably the chief points in Cicero's 
political thought and relates it to the thought of the past. On the Commomoealth, 
Marcus Tullius Cicero, Translated with Notes add Introduction by George Holland Sabine 
and Stanley Barney Smith, Columbus, Ohio, 1929. For a careful and detailed account of 
the sources of these two works see Johannes Galbiatius, De Fonithm if. TvXUi Ciceram 
Ubrorum qui Manserunt de Re Publica et de Legibus Quaestiones, Milano, X916. If we had 
the last portion of the De Legibus in which Cicoro discussed the Jur cMU of Rome it would 
more than compensate for the lost books of Livy's history. 
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'*of the people.” Res publica is res populiy but a ‘"people” is “not 
an assemblage of men brought together in any fashion whatever, 
but an assemblage of many, associated by consent to law and by 
community of interest,” ^ and the prime cause of their coming 
together is not weakness but rather a sort of natural affinity for 
each other; for they are gregarious by an instinct that is inborn. 
“Therefore every people which is such an assemblage of the multi* 
tude as I have explained; every state which is a disposition 
(constitutio) of the people; every republic, which as I have said 
is a thing of the people, must be directed according to some plan 
{consilium) if it is to be permanent, and that plan must in the 
beginning always be referred to that as its cause which was the 
cause of the being of the state itself.” In the next place this direc¬ 
tion must be entrusted to one person or to certain chosen ones or 
it must rest with the multitude and with all. When the supreme 
authority over all matters is in the hands of one we call that one a 
king and the form of his republic a kingdom. When it is in the 
hands of chosen persons, that state is said to be ruled at the will 
of the aristocracy. And that state is popular {popularis) — for 
so they call it — in which all things are in the people. “And any 
one of these three varieties, if it holds to that bond which originally 

bound men to each other in the association of the republic (si teneat 
illud vinclum, quod primum homines inter se rei publicae sociatate 
devinxit), though not perfect nor in my opinion the best, yet it is 
tolerable, so that one of the forms may be superior to another. For 
a just and wise king, or chosen and eminent citizens, or the people 
itself — though this is the least worthy — it seems may be capable 
of maintaining a stable rule if no violence or self-seeking prevent. 
But in kingdoms the subjects are too much deprived of common 
right and of participation in counsels, under the domination of an* 
aristocracy the multitude can scarcely be a sharer in liberty when 
excluded from all common counsel and power, and if all things are 
under popular control, even a just and moderate one, yet the very 
equality is evil since it recognizes no gradations of merit.*^ All 
three of these unmixed forms of government therefore have seri- 

^ Est Igltur, iiiquit Alikanus, res publica res popuU, populus autem non onpiis hominum 
ooetus quoquo n^o congregatus, sed ooetus multitudinis juris consensu et utilitatis 
oommunloae sodatus. De Re PMca, as- Sdj^ again expresses the same idea in his 
famous dream, with which the RePubUc closes: ** Nihil est enim illi principi deo, qui onwem 
muadum redt quod quidem in terris fiat, acceptius quam concha coetusque hominum 
lure sodati, quae dviutes appeUantur.’* De Re R^kUea^ VI, 13- 
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ous defects, **and so there is a fourth kind of republic which I 
consider greatly preferable, one moderated and mixed of the 
three/* ^ 

Of the three, kingship is far the best but better even than king- 
ship is a form of government composed of all three forms equated 
and tempered. Such a mixed constitution contains a large meas¬ 
ure of equality, “of which freemen cannot be easily deprived for 
any length of time,** and it has also the merit of great stability. 
“So I decide,*’ says Scipio, “I believe, I affirm, that of all republics, 
none can be compared in its nature, or its disposition, or its scien¬ 
tific perfection, with the one which our fathers received from their 
ancestors and have handed down to us.** * So he approves the 
view of Cato who compared the short-lived constitutions made by 
individuals such as Minos, or Theseus, Solon, or Cleisthenes, with 
the Roman, “established not by the genius of one man but of 
many, nor for the life of one man but for many ages.** 

Cato was wont to say that no genius ever existed so great that 
nothing escaped him, and even if any such had existed, all genius 
combined in one could never at one time comprehend all things 
without the aid of experience and the lapse of time. Therefore 
for the object proposed, it would be more to the purpose, he thinks, 
to set forth “our own republic in its growth and maturity, now 
firm and strong/’ than to create one in imagination as Socrates 
does in Plato’s Republic} For this reason Cicero’s Republic is far 
different from Plato’s, more local and much more historical in 
treatment. For example, Cicero’s abstract conception of tyranny 
is deeply affected by the actual or supposed facts of the expulsion 
of theTarquins, and his views on this matter had considerable in¬ 
fluence on later thought. After setting forth the traditional story 
he asks, “Do you see, therefore, how a king has been transformed 
into a master, and how, through the fault of one man, the form of 
the republic has been altered from a good one into the very worst ? 
For it is the master over a people whom the Greeks call a tyrant. 
The name king they apply to one who like a parent consults the 
good of his people and preserves those over whom he rules, a form 
of republic doubtless good under the most favorable conditions of 
life, as I have said, but liable nevertheless to the worst of perver¬ 

sions. For no sooner did this king alter into an unjust master 

^De Re PvhUea, I, dupt. 35-39 
•Ibid., 45-46. ^DeRe PMea, tl, ditp. s. 
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than he forthwith became a tyrant^ than whom no animal more 
foul and loathsome to gods and men or more detested can be 
imagined; who, though he have the figure of a man, outdoes the 
most monstrous of beasts in the excess of his vices.” For who 
could truly call him a man, who desires no community of right 
between himself and his subjects, or even between him and the 
whole race of man, who spurns the society of mankind ? . 
Brittle indeed are the fortunes of a people if they depend upon the 
will or the caprices of one man.” This, then, is the origin of 
tyranny among the Romans, which differs from that represented 
in Plato’s Republic in this, that it was not the seizing of a new 
power by Tarquin, but the unjust employment of one he already 
had, which completely overthrew this form of regal state.^ ^*It 
is most true that without the highest justice no republic under any 
conditions can be maintained.” ^ 

But is this justice according to nature ? The old contention of 
the Sophists remained; it had been ably restated by Carneades, 
and this view is now set forth with all the old arguments by Furio 
in the dialogue, and so forcibly that Lactantius later declared that 
Cicero was unable to answer it. The right we are seeking is 
merely civil, it has nothing to do with nature; if it had, like heat 
and cold the just and the unjust would be the same everywhere 
and for all. The proof that they are not so lies everywhere. 
Xerxes ordered the burning of the temples at Athens because the 
Persians believe it impious to try to confine within walls the gods 
whose house is the whole world; the Cretans and Aetolians con¬ 
sider highway robbery honorable, and even within a single city a 
thousand changes might be shown to prove that no law is invari¬ 
able and many harmful. If the just should obey the laws, which 
laws must they be i Can anyone admit that there is a difference 
among laws and still hold that good men by nature follow a justice 
which really exists and is not merely assumed ? Each nation in 

^ De Rt PMica, II, chaps. aS-ap. The bitterness of these words may be the result of 
Cicero’s hatred of Cae^. Compare the scarcely veiled references to him in the De OjfUiis 
written later (Bk. n, chaps, i. 7.8» 24, Bk. m, a, for example), and the outspoken hostility in 
Cicero’s letters. The De Re Fubliea was written between 54 and 5a b.c. and the De Legibus 
begun in 53 but left unfinished. In Cicero’s discussion of these matters, one may possibly 
see indications of the famous distinction dearly drawn by Bartolus in the fourteenth century 
between a tyrant sine HRiie and one exerciHo^ a difference that lies behind almost the whole 
of the great controversy about monardiy in the sixteenth century when religious differences 
within states had come in to give a new and vastly significant meaning to acts of royal 
oppression. 

^De Re PnbUca, H, chap. 44. 
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actual fact ordains as law only what is expedient for it as Carneades 
proved. There is no justice; if there were, it would be the height 
of stupidity — to injure one’s self in consulting the interests of 
others. Let the Romans if they wish to be just restore what they 
have seized from other peoples and sink back into the state of 
poverty and wretchedness from which their conquests raised them. 
There can be no advantages to one state which are not disadvan¬ 
tages to another. Those are called tyrants who have the power 
of life and death over the people, but they prefer to call themselves 
kings; vrhen a few through wealth or birth control the republic it 
is faction, but is called aristocracy; if all are governed by the will 
of the people it is termed liberty but is nothing but license. 

But since one fears another, man against man, and order against 
order, and no one dares trust to himself, a kind of pact is joined 
between the people and the magistrates, and it is only from this 
that arises that thing which Scipio so praised, a united form of 
state; ‘‘for neither nature nor volition is the mother of justice, 
but defencelessness.” ^ 

Wisdom prompts us to enlarge our wealth and power, justice 
urges us to spare others and respect their rights and goods. 
Wealth, power, and honors, public and private, are the rewards of 
following the promptings of wisdom; while the just man, pillaged 
and in chains, is reduced to the last extreme of poverty and misery. 
“Who, then, is so mad as to be in doubt which he should choose ? 
And what is true of individuals is true of peoples. There is 
no state so stupid as not to prefer ruling unjustly to serving 
justly.” * 

We have little but fragments left of the answer of Laelius to this, 
but it was probably much the same as Plato’s and it no doubt 
expressed the views of Cicero himself. How, he asks, could one 
call tyranny a form of republic when all are oppressed by the 
cruelty of one, and there is neither a bond of law {vinculum juris) 

nor consent and association of the assemblage, which alone can 
make them a people ? A tyranny is not a vitiated republic; it is 
no republic at all. Nor may a state be truly called a republic when 
it is wholly in the power of a faction, as of the thirty in Athens 
or the rule of the Decemvirs just before their fall. 

But a popular state, where all things are said to be controlled 

^De lU PiMca, III, i$. 
*De Re PiMica, III, chaps. S-ao Passim, 
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by and under the power of the people, and the multitude inflicts 
punishment at will, and seizes and holds or destroys as it pleases, 
surely that must be a republic, since there the people are everything 
and we have agreed that a republic is a thing of the people. By 
no means, says Laelius. '^There is nothing I should more unhesi¬ 
tatingly deny to be a republic than that.*^* 

We refused to admit that Syracuse was a republic when a 
tyranny, or Agrigentum, or Athens, or this city under the Decem¬ 
virs, nor is there any greater reason to apply the name republic to 
a state under the domination of the multitude, since the assemblage 
is no people under Scipio’s definition if not restrained by consent 
to law {nisi qui consensu juris continetur)^ but as much a tyrant 
as if it were one man, and even more horrid, because no beast is 
more hideous than that which wears the face and bears the name 
of the people.^ 

The quotations or paraphrases above include some of Cicero's 
principal surviving statements regarding political institutions, 
their origin and nature, and the part played by justice in them. 
His conception of law appears to be the Stoic one, and it is set 
forth at length in the De Legibus as well as in one remarkable pas¬ 
sage from the De Re PublicUy preserved by Lactantius; and since 
it is by the existence of a ‘'bond of law" {vinculum juris) that a 
true republic is to be distinguished from other inferior groups of 
men, Cicero's conception of the nature of law assumes great impor¬ 
tance in his general view of the state. “True law," he says, “is 
right reason consonant with nature, diffused among all men, con¬ 
stant, eternal; which summons to duty by its command and 
hinders from fraud by its prohibition, which neither commands 
nor forbids good men in vain nor moves bad ones by either. To 
make enactments infringing this law, religion forbids, neither may 
it be repealed even in part, nor have we power through Senate or 
people to free ourselves from it. It needs no interpreter or ex¬ 
pounder but itself, nor will there be one law in Rome and another 
in Athens, one in the present and another in time to come,, but one 
law and that eternal and immutable shall embrace all peoples and 
for all time, and there shall be as it were one common master and 
ruler, the god of sdl, the author and judge and proposer of this 

law. And he who obeys him not shall flee from himself, and in 
spuming the nature of human kind by that very act he shall suffer 

^ De Re PtiHica, JM, chaps. 31-33. 
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the greatest of torments, though he escape others which men 
consider pains/^ ^ 

Now therefore, after consideration in the manner of Plato of 
men’s natural endowments and the nature of their association, it 
remains to go on as Plato does in his Laws to this law which is so 
closely connected with these. For this we shall not look as men 
usually do to the Praetor’s edict nor to the Twelve Tables as our 
predecessors did, but we shall draw it from the fundamental prin¬ 
ciples of philosophy. For it is not the details of legal rules or 
practice that we have undertaken to discuss but nothing less than 
the source of universal law and of enactments. The nature of law 
niust be made clear and that must be derived from the nature of 
man; and enactments must be considered by which states ought 
to be ruled as well as the jura civilia in which the rights and com¬ 
mands of peoples have been actually set forth and described, not 
omitting those of our own people. 

The wisest of men have defined law as the supreme reason seated 
in nature which enjoins what must be done and forbids the con¬ 
trary, and that reason when fixed and elaborated in the mind of 
man, as lex. And so they have considered prudence to be law, 
since it is its province to command right action and to forbid the 
contrary, and they think its name is derived from the Greek word 
meaning to give to each one what is his, but I think it comes from 
our own word ‘‘to gather” (Jegendo) for as they place the empha¬ 
sis in law upon fairness we place it on the choosing {dilectus) and 
no doubt there is something of each of these in law. But properly 
speaking, as it seems to me and to others as well, the beginning of 
law must be derived from lexy and that is the potency of nature, 
the intellect and reason of a prudent man, the measure of right 
and wrong. In popular language it is customary to call that law, 
which enacts as written rules what it pleases in commanding or 
forbidding, as the unlearned apply it, but we should look for the 
beginning of the establishment of law in that highest law which 
was bom ages before any written law or even any state had been 
founded. Man is the only animate thing created by God as a 
sharer in reason, and what is more divine than reason, which when 
it develops and becomes perfect we call true wisdom ? Since, then,, 

there is nothing higher than reason and it exists both in man and 
in God, the partnership in reason of man with God is first. If 

iLactandiu, InsUtuUones DMnae, VI, 8; Cioeio, ZV Xe PMka, JXL aS. 
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reason is common to both, so is right reason, and if right reason is 
law, by law as well we must believe that men are joined with the 
gods. Moreover, between those in communion of law there is also 
a community of right, and they who have these things in common 
must be thought of as belonging to the same state, as they are 
obedient to the same authority and power. And these much more 
so, for they are obedient to the celestial disposition of the divine 
mind and to mighty God. And so this whole world must be 
regarded as a single state common to gods and men. Virtue man 
shares with God : it is the likeness of man to God. We are born 
to justice, and right exists not by opinion but by nature, as will 
be clear if we but look at the association and relations of men with 
each other. For the likeness of all men to each other is far greater 
than their differences in mind and thought, in virtue,"and even in 
their vices. 

What nation exists that does not honor kindness, and hate the 
proud and the cruel ? Reason has by nature been given to all men, 
and if so, right reason, and law, and if law then right. ‘‘For there 
is one law by which the society of men is held together, and one 
lex has established it. That lex is right reason in commanding or 
forbidding, and one who disregards it is unjust whether it has ever 
been written or not.” But if justice is no more than a compliance 
with the written laws and institutions of peoples, and if, as some 
say, all things must be measured by utility alone, then let every 
one neglect and break the laws if he can, when he thinks it is to 
his own advantage. If it is not of nature, there is no justice at 
all, and what has been established on account of utility, by that 
utility is destroyed. If right is not to be confirmed in nature, all 
virtues will be destroyed along with it. How can liberality exist, 
or love of country, or piety, or the desire to deserve well of another ? 
“For these all arise from our natural propensity to love men,which 
is also the foundation of right.” If rights were established only 
by ordinances of the people or decrees of princes, or decisions of 
judges, then it would be right to pillage, to commit adultery, to 
falsify wills, if such things were approved by the votes or decrees 
of the multitude. It is not for hope of reward that men do right. 
If so we should praise a man for being crafty rather than good. 

One who looks about him must see that man is in reality a citizen 
of the world as of one great city. We have all learned by heart 
the Twelve Tables, and we have been used to call other things of 
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this kind “laws,” but we must remember that all the power these 
have to enjoin rightful acts or to forbid wrongful ones is older than 
peoples or states and coeval with the God himself who rules heaven 
and earth. Reason, springing from the nature of things, which 
impels us to good and recalls us from evil, did not become law 
when it was written, but when it was made; and it was made at 
the same time as the mind of God. The varying rules appointed 
for peoples according to the needs of the time have the name of 
laws more by favor than by right. Every law which rightly bears 
the name is good. How many things there are enacted among 
peoples to their harm and danger which no more deserve the name 
of law than if enacted by highwaymen I “Law, then, is a distinc¬ 
tion between things just and unjust, expressing that original and 
fundamental nature of all things to which the laws of men are 
conformed which inflict penalties on the wicked and defend and 
protect the good.” ^ 

From hence too is the power of the magistrate, that he rule and 
prescribe things right and useful and conformable to the laws. 
For the laws control the magistrate as the magistrate controls the 
people, “and it may be truly said that the magistrate is a speaking 
law, the law a silent magistrate.” * And nothing is more suited 
to the right and condition of nature (by which I mean law) than 
authority {imperium)^ for without it no household nor state can 
endure, not even the whole race of men, nor the nature of things, 
nor the world itself. For as the magistrate is subject to God so 
the seas and lands are subject to the magistrate and the life of 
men conforms to the commands of the supreme law.’ 

The study of the state begins with a study of human nature and 
by that nature men are equal; all men and all races of men are 
capable of virtue; it is vice and wrong-doing, not nature, that 
produce inequality. Dr. Carlyle has rendered a great service in 

‘ De Legihus, I, chaps. 5-24; II, 4-5 Passim. 
* Vereque did potest magistratum legem esse loquentem, legem autem mutum magis- 

tratum. It was apparently a prominent part of the Hellenistic conception of kingship that 
the king was law personified, that is a 'living law’* {v6/ms (tfipvxos). It was natural for the 
Romans after the expulsion of the kings to continue to ascribe a similar character to the 
magistrates who temporarily performed the offices once performed by their kings. For an 
interesting account of this conception of kingship, which the author believes to be Hellra- 
istic, drawn from the extracts preserved by Stobaeus, see Erwin R. Goodenough, The 
PMicd Philosophy of HeUenistic Kingship, Yak Classical Studies, vol. i, pp. 55-xoa, 1928, 
with the extracts there given and the references to modem monogri^c material. Some 
of these apparently Hellenistic ideas regarding kingship may posdbly have had their origin 
in Persia or other parts of the East, as Mr. Goodenough thioks. 

*DeLe^,jmt. 
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emphasizing the fact that this is the most important difference 
between Cicero and the greatest of the Greek philosophers. It is 
as he has said ^^The dividing line between the ancient and the 
modern political theory.” We are at the beginnings of a theory 
of human nature and society of which the liberty. Equality, and 
Fraternity^ of the French Revolution is only the present-day ex¬ 
pression.” And he has shown that this turning point lies in the 
period between Aristotle and Cicero.^ The idea of the equality 
of men is the profoundest contribution of the Stoics to political 
thought, that idea has colored its whole development from their 
day to ours, and its greatest influence is in the changed conception 
of law that in part resulted from it. To Cicero law is coeval with 
man. Man as man shares it with God, and by nature he shares 
it equally with other men of whatever race or city, and this before 
the foundation of any state or the establishment of its jus civile. 
True, this in essence may be the same as the theory of Plato and 
Aristotle. The Stoics and the Roman jurists after them defended 
the objectivity and the natural character of law against their 
opponents much as Socrates and Plato and Aristotle had done 
against the Sophists, but the belief in equality has made in effect 
a new theory of it. To Plato only the few can ever bear to look 
at the light, though the light is there; the bulk of mankind are 
not capable of it, they must be content with the dim shadow of 
truth on the wall of the prison in which they are chained for life, 
and for Plato knowledge and political virtue are not separate 
things. Therefore it is natural” to man and it is best for him to 
be ruled by his natural superiors, and aristocracy becomes the form 
of government suited to the nature of the vast majority of men. 
And Aristotle fully agrees, so far as political results are concerned. 
Citizenship implies equality indeed, but it is not numerical equality 
but proportional. Some are born to subjection as others are to 
rule, and as a principle of nature. It is not too much to say that 
Locke’s theory of the rights of man as man antecedent to and 
independent of the state has been implicit in political thought ever 
since the Stoics and as a result of Rome’s transmission of Stoic 
conceptions of equality. 

For Aristotle only a beast or a god can subsist outside a state, 

and even many men who are in a state are scarcely of it, because 
they are **naturally” rather beasts than men. For Cicero on the 

M Bishry oJUtiiaeoul Theory M the West, vol. i, p. 9. 
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contrary “this whole world must be thought of as one great state 
common to gods and men,” and “there is one common equal rule 
of life among men.” If anyone disobeys this rule, a rule made at 
the same time as the mind of God, “before any written laws or 
any state had been founded,” such a one “spurns the nature of 
man” itself. The ideas of Aristotle and Cicero about these things 
may have had a common origin but they have become poles apart 
in their influence on political thought. 

It is in this newer conception of law that the departure from the 
inequality of antique thought has had its greatest influence upon 
later ideas of the state. For to Cicero this law common to all men 
and to God and as old as time is also the source of the state itself, 
— a state is nothing else than “a partnership in law” {juris 
societas)} 

Not only is Cicero^s law different, then, from Platons or Aris¬ 
totle’s ; his whole theory of the state is far more dependent on law 
than theirs, a theory of rights in a sense with which the Greeks were 
unacquainted; and this legalistic character, apparently of Roman 
and not Greek origin, confirmed by the later Roman jurists, was 
handed on by them to remain one of the distinguishing marks of 
western political thought almost to our own day, if it is not so 
still. 

The authors of Justinian’s Institutes defined a private obligation 
as “a bond of law” {juris vinculum)and Cicero nearly six cen¬ 
turies before referred to “the bond {vinculum) that first bound 
men together In the association of a republic,” • also as a “bond 
of law.” “Law {lex)y* he says, “is the bond of civil society” 
{civilis societatis vinculum), and jus is equivalent to lex; ^ for what 
is a state but “a partnership in law” {juris societas)i Law is 
coeval with God, though we know it through the nature of man 
who shares it with God, and in that eternal law the state itself has 
its origin, for the state is “an assemblage of men associated in con¬ 
sent to law.” To Cicero, then, the state is not “prior” to the 
individual, not even in thought, as with Aristotle. Society and 
the state are no longer equivalent terms. He can speak of society 
as a wider thing than any political unit and an older, and he can 

< Odd sstenlmdvitas nisi Jurbsodetu & PsMfed, 1,39. 
^InsUMes, 3,13, pr. 
*. . . illud vinclum, quod primum homines inter se rd pubiicae sodetate devinslt# 

Ve Xe PubUea, I, s6. 
^Quare cum lex ait dvilia aodetatis vinculum iW,I,39. 
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think of man as something more than a mere "part” of a state, 
lifeless as a foot of stone if separated from it, and even incon¬ 
ceivable but in reference to it. Man may have a real existence 
before he enters into any state, he has had an existence before 
states were or any of their laws; and if so, it is possible to think 
of him as in some ways independent of a state's existence, and it 
is conceivable that he may have "rights” with which it has nothing 
to do. We are plainly in the presence of the beginnings of "mod¬ 
ern” political thought. 

To Cicero, apparently, the "consent to law” in which the 
"partnership” of the republic consists, does not necessarily imply 
a definite "compact”; but there is one passage in which he repre¬ 
sents the opponents of Scipio as practically anticipating even that 
famous theory, a part of it almost in the very terms of Hobbes 
himself—"But since one fears another, and no one dares trust 
to himself, a sort of compact {pactio) is made between the people 
and the powerful men, and it is from this that exists that form of 
united state which Scipio was praising.” ^ 

But whether formed by definite "pact” or not, it is significant 
that Cicero's state is founded in consent, and that this to be 
effective, must be the consent of the whole people {populus)^ a 
theory which formed the central principle of the Roman republican 
constitution and survived the establishment of practical despotism 
in the Empire to pass into the common thought of Europe in later 
centuries.* Furthermore, the state so founded is for Cicero no 
collection of men united merely politically by common aims and 
common ideals: it is a populus welded together by a bond of law 
into a corporate body with supreme legal authority, and this 
remains just as true whether the state happens to be a kingdom, 
an aristocracy, or a democracy; for all these are but differing 
forms of administration not of sovereign power. All three are 
varieties of res publicae^ and a res publica is res populi. The Greek 
political notion of a politeuma was utterly foreign to the legalistic 
thinking of Rome. To a Greek, thinking politically, an oligarchy 
or a king was the state; to a Roman thinking in terms of law, it 
was "the proper business of the magistrate” — a king even, as 

well as others — "to understand that he impersonates tlie state, 

1 De Ri PMka, III, xj. 
* See Rehm, CesckUhte der Siaatsrecktsw^msekitft, pp. 149-150. **The assembly of the 

people is the state; not merely the organ of the pepidHs, but the popvtka itself.” 
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to maintain its due dignity and honor, to conserve its laws, to 
administer its rights, and to bear in mind the things committed 
to his trust/' ^ All the elements of the modern legalistic concept 
tion of sovereignty seem to be present here in their entirety and 
present for the first time, though Bodin's claim may be conceded 
that no philosopher or jurisconsult before him had exactly defined 
it/ The analogy between this bond of law {vinculum juris) thus 
arising from consent, which for Cicero creates a state, and the 
private obligations which later jurists defined by the selfsame 
phrase, is so striking as to suggest a possible connection between 
the two. The state is a vinculum juris and so is an obligatio. 
Obligations may arise from wrongful actions (ex delicto)^ and it 
was a prevalent theory in the early middle ages that the state 
itself had first appeared after the fall of man as a consequence and 
a remedy for his sin. Other obligations are created by a definite 
agreement {pactum) of parties {ex contractu) as the compact 
theory would create the state, and in still other cases an agreement 
is presumed and an obligation incurred by acts unaccompanied 
by any express pact {quasi ex contractu). The last of these seems 
to come nearest to the consent to law” in which for Cicero the 
*‘bond of civil society” {civilis societatis vinculum) consists. 
But in every one of these cases it is the bond of law {vinculum 
juris) not the act of the party which creates the obligation. The 
agreement of two persons, for example, is itself no contract, though 
the bond of law may make a contract out of it: as in the common¬ 
wealth a ^^consent to law” exists or is assumed. It would be 
misleading to press this analogy too far, but the Roman mind was 
legalistic, the Roman state theory was largely the work of jurists 
from its beginning to its end, and so many of these Roman law 
ideas are actually found in the wake of the Roman Empire in 
early medieval speculations concerning the state that the fact 
can scarcely be a mere coincidence. 

Between the writings of Cicero and those of the great Roman 
^ Cicero, De Officiis, I, 34, Est igitur proprium munus magistratus intelligere se gerere 

personam dvitatis debereque ejus dignitatem et decus sustineie, servare leges, jura descri- 
bere, ea fidei suae commissa meminisse. See Rehm, op. cit., pp. 150-153, where this passage 
is quoted from Cicero and some of the points set forth above establi^ed. Cicero's phrase 
se gerere personam dvitatis is veiy significant. The magistrate '^wears the mask of the state.” 
He impersonates it as an actor does any particular character by the mask he wears. His 
decrees are the voice of the law sounding through the mask of his offidal person. The 
magistrate is a living law because he bears the ^racter {persona or caput) of the state. 
See Heumann, Handlexicon t» den Qudkn des rdmischen Reehts, s* v. Persona, 

* Bodin’s De RepubHca, I, 8. 
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jurists preserved in Justinian’s Digest come a large number of 
writers whose works here and there illustrate the state of contem¬ 
porary political thought, poets, historians, and moralists, but none 
seem to contribute much that is actually new with the possible 
exception of Seneca, who died by his own hand at Nero’s order in 
65 A.D. His writings may be considered as the highest and the 
completest statement of Stoic views regarding the state in the early 
imperial epoch, but there is little in them to indicate much sig¬ 
nificant advance beyond his predecessors except perhaps his elabo¬ 
ration of the idea of the primitive innocence of mankind in the 
early ages of the world before there were states or other forms of 
dominion over men or external things. His belief in such a con¬ 
dition involved a further theory of the later degradation of man¬ 
kind and the growth of certain human institutions either as a 
result of this fall from innocence itself or as the outgrowth of a 
coercive power which that fall made necessary. In Seneca, then, 
we have apparently the earliest complete surviving expression 
of some theories that later played a very considerable part in the 
historical unfolding of political thought. We have, for example, 
in the idea of a state of men’s primitive innocence and their sub¬ 
sequent loss of it, a theory which in the hands of later Christian 
writers might easily be combined with the Biblical account of the 
fall of Adam to color all their thinking about the state, slavery, 
and property during the early middle ages. The profoundest of 
the results of this tendency and one of the earliest, was the added 
emphasis which in time was placed on the difference not merely 
between the jus naturale and the jus civilcy but even between the 
jus naturale and the jus gentium,^ 

Many, possibly most, of the jurists of the second century a.d. if 
Gaius may be considered typical of them, seem still to adhere to 
a contrary view, and identify the philosophic law of nature and 
the actualgentium; but a generation later Ulpian and others 
set forth in unmistakable terms the idea, not merely that the two 

> Gcero had emphasized the hnt of these differences and Hildenbrand argues convincingly 
that he had distinguished scarcely less dearly between the/«r natwrak and theinr gentium. 
GeschickU und System der Reekts- imd Staatsphilesepkie, pp. 560-581^ espedally pp. S72~577- 
Such a distinction would be a natural result of the subjectivism which Stoic doctiine shared 
with opposing schoob of thought. If this dbtinction tended to disappear among the Roman 
jurists, as the later evidence of Gaius might seem to indicate, this must have been in part 
the reault of factors in Rome extraneous to Greek philosophy, the outcome of local conditions, 
rather than a mere deduction from Uie original doctrines of Stoidsm, which in some of thdr 
a^)ects would seem to discourage imtead of to favor such a tendency. 
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are distinct, but that the jus gentium was of later historical origin 
and its actual content the result of strife and war.^ It was the 
views of Ulpian rather than of Gaius that later jurists followed 
on this point, as the Institutes of Justinian show, with the result 
that the weight of the Roman law was ultimately added to the 
influence of the philosophic views of Seneca to combine with 
Genesis in forming the theories generally accepted in the earlier 
middle ages on the question of the origin and nature of social 
institutions such as slavery and government. 

Here and there among the early Christians leanings are to be 
found in the direction both of communism and anarchy, which 
must have been strengthened by a view like Seneca’s that man¬ 
kind while still uncorrupted knew no dominion of one man over 
another, political or economic, and later Roman legal writers 
tended in part to confirm it in theory if not in practice. The 
result was that these human institutions came to be regarded as 
the result of sin, and it was possible for some to go even farther and 
regard them as sinful in themselves. At least they were not origi¬ 
nal. They had a historical origin. They were man-made all of 
them, and if they have a divine sanction it is at most only as a 
remedy for sin. The sinless had not needed them and never do 
need them. Thus it appears that Seneca’s ideas, though Stoic in 
origin, tended at a later time to veer around through this idea of 
the fall of man toward a view not unlike that of the older skeptics, 
that the state is not a natural but a conventional thing; and 
Seneca’s writings indicate one of the streams that later united 
in the thought of the early Church fathers to form the usual 
view of the early middle ages, that slavery is only an external, 
accidental status, historical in origin, and against nature in 
character; that government may not be far different from it in 
origin at least; and that private property ought to be limited to 
the use of external goods, charity to be enforced as a duty, and 
poverty encouraged as a virtue. Seneca’s view is in some ways 

^ It is scarcely safe to assume, as is usually done, that the identification of thtjus naturak 
and they«« geniinm because made by Gaius, mus$ be t3rpical of his time even for lawyers. 
It is true, his textbook of law was the one most used, but its popularity did not result from 
the few general statements on the jus gstUium with which it begins, but from the masterly 
Bummaiy of the;iu civik which constitutes all the rest. These opening statements about the 
Jus gsuUum may not be of greater significance than the lip-serWce to the law of nature in 
what Sir Frederick Pollock aptly calls ** the ornamental part’’ of Blackstone’s Commeniaries 
which precedes the author’s complete acceptance of the doctrine of the omnipotence of 
Pariiament. Sweeping generalizations on this subject, such as Sir Henry Make’s, are baaed 
after all upon contemporary evidence very small l^e^ k amount. 
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strangely like Rousseau^s Discourse on the Origin of Inequality 
among Men} 

The philosophic basis of Roman law is Greek and it was laid in 
the Republican period, but the particular principles of the law it¬ 
self are Roman, worked out step by step with patient thoroughness 
by generations of magistrates and jurists. As the poet says of the 
English constitution they were ‘^broadening down from precedent 
to precedent,” slowly expanding to meet changing social and 
economic needs in a sure and gradual development scarcely 
matched in the whole history of human institutions for the length 
of the process or the permanence and solidity of the result. ‘Tt 
may be said that the Romans have fixed for all time the categories 
of juristic thought.” ^ Cato might have boasted of the permanence 
of Roman private law with even more justice than he did of the 
Roman Republic and for the same reason: it was established not 
by the genius of one man but of many, nor for the life of one but 
for ages. The Greek genius produced a theory of the state and 
of law, Rome above all developed a scientific jurisprudence; but 
aside from its contributions, to political philosophy she added but 
very little. A permanent legal system such as Rome's or Eng¬ 
land's must be a gradual evolution, a conservative development 
based on precedent, and the work of innumerable hands, the 
product not so much of individual genius as of collective adminis¬ 
trative ability, and of this the brilliant restless mind of Greece 
seemed impatient. It is dangerous to generalize about raci*^ 
characteristics, and Greece had little chance to develop the polit 
ical solidarity necessary for a great permanent system of juris¬ 
prudence. Particular states like Athens, and probably others if 
we knew more of them and their institutions, had gone some dis¬ 
tance in that direction, but it is the fact, whatever the reason, that 
Greece produced, and in the circumstances could produce, nothing 
comparable with the Praetor's edict, Rome certainly produced no 
political philosopher comparable with Aristotle. Greek political 
philosophy — whatever the reason may be — was largely the work 
of exceptional individuals; the Roman constitution was the work- 

1 For a brief but adequate account of Seneca’s political ideas* see Carlyl^ A Eistwry of 
Mediaewd Political Them, vol I chap. ii. Dr. Carlyle points out one important difference 
between Seneca and the ideas of the eighteenth century. For Seneca the primitive condition 
of mankind was one of innocence radto than porfe^on* an undevelop^ stage of culture 
to u^ch it was certainly not possible and pioba^ not desirable to return. Op. dLp pp. sg- 
S4. 

* E. Cuq, Lee imtiMiomJnHdiaues dot Pmoins, ad ed., vol. i, p. xsiv. 
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ing system of a capable people; and naturally the former tended 
to emphasize aristocracy; the central principle of the latter was 
the sovereignty of the populus. Rome’s influence upon the growth 
of political thought is thus radically different from that of Greece, 
but it is in its way scarcely less important. 

From what has just been said, it is evident that we must expect 
to find among the Roman juristic writings the evidence of what 
men were actually thinking about the state, rather than any 
striking innovations or important individual contributions to that 
thought. And this is especially true of the first important jurist 
of the classic period of Roman law whose work has survived in 
its original form. Gaius was no original thinker, he was not even 
a great jurist, but he was what is probably more important for our 
search, the author of the best concise handbook of existing law, and 
the most popular one of his day. For this reason his statements 
may perhaps be a more trustworthy indication of the current polit¬ 
ical ideas underlying the law of Rome in the second century a.d. 

than the novel generalizations of keener minds. ^‘Whatever any 
people itself has established as law for it,” Gaius says, ”this is con¬ 
fined to it alone and is called thtjus civile^ as a kind of law peculiar 
to the state; whatever, on the other hand, natural reason has 
established among all men, this is observed uniformly among all 
peoples and is called the jus gentium^ as a kind of law which all 
races employ. And so the Roman people employ a law partly 
peculiar to themselves and partly common to all men.” ^ The two 
divisions of jus made here are according to origins, but he proceeds 
to make a further classification of it as it exists in Rome, on the 
basis of the source of its authority, into legesy plebiscitay senatus 
consulta, constitutiones principuniy edicts of magistrates having 
legal authority to issue them, and the responses of the learned in 
the law. **Lexy^ he further says, **is what the populus commands 
and has established,” a plebiscite is now what the plebs commands 
and has established (the populus being all the citizens, the plebs, 
all except the patricians), but only since the passage of the Lex 
Hoftensia which gave it binding force equal to lex. What the 
Senate ordains likewise gains the position of lex (legis vicem 

1 Gaius, InsHiuUonest i, i , . quod quisque populus ipse sibi Jus constituit, id fpsius 
pioprium est vocaturque jus civile, quasi jus proprium dvitatis; quod vero naturalis ratio 
inter omnes homines oonstituit, id apud omnes popnlos peraoque custoditur vocaturque jus 
gentium, quasi quo jure omnesgentesutuntur. IV^usitaqueRomattuspartimsuopiopdo^ 
putim oommuni omnium hominum jure ulitor.** 
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optinet)—though this has been questioned;*' and a constitution 
of the Pfinceps is what the Emperor by decree, edict, or letter, has 
ordained; *^nor has it ever been doubted that this should hold the 
place of lexy since the Emperor himself receives his imperium by 
a lex** (nec umquam dubitatum est, quin id legis vicem optineat, 
cum ipse imperator per legem imperium accipiat). Only one more 
short statement need be included: Slaves are in the power of 
their masters, and this power is of the jus gentiuniy for we may 
observe among all races uniformly that a power of life and death 
over slaves rests in their masters.” ^ But it is followed immedi¬ 
ately by the assertion that ^St is not permissible now for Roman 
citizens or any others under the sovereign authority of the Roman 
people {sub imperio populi Romani) to indulge in excessive or 
causeless harshness towards their slaves,” two imperial constitu¬ 
tions are cited which impose particular restrictions upon masters, 
and such a constitution, Gaius declares, is rightly made” {recte 
fit)y for we should not make evil use of our right. These few sen¬ 
tences, considered together with the author's significant omission 
of certain other statements about slavery made by later jurists, 
constitute the chief indications given by Gaius of the political 
thought of his time. 

Among other things they seem to point to an existing belief that 
the law of nature and the jus gentium are one and the same in 
content, character, and origin, merging with the jus civile in Rome 
to form a part of her law, no matter what the form of its promul¬ 
gation may be; that any particular rule or institution is proved to 
belong to the jus gentiumy if we can find all nations employing it; 
and that slavery is such an institution of that law in force every¬ 
where, although full exercise of the rights under it may be an “evil 
use” of them which enactments of the jus civile may “rightly” 
curb. This recognition by Gaius that one admitted right under 
the jus gentium “established by natural reason among all men,” 
may at the same time be an abuse which a particular state ought 
to limit by its own law, is a curious inconsistency that has received 
scant attention, but it is the sign of a small breach in an older legal 
theory which in a generation or two was to widen into |he settled 

belief that the jus naiurale and the;W gentium are totally separate 
from each other in origin, in nature, and in content, and that 
slavery as an institution is “against nature.” 

X Gaiuf, JmtiMiones, x, 52. 
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Another sign of the transitional character of the political thought 
of the time of Gaius appears in his discussion of lex and the relation 
of other kinds of enactment to it. *‘The imperium of the Roman 
people” is the authority from which comes the binding force of 
enactments of whatever kind, directly in the case of leges made by 
the populus itself, indirectly as in plebiscita which have ‘^the place 
of lex** only because the whole populus by a lex have conferred 
on the Plebs the authority to make them. Decrees of the Senate 
have similar force, Gaius thinks, and for the same reason, though 
he hints at existing doubts of this, because no definite lex could be 
pointed to by which the populus had conferred the power; and 
the inconclusive reason suggested later in the Institutes of Justinian 
would hardly seem a valid answer to all such doubts. But no 
doubts of this kind could possibly exist concerning the imperial 
constitutions, because every emperor received his authority by a 
lex that was definite and known. This clear statement by Gaius 
that the populus is the source of all legal authority is of the highest 
importance, and it is not without significance that it continued to 
be the central principle of the Roman constitution to the very end, 
even after it was weakened into a mere theory of origins by the 
growth under it of a practical absolutism that was complete. 

Between the writings of Gaius in the second century and the 
issuance of the great law books of Justinian in the sixth a few 
Roman legal writings are known to us from sources independent 
of Justinian’s collections, chiefly parts of the treatises on the 
private law or imperial constitutions, but none of these is much 
concerned with the theory of the state, with the possible exception 
of an occasional imperial law included in the Theodosian Code. 
Our knowledge of the development of political thought in this 
period is derived almost entirely from legal writings included by 
Justinian’s commissioners in the compilations or summaries of the 
sixth century. But it is important to bear in mind two things 
about these writings. Though set forth in their surviving form 
in the sixth century, some of the most important were originally 
written much earlier, the bulk of them in the third century, a few 
earlier, and some later. Secondly, the commissioners were required 

to make such alterations in these before publication as were neces¬ 
sary to bring them into line with the law of Justinian’s time, and 
this was actually done, though apparently as sparingly as possible. 
It is mainly from these sources and with these limitations that we 
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must reconstruct the history of Roman political thought from the 
third to the sixth century a.d. Of Justinian’s books^ the Digest 
is probably the most important as the source of earlier political 
thought. It consists of a vast number of extracts from legal 
writings extant in the sixth century, fortunately with the book, 
the treatise, and the name of its author, appended to each extract. 
The largest single contributor to it was Ulpian, one of the leading 
Roman jurists of the third century, and it is among the extracts 
from his writings that probably the largest number of statements 
of third century political thought are to be found, though a few 
of the most important of them come from the writings of other 
jurists of the same general period or near it. Scarcely less impor¬ 
tant than the Digest^ at least for the ideas of the later Empire, was 
the students’ manual issued in the same year, 533 A.D., with a title 
and a general order of treatment identical with those of the Insti- 
tutiones or Institutes of Gaius. The amended Code promulgated 
the next year includes a few imperial constitutions of political 
interest, as do also the *‘new constitutions” issued from time to 
time during the remaining thirty years of Justinian’s reign. From 
all these, together with incidental statements in non-legal writers, 
and an occasional inscription, such as the important Lex de Imperio 
of Vespasian,^ most of the political ideas of the imperial epoch 
must be drawn. 

‘‘Justice,” in the opening words of Justinian’s InstituteSy “is a 
constant and perpetual disposition of the will which renders to 
each one what is his right.” This important definition is taken by 
the authors of the Institutes from the Rules of Ulpian written in 
the third century and included in Justinian’s Digest.^ The signifi¬ 
cant statements immediately following come from the same source: 
“Jurisprudence is the knowledge of things divine and human, the 
perception of the just and the unjust.” “The precepts of law 
are these: to live uprightly, to injure no one, to render to each 
his right.” “Jus,” Ulpian had said in another book,* “is so called 
from justitia;** it is, as Celsus says, “ the art of the good and the 
fair.” ^ “The word jusy^ declares Julius Paulus, another great 
jurist contemporary with Ulpian, “is used in many senses; in one 

^ Printed in Textei de droit romain, edited by P. F. Girard, 5th ed., pp. 107-108; Bruns, 
Pontes Juris Romani Antiquit 7th ed., pp. 909^20$. 

* Digestt I, X, 10, pr. 

* His Institutest Digest, t, 1, pr. 
* Celsus was an important Roman Jurist of the first and second centuries aj). 
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that is termed just which is invariably fair and good, as is jus 
naturals; in another for what is advantageous to all persons or to 
most in any particular state, as is the jus civile^ and in our own 
state jus is applied no less properly to the jus honorarium^ and the 
praetor is said to administer right even when he gives an unjust 
decision, regard being had not to what the praetor has actually 
done but to what he ought to do/^ ^ 

Law is either public, concerned with the gods or the state; or 
it is private, pertaining to the interests of private individuals. The 
latter is threefold, deduced from rules of nature, of nations, or of 
a particular nation. **Jus naturaley* the first of these three, “is 
what nature has taught to all animals, for this law is not peculiar 
to man but common to all animals, whether brought forth upon 
the earth, in the sky, or in the sea. From it comes the union of 
male and female which we call marriage, and the procreation and 
training of offspring, for we see that other animals as well as man 
are acquainted with this law.” * Examples of it are our “obliga¬ 
tions to the gods and the duty of submission to parents or coun¬ 
try” * or “the right to repel violence and wrong, for it is according 
to this law, that an act done for the protection of one's person is 
held to be rightful, and since nature has established a kind of kin¬ 
ship between us, as a consequence it is impious for one man to 
lie in wait for another.” ^ 

“The jus gentium is the law employed by men in nations, and 
that it departs from natural law is evident from the latter's being 
common to all animals, while the jus gentium is common only to 
men in relation to each other.” ® Manumission of slaves, for ex¬ 
ample, had its origin in the jus gentiumy “for by the law of nature 
all would have been born free and manumission would therefore 
be unheard of since slavery itself would be unknown. But after 
servitude came in through the jus gentium the benefit of manu¬ 
mission followed. And though we should have been known by 
one natural name as men, under the jus gentium three classes 
appeared, freemen, slaves, and a third class of freedmen who had 
ceased to be slaves.” • 

I, I, II. 

* Ulpian, Institutiones, D, t, i, 2-3; IfutiMumes, i, 2, pr. 
* Pomponius, Enchiridion, D, i, i, 2. Pomponlus flourished in the first half of the second 

century a 

< Florentinus, Institutes, D, s, i, 3. 
* Ulpian, op. cit., D, i, x, 1,4. 
* Ulpian, InstiMeSs D, x, i, 4. 
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“By this jus gentium wars were introduced, nations marked oflF, 
realms established, rights of ownership distinguished, bounds set 
to fields, houses built, traffic, purchase and sale, letting and hiring 
and all sorts of obligations instituted, except a few introduced 
under the jus civile** ^ 

“The jus gentium s common to the whole human race. For, 
urged on by custom and human needs, tribes of men established 
certain rules for themselves; wars arose and as a result the taking 
of captives and reducing them to servitude which are contrary 
to natural law. For by natural law from the beginning all men 
were born free. And from this jus gentium also all contracts were 
introduced, such as purchase and sale, letting and hiring, partner¬ 
ship, deposituMy mutuumy and others without number.” * 

“All people who are ruled by laws and customs employ a 
law partly their own, partly common to all mankind, for what 
each people has established as law for itself, that is peculiar to 
the state and is called jus civile as pertaining to that state alone; 
but what natural reason has established among all men, this is 
observed among all peoples uniformly, and known as the jus 
gentiumy as of a law used by all nations. And so the Roman 
people employ a law partly peculiar to them, partly common to 
all men.” ® 

“The jus civile is a law which neither departs entirely from 
natural law or the jus gentium nor wholly follows it; and so 
when we add anything to or subtract it from the common law 
{iufi community we create a law of our own, that is the jus 
civile** ^ 

The jus civile is of two kinds, written and unwritten. The 
written law or lexy according to Papinian, generally conceded to 
be the greatest of Roman lawyers, is a comniand of general appli¬ 
cation, a resolution of learned men, a restraint of offences whether 
committed voluntarily or in ignorance, a common covenant of the 
Republic.® The characterization comes from an oration attributed 
to Demosthenes, and it is given in Greek in the extract immediately 

1 Hermogenian, Juris EpUomaet D, i, 1, 5- Hennogenian flourished in the first hall of 
the fourth century a.d. 

^Institutes of Justinian, i, a, 2, 
* Gaius, JnsiituUmes, x, x. Quoted verbatim In Justinian’s Institutes, i, a, x. See ante, 

p. 12a. 
* Ulpian, Institutes, D, 1, i, 6, pr. 
^ I* 3,1; The passage, attributed to Demosthenes, is from the first of the twooratioiia 

adversus Aristegitenem, now coiuldered sporius. 
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ensuing, taken from the Institutes of Marcian, a jurist of the time 
of Caracalla, followed by another from Chrysippus,^ 

Justinian’s Institutes give the same list of the forms of written 
law at Rome as given by Gaius,^ leges proper, plebiscita, etc., and 
we need note only the differences in statement. One or two of 
these differences, however, are significant. Where Gaius expresses 
the opinion that decrees of the Senate obtain the place of lexy but 
hints at existing doubts of this,’ the authors of Justinian’s Institutes 
venture to give a reason. ‘‘Since the Roman people has grown 
to such a size that it would be difficult to call it together in one 
place for the ordaining of law, it has seemed fair to consult the 
senate instead of the people.” ’ But its decrees nevertheless are 
law, “and also” — the most famous of all Roman political maxims 
— “what the princeps has pleased to ordain, has the force of law, 
since by a regal law enacted concerning his imperiunty the people 
has conceded to him and conferred upon him the whole of its 
imperium and potestas,^* ’ A part of one such regal law, apparently 
in form of a decree of the Senate, conferring the imperium and 
potestas upon Vespasian in 69-70 a.d., was found on a bronze 
tablet unearthed in Rome in the fourteenth century.* But over 
against this most famous of all the dicta of Roman public law 
must be set a pronouncement scarcely less noteworthy of Theodo¬ 
sius and Valentinian in 429 a.d. “It is a worthy voice {digna vox) 
of reigning majesty for the princeps to profess his obligation to the 
laws; so our authority depends upon the authority of law. And 
in very truth, for sovereignty to submit to law is greater than 
[arbitrary] rule. And by the word of the present edict we declare 
that we do not suffer its being allowed us.” ^ 

Written law however does not exhaust the jus civile. There is 
also the law that arises without a writing “because custom has 
approved it, for immemorial custom approved by consent of those 
who use it supplies the place of law.” • 

“Natural Laws, which are uniformly observed among all nations, 
being established by a kind of divine providence, remain always 

*D, i» 3, a. *Ante, pp. xaa-zaj. ^Ante, pp. zaa-zaj. * Institutes, x, 2, 5. 
* Institutes, i, 2, 6. 

** Sed et quod principi placuJt, legia habet vlgorem, cum lege regia quae de imperio ejus 
lata eit, populus ei et in eum omne tuum imperium et potestatem ooneeadt.** Hiis near 
wording cornea from Ulpian’a Institutes with unimportant changes. Dig. z, 4, x. Compare 
It with the earlier statement of Gaius, Institutes, x, t, 5, ente, p. zaj. 

* P. F. Girard, TesUes de dfoit remain, sth ed., pp. zo6r-zo8. 
’ C, X, X4,4. * Insdtutes, x, 2, q. 
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firm and unchangeable, while those established for itself by any 
state soever are always liable to change either by tacit consent 
of the people, or by a later enactment/* ^ 

To these general pronouncements about law one single signifi¬ 
cant passage from the Institutes concerning slavery must be added, 
the statement taken from Florentinus: * *^and the freedom from 
which men are called free is one*s natural faculty of doing what 
is permissible for anyone to do provided he be not prevented by 
force or by law. Servitude, on the other hand, is a constitution 
(constitutio) of the jus gentium by which one is made subject, 
against nature, to the dominion of another.** 

The impression left by these extracts as a whole is certainly not 
one of great originality or philosophic depth. The indiscriminate 
eclecticism of the writers of Justinian*s Institutes^ for example, per¬ 
mits them to include within one small title both Ulpian*s assertion 
that the jus gentium ‘‘departs from the law of nature,** and the 
declaration of Gaius that it includes “what natural reason has 
established among all men.** These two positions may, it is true, 
not be wholly inconsistent. Patristic theory later made brave 
efforts to reconcile some aspects of them, not entirely without 
success, and Seneca had already suggested an explanation that 
may have influenced Hermogenian and the other jurists who 
ascribed war and servitude as well as government and a consider¬ 
able portion of the law of obligations to an actual though possibly 
prehistoric “departure** from the primitive simplicity of the 
earliest times. But among the jurists themselves the attempt to 
reconcile such apparent inconsistencies is usually either altogether 
absent, or so •feeble as to create the suspicion that they scarcely 
appreciated the existence of any important problem to be solved. 

Notwithstanding the apparent inability to see or to resolve these 
differences, the statements in Justinian’s books may be taken ^ 
evidences of certain marked tendencies in the course of political 
thought in the Roman Empire. We seem to see generally, though 
possibly not invariably, a growing feeling that all parts of the legal 
and political institutions of men are not primitive, that some of 
them which are obviously in use everywhere are evm “against 

nature/’ Such institutions have, in other words, a historical 
origin, though it probably belongs to the period before recorded 
history, and the causes which produced them are to be found not 

X| 2, XX, x, 3, x*a: />, x, 5,4. . 
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in men^s higher propensities, but in such lower ones as cruelty and 
avarice. They originate in a departure from primitive innocence 
and as the departure becomes greater and more widely extended 
they grow along with it, till at length they are seen to be a part of 
the particular law of every people and as common to all mankind 
as the primitive nature from which they have ‘‘receded.” We 
are back in much the same position as the Sophists, that political 
institutions are the result of men’s conventions, not the outgrowth 
of their inherent nature; and the beginnings of this divergence 
from Plato and Aristotle lie far back in the course of political 
speculation, they were Greek before they were Roman, and may 
be traced to the Epicurean and other schools of thought whose 
doctrines the Romans eagerly received together with Stoicism but 
never entirely reconciled with it. 

At all events under the Empire the majority of men seem to 
have come to accept the view that some legal and political institu¬ 
tions do not orginate in nature and are therefore not natural even 
though universal. In some ways they seem to go even beyond 
the Sophists, whose favorite point of attack upon the “natural” 
character of these institutions was the fact that men were not in 
agreement about them. There could be no “law,” because men 
in different places actually employed laws that were in opposition 
and contradiction one to another, while fire burns alike in Persia 
and in Greece. To the Roman some institutions had become 
“against nature” even though they were in full operation among 
all peoples. 

For Ulpian this contradiction between nature and universal 
custom is explained by the assumption that “nature” is an animal 
instinct which man shares with the lower creatures, while any legal 
or political institution found among men which departs from it, 
if universal, must be attributed to the jus gentium. This explana¬ 
tion seems to have appealed to few of Ulpian’s successors but the 
compilers of Justinian’s Digest and the authors of his Institutes^ 
but notwithstanding this it may»have had some influence on sub¬ 
sequent political thought. “No philosopher, so far as I know,” 
declared Vinnius in the seventeenth century, “ and no jurisconsult, 

has asserted that is something that applies to the brutes, except 
Ulpian alone, from whom Tribonian took it.” ^ To Ulpian ncvcr- 

1 Arnoldi Vinnii, In Qnatmf Libros JnstUuHonim ImpeHaUnm CommentoHm, Antren^ae, 
lyn, p. 13* The statement is not supported hy all the facts. 
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thefess appears to belong the somewhat doubtful distinction of 
being one of the authors of the identification of the political animal 
or ‘‘being’’ and the beast {besta) or lower animal^ and it was not 
a long step beyond when the “lower order” of men were collectively 
called by some not a beast merely, but a noxious beast (Jbelua)^ 
“a monster” not unlike Cicero’s tyrant who “outdoes the most 
monstrous of beasts in the excess of his vices,” ^ except that it is 
“a monster with a hundred heads.” The influence of such ideas 
upon the later development of the theory of tyrannicide is hard 
to estimate but it may have been considerable. The tyrant under 
that theory was an enemy of mankind and it was the duty as well 
as the right of anyone to “knock him in the head.” Like the 
medieval utlagatus or outlaw, he “bore the head of a wolf,” was 
beyond the law, and might be attacked with impunity. Moreover, 
since the application of the Darwinian hypothesis to ethics and 
politics in our own day, the naturalistic theories of Ulpian have 
again assumed an importance in general political thought which 
they lacked for centuries, and must therefore not be left out of 
the reckoning, whether we regard ethics and politics as a develop¬ 
ment of organic evolution or a departure from it. 

But “/ttj does not apply to brutes,” says Cujas in the sixteenth 
century in a note to these assertions of Ulpian’s, “nor can they 
suffer injuria . . . since brutes are without either reason or law.” 
Then unfortunately he tries to save Ulpian’s face by adding a dis¬ 
tinction which seems dangerously close to a quibble, and leaves 
totally out of account institutions of the jus gentium such as 
slavery which the Roman jurists considered flatly against nature. 
So he continues, “ But if men by reason do the same things which 
brutes do by incitement of nature, they do them under the law 
of nature. If all men do by reason things which brutes do not do, 
they do them under the jus gentium^ which is itself called the law 
of nature, the good and the fair, the natural equity, natural reason, 
lex naturalis and nature. Those things which are done, not by all, 
but by a certain multitude of men assembled in one place and for 
public utility, they are done under the jus civile*^ * 

But after all it is not Rome’s individual jurists or philosophers 

80 much as the creators — mostly unknown — of her general sys¬ 
tem of public and private law and its administration, who entitle 

1 AniCt p. Z09. 

* Jacobi Cuiadi» t. C.> Ad Libras Quatuor InstUutionuM Dn. JusUniani Not9€, 
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her to her deservedly large place in the general history of political 
thought. The constitutional doctrines concerning the basis of the 
Emperor’s authority, and the ideas political and religious that 
gathered about his person or his office, had effects upon both the 
theory and the practice of monarchy in the later western world 
probably more profound and more lasting than those brought about 
by the hesitating interpretations put on Greek political ideas by 
Roman jurists, and they were effects produced by causes certainly 
more distinctly Roman than the latter. Among these causes none 
is of greater significance than the Roman constitutional doctrine 
that the Emperor really wields the power of the populus. 

Differences of opinion have existed and some still exist among 
later authorities, concerning a number of points connected with 
the so-called lex regia^ by which this power was acquired, but only 
a few of these points are matters directly affecting the course of 
political thought. The Roman jurists are in general agreement in 
asserting that by this lex the people conferred on the Emperor the 
whole {omne) of its imperium and its potestas, Imperium and 
potestas both are legal and technical terms; they are not popular 
ones; and each of them includes some particular portion of the 
authority exercised by the magistrates under the Republic, not 
vaguely conceived power or influence, but a concrete and definite 
piece of constitutional authority established by law. It is lawyers’ 
terms with which we are dealing here, not philosophers’; and a 
thousand years later when one of these same words, potestas^ is 
used by Bodin as the equivalent of majestas or modern sovereignty, 
it is still the potestas of the Roman lawyers that he has in mind. 
To Bodin ‘^sovereign” potestas was as much a legal power as the 
tribunician potestas was to Gaius, for though unlike Gaius he was 
a great political philosopher, he had been a jurist before he was a 
philosopher and to the end remained a profound student of the law 
of Rome both private and public. In fact the whole prevailing 
legalistic cast of most modern political thought has Rome for its 
origin, and by Roman law modem thought must therefore in part 
be interpreted, especially that most legalistic portion of it, the 
idea of supremacy within a state, which since Roman times we 

have been conceiving not so much in terms of social or economic 
control as Aristotle thought of it, but rather by reference to the 
constitutional form in which it acquires an authority recognized as 
legally binding. As long as sovereignty constitutes a part of 



ROME 133 

political speculation, the Roman potestas and imperium and the 
law by which the Emperor got them must remain an indispensable 
part of any historical treatment of politics. Wide differences of 
opinion exist among the greatest modern legal historians concern¬ 
ing the relation of imperium to potestas and the precise extent of 
the latter, but no jurist ancient or modern has ever doubted that 
both these terms always had a technical and a strictly legal mean¬ 
ing and referred not to actual but to lawful authority. It seems 
clear also that in the sixth century a.d., and probably by the 
third, the Roman jurisconsults were unanimous in believing that 
by these two terms the whole of the sovereign authority of the 
populus Romanus was included and transferred to the Emperor. 
Whether such a transfer was revocable or irrevocable, the classical 
jurists did not stop to inquire, fundamental as the question is, 
because it did not occur to them, or appeared beyond doubt, or — 
more likely still — because these were discussions it was decidedly 
safer to leave untouched at that time; but in the thirteenth cen¬ 
tury that question was broached in the glosses on these passages 
of Justinian’s books and the differences of opinion on this point 
furnish one of the most interesting points in medieval juristic 
thought for the historian of political ideas. 

In Roman constitutional theory therefore, the evidence leaves 
little doubt that the sovereign power was regarded as an emana¬ 
tion from the populus^ and when exercised by a princeps or impera- 
tofy that this authority was his by delegation of the people. The 
Emperors themselves were not only careful to preserve Republican 
forms, but have left evidence in unofficial as well as official utter¬ 
ances, of their own acceptance of this constitutional theory of 
monarchy. 

The influence on subsequent development of this constitutional 
attitude toward politics, or rather of this legalistic conception of 
the constitution of a state, has been incalculable; and though some 
inklings of it may be seen in the more practical parts of Aristotle’s 
Politicsy its full development comes first in the Roman state. 

One of the developments directly traceable to this legalism has 
caused endless confusion in political thought and no little irrita¬ 

tion to minds of the type of Jeremy Bentham’s, the increased 
importance of fictions in the theory of the state. In politics as in 
law» the Romans seem in soitle ways more progressive than the 
Greeks, if by that word we mean gradual growth contrasted with 



134 THE GROWTH OF POLITICAL THOUGHT 

sudden change. In Greece both legal and political changes were 
more likely to be sudden, open, fully understood, and at times 
even marked with violence; in a word they were revolutionary 
and often traceable to definite individuals. In Rome this charac¬ 
teristic is less marked in law and politics alike. There were cer¬ 
tainly civil commotions enough at Rome, but a formal continuity 
persisted through them all, as St. Augustine says. Outwardly the 
Romans when compared with the more progressive Greek states 
such as Athens seem more conservative, more prone to conceal a 
necessary change by the retention of old forms and names even 
after the thing itself had altered. In short, they employed on a 
scale apparently unapproached before, the aid of fictions. This 
has long been understood in the history of Roman private law, 
and von Ihering and Sir Henry Maine have given classical exposi¬ 
tions of it; ^ but in the field of public law and of political speculation 
this characteristic of the Roman mind is scarcely less important, 
though its effects have in general been less frequently noticed. In 
this way, to take but one of the many illustrations furnished by 
almost every branch of the private law, a new conception of the 
family entirely replaced the old agnatic family with its manus and 
its f atria potestaSy completely revolutionizing the whole law of 
domestic relations; and yet this great change, which required 
many generations for its development, was far along toward its 
completion before the rules of the old strict law based upon the 
ancient patriarchal family were openly discarded. Thus for gen¬ 
erations, a great gulf was left yawning, between two systems 
existing side by side but representing stages of culture ages apart, 
the older still entrenched in legal rules which had never been 
abrogated, the newer given actual validity by fiction or under the 
authority of the magistrate’s imperium. In this way there long 
existed in almost every branch of Roman private law conditions 
widely at variance with rules still prescribed by the old jus strictum^ 
and much of the growth of the science of jurisprudence is the result 
of the gradual accommodation of the one to the other. 

It would have been strange if the public law had been left un¬ 
touched by a habit of thought that appears so strongly in every 
relation of private life, and there is much evidence that it was not 

untouched. Except for its duration the consular imperium looks 

1R. von Ihering, Geist des rdmscken JUckts, four volumes incomplete and diffuse but 
monumental; Maine^ Ancient Laer^ 
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very like that of a King — both Polybius and Cicero speak of the 
consular power as monarchical — and the foundation of the prin- 
cipate on the authority of the Republican magistracies is notorious, 
though it would have looked strange indeed to Aristotle. Thus 
there grew up in Rome a variance between the law of the consti¬ 
tution and the actual facts under it, without a parallel in Greece, 
but familiar enough to any student of modern constitutional 
history. 

There can be no question where the legal sovereignty rested in 
Republican Rome. It rested with the people alone, and yet 
it requires but little study of the history of the period to see that 
for most of that period the actual exercise of this sovereign power 
was in the hands of the Senate. The most authoritative enact¬ 
ments of law {leges) were in the constitutional theory within the 
competence of none but assemblies of the whole people, but the 
rogatio by which such enactments must be initiated was in the 
hands of a magistrate whom the Senate in fact controlled. By 
such means the Senate might and in practice continually did 
influence the exercise of sovereign powers to which it could* lay no 
legal claim whatever.^ There is almost the same difference be¬ 
tween law and fact in Rome under the Republic as the student of 
modern history finds between **the fundamental laws of the French 
monarchy” and the practical absolutism of a Louis XIV or between 
the laws and the conventions of the modern English constitution. 
All are the result of a spirit of legalism and legal conservatism 
which has never ceased to mould the political institutions and 
thought of the West since Roman times, but can be only dimly 
discerned before. 

The same spirit and the same difference between law and fact 
serve to explain the real character of the Principate, In theory 
the people still remain sovereign. They alone can enact leges. 

^ It might thus be said in the modem language, that the people had the “authority, “ the 
Senate the political “power.” Sovereignty lay in the People, its exercise was conditioned 
by the Senate. Cicero states this concisely in a passage of the De Legibus. “ For the actual 
situation is such that, if the Senate dominates in matters of public policy, and all support 
whatever it has decreed, and if the rest [of the citizens] suffer the republic to be guided by 
the advice of the principal ord^r, then from the balancing of right may be preserved that 
tempered and harmonious constitution [described above] since the sovereignty ig^n Ae people, 
the actual authority in the^ Senate** (quom potestas in populo, auctoritas in sehatu sit). De 
LegUms, III, 12. I have ventured practically to transpose potestas and auctoritas in the 
translation because in modem English “authority” seems closer to the legal sovereignty 
apparently meant here by Cicero's potestas while his auctoritas is nearer to our actual politick 
“power” than to our l^al aoverdgnty or authority. 
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The Emperor’s constitutions are not laws, they have only “the 
force of law” (vigor legis). And yet the Princeps is in fact su¬ 
preme, and that fact is well understood. The lawyers go on 
repeating the formulae of the Republican constitution and these 
are still good law, but the historians and the rhetoricians are 
beginning to speak a diifFerent language and what they say is 
probably equally true if properly understood. To strict constitu¬ 
tionalists like the lawyers the Imperator was no more than a mili¬ 
tary leader, and the Princeps merely the state’s first citizen. The 
imperium and the poUsias which underlay the Emperor’s authority 
theoretically included no powers which the people had not con¬ 
ferred upon some magistrate or other in the time of the Republic; 
and yet from the time of Augustus himself it seems to have been 
accepted, with only an occasional protest, that this overwhelming 
concentration of authority in the hands of one man was not only 
inevitable, but complete and permanent. For the rhetorician 
and the philosopher the fact of monarchy was becoming more im¬ 
portant than the theory of republicanism, especially if he were a 
Greek. In law the lex regia which clothed the Emperor with the 
imperium and potestas of the people, like its predecessors the leges 
curiaiae by which like powers had been entrusted to the magis¬ 
trates under the Republic, conferred these powers under very 
distinct limitations. The single surviving law of this kind, grant¬ 
ing authority to Vespasian in 69-70 A.D., includes only such distinct 
immunities and powers as had before been granted to Augustus, 
Tiberius, and Claudius. Vespasian is to be bound by no law of 
which any of these predecessors was free, and such enactments as 
were binding on the rogation of any of these predecessors, are 
declared to be equally binding if made on his rogation; but there 
is no statement that the Emperor is either free of all law whatever, 
or that every expression of his will has the binding force of a lex 
or a plebiscitum. Furthermore, such grants of authority as these 
leges regiae contain were made to the Emperor for his life, and 
lapsed with his death. They were temporary and had to be 
renewed, and they conferred no right upon his family. 

Yet in the face of these undoubted constitutional principles the 
Julian house had succeeded to the throne as a matter of fact, as 

long as heirs apparent survived, and the powers actually exercised 
by the Emperors under these strict legal limitations were those of 
a monarch, and coming to be very generally recognized as such. 
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Rome was, in the vv^ords of Gibbon, *'an absolute monarchy dis¬ 
guised by the forms of a commonwealth’’; ^ but the disguise was 
so transparent, that the keener eyes scarcely could have failed 
to see the reality beneath the appearance. The only satisfactory 
explanation of the people’s contentedness with a situation so anom¬ 
alous is the existence of a belief on the part of their natural leaders 
that security from civil strife was compensation enough for the 
loss of self-government in everything but name, and ‘'Augustus 
was sensible that mankind is governed by names.” ^ 

The old names indeed survived, but there is evidence in plenty 
that the real situation was not misunderstood by some at least. 
Seneca’s De dementia addressed to Nero in the prince’s younger 
and better days, is a stirring appeal for the exercise of mercy, 
whose entire force is dependent on the underlying assumption that 
Nero’s power is supreme and practically without limit, except in 
his own inward control over his actions. The need for mercy in 
the guidance of his will is fundamental just because the possibility 
of an arbitrary exercise of that will is limitless. “I have been 
chosen,” he represents his prince as saying, “to act in the place 
of the gods upon earth, the arbiter of life and death to nations, 
what fortune and what station each should have has been placed 
in my hands to determine. Whatsoever Fortuna wishes to have 
given to each mortal, by my mouth she makes it known. In my 
responses peoples and cities find cause for rejoicing. No part ever 
flourishes except by my will and my favor. These many swords 
which my peace keeps sheathed, at my nod shall be drawn. What 
nations should be utterly destroyed, what transported, what given 
liberty or deprived of it, what kings and cities created, whose head 
encircled by the royal diadem, all belong to my jurisdiction.” * 
The Emperor, Seneca says, “is the bond by which the republic is 
held together,” its “breath of life,’* ^ its very soul.® Few punish¬ 
ments are necessary, for “in one who is all powerful,” it is not how 
much he has done that is considered, but how much he may do.® 

The rhetorical exaggeration of such statements must be con¬ 
sidered, but similar views are found in many another writer 
especially in the eastern part of the Empire. Among these none 

^ The best account of tht Imperial constitution is probably still in the secohd volume of 
Mommsen’s R9misches Skatsreekt (1877-1887). 

* Decline and PaU, chap. iii. * Ibid.^ cap. v. 
* De ClmenHa, Ub. I, cap. x. * Ibid., cap. viii. 
*Ibid,, cap. iv. 
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is more significant perhaps than Dio Chrysostom of Prusa in 
Bithynia, the friend and admirer of Nerva and Trajan, in his four 
orations on Kingship and one on Tyranny,^ in which he sets forth 
the ideal monarch in terms almost identical with Seneca’s. An¬ 
other is the oration To Rome (El« *P<a/iiyv) by Aelius Aristides of 
Smyrna delivered at Rome in the year 154 a.d., which Professor 
RostovtzefF has called ‘‘the best general picture of the Roman 
Empire in the second century, the most detailed and the most 
complete that we have.” * 

The author follows Polybius in praising the mixture of monarchy, 
aristocracy, and democracy in the Roman state as Dio Chrysostom 
did before him, and he sees clearly that the princeps has become 
the head and centre of the system, who, notwithstanding the con¬ 
stitutional powers of the people and the Senate, exercises the com- 
pletest monarchical power, free of the vices of tyranny, and ‘‘of 
greater than regal majesty.” * 

To these and other Greek writers, the Emperor embodies the 
majesty of the Roman state and that state in the person of its 
head is regarded and spoken of as “the savior” of Greece. This 
feeling was no doubt stronger outside Italy than within it and more 
distinctly expressed, if not more widely extended, in the Greek 
part of the Empire than in the West. What Mommsen says of 
Dio may be true in a measure of Aelius and other such Greek 
eulogists of the Roman state. They are probably expressing views 
current in Bithynia rather than those held in Italy,* and there were 
reasons, which Aelius makes clear in some of his other orations, 
why such views as his should make a stronger appeal in Asia Minor 
than in the West. Rome and her Emperor in a very true sense 

ivtpl paaCKelat and ircpl rvpavplSos, Dionis Prusaensis quern vocant Chrysosiomum 
quae extant omnia, edidit J. de Amim, Berlin, 1883, vol. i, pp. i-79> 83--Q5. 

An excellent account of Dio Chrysostom is given by the late Sir Samuel Dill in his Roman 
Society from Nero to Marcus Aurelius, London, 1920, pp. 367-383, where references may be 
foimd to the most important passages concerning monarchy. Professor Rostovtzeff gives 
another, The Social and Economic History of the Roman Empire, Oxford, xq26, pp. xx4-xx8, 
520-521. 

* The Social and Ecorumic History of the Roman Empire, p. 125. The most modem text 
of Aelius Aristides is that of Bruno Keil, Aeiii Aristidis Smyrnaei quae supersunt omnia, 
vol. ii, Berlin, 1898, but the remarkable edition of Samuel Jebb, Oxford, 1722, is still of 
great value. The most detailed modem account of the political views of Aelius Aristides 
is given by Andr6 Boulanger, Aelius Aristide, Paris, 1923 (doctoral thesis). Comments and 
references of great value are to be found in Das Kaisertum, by Ludwig Hahn, Leipzig, 1913, 
especially chap. HI, and in Professor RostovtzeS’s Social and Economic History of the Roman 

Empire, pp. 125-129. 
•Bff 'PdtpLiqp, edited by Jebb, I, p. 223. 
* ROmisches Staatsrecht, vol. ii, pt. il (3d ed.), pp. 752~753» note. 
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appealed to these men as “Saviors” of Greece. True liberty, 
they are never tired of saying, has only come to Greece with the 
pax Romana. They have given up altogether Aristotle’s ideal of 
the self-sufficient city-state, which had not saved Hellas from the 
fatal divisions that brought on her fall. The world is one great 
state, and Rome by virtue of her might is its proper head. Under 
Rome’s stern but even rule the municipalities have been secured 
from attack from without, from abuses of governors, and from 
dissensions among themselves. The whole world prays that the 
Roman rule may last forever, says Aelius Aristides.^ Far-seeing 
Greeks felt that the pax Romana had saved them from themselves, 
as many an intelligent Indian feels that British rule has saved 
India; and in no part of the modern British Empire is the King 
in title an Emperor except in India. Probably in no part of the 
Roman world was the Emperor to such an extent the embodiment 
of the majesty of Rome as in the East and for reasons much the 
same, though it was natural that provincials everywhere should 
exalt him more than the inhabitants of Italy. “The true prince 
will be the father of his people, surrounded and guarded by a loving 
reverence, which never degenerates into fear. His only aim will be 
their good. He will keep sleepless watch over the weak, the care¬ 
less, those who are heedless for themselves. Commanding infinite 
resources, he will know less of mere pleasure than any man within 
his realm. With such immense responsibilities, he will be the 
most laborious of all.” * 

Many statements such as these are to be found in the writings 
of philosophers, rhetoricians, and historians, particularly in the 
eastern part of the Empire, and especially from the Antonines to 
Theodosius. Compared with the former struggles for power, 
Rome has given to Greece “the sweetest peace,” Aelius declares.* 
Democracy is a noble, but an impractical ideal, Appian thinks.^ 
Rome, says Libanius, has driven away enemies, who govern by 
strange laws.* 

1 E/f *^i&fuiip, § 89 (Keirs edition), cited by Hahn, Das Kaisertumt p. 24. 
* Dill, Roman Sodeiy from Nero to Marcus AurtUuSf p. 378, summarizing Dio Chxysostom. 
* £/f § 69 (Keil’s edition), dted by Ludwig Hahn, Das Kaisertumt p. 25. This 

book gives Uie best general account of the monarchy under the Roman Empm. Its con¬ 
cluding sentences may be forgiven on account of the excellence of the rest. Tine few refer¬ 
ences to contemporary writers given here are in large part taken from the many valuable 
ones to be found in this book. 

* Hahn, op, cit., p. 28. 
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It was natural that this feeling should find a centre in the office 
and the person of the Emperor, and many things contributed to 
such a result. Among them the prominence of the proconsular 
imperium among the legal sources of the Emperor’s authority was 
probably less obvious to Greeks than his increasing practical 
activity in the final determination of judicial cases on appeal, the 
fact that imperial constitutions were fast monopolizing the field 
of legislation, which now included the whole colonial world, and 
the increasing personal interest of the Emperors after Hadrian in 
securing an honest and effective administration in the provinces 
by abolishing the earlier abuses introduced by the Roman oli¬ 
garchy. In men prepared for it by the traditions of Alexander and 
his successors, facts like these might easily lead to the feeling that 
the Emperor was Rome incarnate, and to their ascribing to his office 
or to his person all the benefits they received from the effectiveness 
of Roman law and administration. Their feeling for the Emperor 
was not unlike the feeling of the French in the sixteenth and seven¬ 
teenth centuries that their king was the living embodiment of 
French nationality. Themistius speaks of the Emperor as a living, 
breathing law, a refuge for men from the rigidity of existing law.^ 
^‘Liberty is never sweeter than under a pious King,” declares the 
Romanizing Greek Ammianus Marcellinus.* 

To men bred in a literature full of demi-gods and heroes of divine 
lineage the deification of the Emperor was a further step of no 
great difficulty, whether the heroes were Theseus and Minos or 
Romulus and Numa. '^Faithful devotion is due to the Emperor 
as to a present and corporeal god” says Vegetius in the fourth 
century.* For Greeks, even for all provincials, this was possibly 
somewhat easier than for Romans, and it may have been a recog¬ 
nition of this difference that led Augustus to permit temples to 
be dedicated to him in the provinces, while he forbade it in Rome. 
But even if this were so, it is clear that the successors of Augustus 
met with fewer such obstacles. 

In Rome the Emperor was usually divus not ieus^ and even the 
former word was applied to him after his death, but the Orient 
popularly drew no such fine distinctions. For it the Emperor was 
a present god” and basileus as befitted the successor of Alexander 

1 Hahn, Das Kaisertum^ p. 33, note 2. 
> Quoted by Hahn, op, di,, p. 34, note 3. 
^ EpUms Ed lli $> quoted in Hahn, op, di,t p. as, note 6. 
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or of the Pharaohs and Ptolemies.' Whether any real depth of 
religious feeling is indicated by such expressions may well be 
doubted* especially when used by men in the literary tradition of 
Polybius, to whom, somewhat as to Machiavelli, the chief value 
of religion was as an aid to the state. But for all that, the idea 
is of the greatest importance politically, and it was strengthened 
by the feeling of gratitude for Rome’s great services in protecting 
their peace and respecting their culture. Hahn goes so far as to 
say that *‘the cult of the Emperor is the expression of the grati¬ 
tude of the peoples and the provincials for deliverance from the 
age-long curse of civil war.” * This Kaiserkult soon became for 
them a type of staatsalmacht so nearly identical with the imperial 
authority itself, that a denial of one was felt to be a denial of the 
other.* 

Such a feeling, for local reasons, may have been more vivid and 
more widely diffused in the East than in the West, but there is 
evidence that it was by no means confined to that portion of the 
Empire. Even in the East the application of such ideas to the 
Roman Emperor is rare before the time of Hadrian, who seems to 
have been the first of the emperors to feel clearly and to make his 
subjects feel that he was ruler over the whole Empire and not 
merely over Italy; and before that time Seneca, by birth a Spanish 
provincial but a resident of Rome, had expressed an ideal of 
monarchy not widely different from that of Dio Chrysostom or 
Aelius Aristides. The Panegyric addressed to the Emperor Trajan 
by Pliny the Younger yields to none of the Greeks in its delinea¬ 
tion of the Emperor as the ideal and all-powerful monarch.* It 
is true he praises the Emperor on account of his respect for the 
ancient constitutional rights of the Senate and People in a way not 
usual among the Greeks, but his picture of actual imperial author¬ 
ity is drawn in much the same lines as theirs. Before the middle 
of the second century, at least, it seems that the acceptance of 
such views was becoming general in both West and East. 

The cult of the Emperor seems from our modern point of view 
more an expression of political than of religious feeling. It was 
one of the main props of imperial authority and as such cultivated 
by Emperors, and by all supporters of the imperial regim^f. Ves^ 

^ Hahn, p. iq. * IM. * Ihid,^ pp. 20^21, 
« C. Plini Caecili Secundi Pamgyrkm Tr^hno Imperateri Dictus, ed. R. C. Kukuls, 

Ldpdc, xpza. 
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pasian, for example, was a careful preserver of the ancient ritual 
notwithstanding his famous remark on his death-bed that he felt 
himself becoming a god.^ Such a remark may indicate a certain 
amount of religious skepticism but it is not to the same extent 
an evidence of political cynicism. The force of the feeling that 
the faith as well as the government should express the unity of 
a people did not begin with the Roman Empire nor did it end 
with it. 

But it was easier to maintain under the conditions existing in 
ancient times than it is now, and it was natural that the emperors 
should foster it as the strongest centralizing tendency in an empire 
composed of so many peoples, different in race and in almost all 
cultural traditions; nor does this in itself imply a cynical ‘'exploi¬ 
tation” of religion in the interests of the state, nor even neces¬ 
sarily a skeptical indifference to religion itself. Such a misjudg¬ 
ing of Roman imperial policy is scarcely justifiable in a modern 
world which still cherishes ideas of “divine right” in holes and 
corners. 

The feeling of loyalty to a person long survived the Roman 
Empire even in states with a tribal or racial solidarity, as a natural 
as well as a useful adjunct in welding subjects together. And at 
times and places when this solidarity was lacking history has often 
shown it supplying the only refuge from complete anarchy, as 
appears in those centuries of European history which we call 
“feudal.” 

Excluding all ideas of divine right, Bagehot three quarters of 
a century ago essayed to show the practical political value of the 
sentimental attachment of subjects to a king even in a small com¬ 
pact realm like present day England. In a vast, scattered, decen¬ 
tralized, political unit like the modern British Empire some such 
focus is an undoubted benefit, and almost a necessity. For the 
Roman Empire the Emperor was such a focus, and it was inevitable 
that attachment to him should take a religious form impossible 
under modern conditions, but entirely consistent with the ideas 
and traditions of the time. 

Among these traditions probably none was more important than 
the survival of the ancient Roman tribal religion. The legendary 

accounts of the founding of the city that formed a part of it, the, 

divine origin of its early kings, the supposed communication 

I ** * Vae/ inquit, * puto. Dens fio/ ** Suetonius, VetPatian, cap. zxiii. 
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between Numa and the Gods, the close interweaving of fas and jus 
in the whole early development of law, public and private, the 
alleged divine origin of the Julian line itself; all these and many 
other parts of the received tradition tended to link the old religion 
with the institution of monarchy, and they furnish the explanation 
of the scrupulousness with which Augustus and most of his suc¬ 
cessors preserved the ancient forms and ceremonies and were so 
careful to retain the old priestly offices among the parts of the 
older constitution which were united to form the legal basis of the 
principate. Every emperor from Augustus to Valentinian was 
Pontifex MaximuSy even though the later ones called themselves 
Christians.' As Sir Samuel Dill says, ‘‘The emperors from Augus¬ 
tus found religion a potent ally of sovereignty. ... Yet it may 
be doubted whether . . . the emperors were not rather following 
than leading public opinion.” * The fact is that to keep such an 
ally they had to adapt themselves to the great religious changes 
that swept over the western peoples as a result of their growing 
knowledge of the East and the introduction of new cults, such as 
that of Isis from Egypt and especially the worship of Mithra from 
Persia. There were few obstacles to such a policy of accommo¬ 
dation because these newer cults, instead of hindering the apotheosis 
of the emperor which had begun with the new monarchy, were in 
every way suited to bring nearer its complete consummation. As 
a result they lent valuable support to the growing absolutism of 
the emperor and in turn the later pagan emperors as a rule identi¬ 
fied themselves with them, and favored every measure for their 
extension. So great was the influence of these eastern ideas on 
the development of the Emperor^s power that Cumont sees in the 
absolutism of the later Empire the triumph of the Orient over the 
spirit of Rome, of the religious idea over the legalistic conception 
of monarchy.* Possibly the more moderate statement of Dill may 
be preferable: ‘‘The influence of Egypt and Persia lent its force 
to stimulate native and original tendencies to king-worship, and 
to develop the principate of Augustus into the theocratic despotism 
of Aurelian and Diocletian” but it is noteworthy none the less, 

1 For an excellent account of this and of later phases of the relation of the Roman religion 
and the Roman monarchy, see DiU, Rman Society from Nero to Marcus AureMy Bk. IV, 
chaps, iil-vi. ^ 

•Op, cii,, p. 537. 
* MWtra, I, 2B2, quoted by Hahn, p. 56, who disagrees and attributes the developinent 

largely to strictly Roman causes. 
* Neman Society from Nero to Manus AurtNuSy p. 6td. 
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that the deification of kings was fully developed and common in 
Greece long before it became an accepted fact in the Roman 
Empire. 

For the history of political ideas, the concrete effects of the exist¬ 
ence of such a “theocratic despotism“ are probably more impor¬ 
tant than the difficult question of its origins. Some of these 
effects were so profound and have been so lasting that the whole 
subsequent history of monarchy in state and church alike is inexpli¬ 
cable except in light of them. 

When the Empire became definitely and officially Christian, it 
was, of course, impossible to continue to claim divinity for its 
head, but the establishment of Christianity was a gradual process 
in which the monarchy lost some of the characteristics it had 
acquired in heathen times and in part from heathen cults, but 
retained others in a more or less modified form. The jus sacrum 
remained a part of the jus publicum and under the control of the 
Emperor as head of the state. Some parts of the Imperial titles, 
scarcely consistent with the new religion, were not dropped at 
once, including the title of Pontifex Maximus, and a few not at 
all. Even after the emperors had ceased to be pontiffs, they 
retained much of their ancient authority in matters of religion, 
merely allowing churchmen to exercise the potestas ordinis while 
they themselves kept the whole of the potestas jurisdictionis in 
their own hands. Constantins claimed and exercised the power 
of determining the doctrine of the Church and of punishing as a 
heretic anyone who dared to disagree with him.^ Here the prin¬ 
ciple cujus regiOi ^j'^s religio was in full force and here it had its 
beginning. Moreover the regio still included the whole of Chris¬ 
tendom. It is not strange that later emperors who still claimed 
to be Roman, and kings who called themselves emperors within 
their own kingdoms, should find, as they did, some of their strong¬ 
est arguments against the Papacy in the great body of Roman 
law that was taking form at this time and under these conditions 
in the writings of the jurists and the constitutions of emperors. 

But it is the same period also that marks the beginnings of an 
1 Book XVI of the Theodosian Code is filled with imperial laws defining orthodosy and 

heresy, regulating the Church, depriving apostates of Roman dtisenship. etc. See also 
Theodosian Noveh XVII and XVIII (ed. Mommsen and Meyer); Justinian’s Code, 1,1*13; 
and the many novels of Justinian referring to the Church and the clergy, espedaQy the 
PfoefaUo and Epilogus of Novel VI. For an account of this legislation and the conditloni 
whi(^ caused it. see Boissier, La fin du paganism. See also A. Bouchfi-Leclercq. Viniotd- 
fame rdigieuse et la poUsique (tgxy), eqpeipitdly pp. 329*36. 
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ecclesiastical organization whose constitution and laws were later 
gradually to develop into a great rival body of law, so massive 
that for centuries it stood able to defy all attempts of secular rulers 
to make an effective breach in it. 

It is true that under the early Christian emperors, the whole 
machinery of the Church was under the Emperor^s control and 
that this control was often acquiesced in by the leaders of the 
Church itself. Nevertheless the relations between Church and 
Emperor were different from anything that Greece or Rome had 
ever known before. The difference lies in the nature and history 
of Christianity itself, and in part in the nature of the Jewish religion 
out of which it developed. 

The first commandment of the Decalogue, ^*Thou shalt have 
none other gods before me,” accepted by Jews and Christians 
alike, enunciated a principle foreign to both Greek and Roman 
habits of thought. It made the religion of Jews and Christians an 
exclusive religion, unwilling and unable to accommodate itself to 
other cults, a phenomenon which the Romans, unable to under¬ 
stand, naturally attributed to a hatred of mankind. But there 
was one fundamental difference that finally emerged between Jews 
and Christians. As Gibbon says, ”The Jews were a nation; the 
Christians were a sect** ^ The exclusiveness of Jews led them to 
despise and to withdraw from other peoples and their beliefs, the 
exclusiveness of the Christians’ faith, no longer tied to any race 
or nation, urged them on to make proselytes from other religions 
and to wage aggressive war against all false gods. The Jewish 
faith was exclusive, the Christian religion was both exclusive and 
militant. This unique character of the faith of the Christians 
explains the unparalleled severity of their persecution by the 
Romans, and it accounts for another development much more 
important for the history of political thought. Since the Chris¬ 
tians were at first only groups of believers without racial or tribal 
institutions as a basis for the maintenance of their faith and wor¬ 
ship, nothing in fact but scattered collegia or sodalitates, and for a 
long period illicit ones under the Roman law, ”a separate society, 
which attacked the established religion of the Empire”; they were, 
as Gibbon says, ”ol^iged to adopt some form of internal policy, 

and to appoint a sufficient number of ministers, intrusted not only 
udth the spiritual functions^ hut even the temporal direction, of the 

^ DecUne and FaUt chap. 16 (vol. II, p. 74 of Buryis edition). 
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Christian commonwealth.^* ^ During the long period from the 
first emergence of the Christians as a sect distinct from the nation 
of the Jews, to the final establishment by law of their faith as the 
ofiicial and exclusive faith of the Roman Empire, this development 
of their ecclesiastical institutions went on in increasing volume, 
with the result that when the faith was at length established, along 
with that establishment arose a problem entirely new to politics, 
practical or theoretical, something, in the words of the Defensor 
Pads in the fourteenth century, attributed to Marsiglio of Padua, 

which neither Aristotle nor any other philosopher of his time or 
of an earlier time could possibly perceive.” * 

For the first time we have established by the state a religion 
whose claims are exclusive, maintained by an association or society 
hitherto not only separate in origin and development from the 
state, but in some ways hostile to it, and forbidden by it, and one 
whose internal organization had reached a high point of independ¬ 
ent development before its recognition and establishment by law. 

By ordinance of the state itself the peculiar laws and institutions 
of this religious society are now made coextensive with the state 
and every member of the Empire from the highest to the lowest 
brought within the jurisdiction of the constituted authorities of 
the Christian Church. 

The Establishment of Christianity in Rome thus merged and 
brought face to face two societies that up to that time had been 
separate, each with its own traditions, laws, and institutions. It 
is true that the old antagonism between them was for the time at 
an end, but it might reappear. The peculiar problem of Church 
and State had definitely emerged for the first time in history 
though not yet in acute form, the most serious practical problem 
in modem politics as a whole up to the Industrial Revolution, the 
greatest perturbation which has ever drawn men’s thoughts about 
the state out of their proper political orbit, and for many ages the 
most powerful stimulus to all political speculation. For a thou¬ 
sand years after the establishment of Christianity in Rome political 
writing of every sort was affected directly or indirectly by this 
great question, and for the half-millennium between the eleventh 
and the seventeenth century it is not too much to say that the bulk 

> Decline and FaU, chap. 15 (vol. fi, p. 30 of Bury’s edition). The italics are mine. 
These words in italics indicate one of the catises» probably the chief cause, of the later 
appearance of the problem of Church and State. 

* I, cap. 19, section 3, in the edition of Previt^-Orton (zpsS), p. loz. 
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of all the writings which we may term political were directly and 
primarily concerned with the great controversy between the 
spiritual and the secular authority. For much of that long period 
politics became little more than an incidental adjunct to religious 
or ecclesiastical argument and it is only in comparatively recent 
times that a scientific spirit like Aristotle’s seems to have made 
any marked headway against this tendency. The details of the 
first phases of the great conflict may probably be better treated 
as a part of the political thought of the middle ages. 

Another problem, allied, but somewhat diflPerent, and far more 
diflEicult, was created for the historian of political ideas by the 
entrance of the Christian community Into the political life of Rome, 
the question whether Christianity as such had developed any 
important political ideas of its own, and if so what was their 
origin and how great their affect upon subsequent thought. These 
are questions of importance, but In the present state of our knowl¬ 
edge, definite answers cannot be given to them. 

The historical books of the Old Testament seem to indicate that 
the earlier Jewish political tradition was purely theocratic, with a 
later development in the direction of monarchy, but there are few 
evidences of conscious theorizing about forms of government or 
the nature of political relations. Nevertheless these historical 
books have been the armory from which almost all political con¬ 
troversialists from the fourth to the eighteenth century selected 
their weapons, all of them taking Jewish history as the inspired 
record of God’s chosen people and therefore as a binding precedent 
for all Christian peoples and for all time, but each of course inter¬ 
preting these divinely ordered events as a proof of his own political 
views. As such the early political history of the Jews is a subject 
of great importance for the history of political thought as a whole. 

Turning to the New Testament, the Gospels trace the lineage 
of Christ back to King David. The gravamen of the charge of 
his enemies was that he claimed a kingly power inconsistent with 
the Emperor's sovereignty, and in the fourteenth century Papalist 
writers deduced from his position as earthly king a coercive power 
in his vicar, the Pope, over all secular rulers. Yet the Gospels had 
also repeated his words^ *^My kingdom is not of this world” and^ 

^'Render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar's”; and the well- 
known words of St. Paul in his Epistle to the Romans urging 
obedience to earthly rulers as a religious obligation because their 
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power is ordained by God for the good of mankind is of the greater 
political significance since these rulers were heathen* But the very 
use of such words as these of St. Paul seems to indicate the exist¬ 
ence of a belief among some Christians, that for them political 
obligations do not bind, have ceased to bind, or are to be ignored 
in preparation for the new life soon to come. There are thus 
indications in the New Testament of several cross currents of 
thought, political and social, in the early Christian Church, some 
almost anarchical or at least antinomian in tendency, others au¬ 
thoritarian; some communistic, others opposed to this. On the 
question of slavery all the passages touching the subject seem to 
indicate a general belief in the Hellenistic view, regarding it merely 
as an established institution, but one affecting only the outward 
man, and in no sense '‘natural*^ as Aristotle considered it. It is 
impossible to say that all Christians accepted any one of these 
conflicting views, equally impossible to prove that the Church had 
adopted it as an orthodox doctrine. Furthermore, though most 
of these views are practically the same as the ones we have already 
traced back to the earlier Greek philosophers, it would be rash to 
conclude for that reason alone that Greece must have been their 
sole source.^ The scanty knowledge we have on these points 
scarcely warrants any positive conclusions. 

The effects on subsequent thought of these views when com¬ 
bined with the views already current in the heathen Empire are 
perhaps somewhat easier to discover than their origin or their rela¬ 
tive importance. These effects are to be found mainly in the 
writings of the early fathers of the church which furnish the bulk 
of our materials for the earlier middle ages. 

^ For an excellent summary see Carlyle, History of Mediooffol PMicai Theory, vol. i, part 
iii, chap. viU. 



CHAPTER V 

THE EARLY MIDDLE AGES» 

Long before the end of the Western Empire developments had 
begun which were in time to bring profound changes in the nature 
or the course of western political thought, such as the intrusion of 
the barbarians, the further decline of Roman culture including 

the knowledge of Roman Law, the gradual extension of a system 

of legal administration based upon the principle of the personality 
of law instead of its territoriality, the withdrawal of the emperors 
to the East, and the rift between the Western and the Eastern parts 
of the Church. 

Some of the political results of these important developments 

were not long in coming, but their effects upon western political 
thought are not clearly apparent at once. In the early middle 

ages political thought as a whole seems to follow much the same 
general lines as under the later Empire, in the main an interpreta¬ 
tion in the light of Hebrew and Christian tradition of political 
ideas long current in Rome. 

There was little room in the West of the early middle ages for 

the older Greek idea that great men are a law unto themselves or 
that the discretion of a philosopher-king is higher than the fixity 
of rigid law. The Stoic or Roman ideas of the universality of law 

are always and everywhere assumed and it is in terms of law 

that human relations, including political relations, are invariably 

conceived. But Hebrew and Christian ideas had considerably 
changed men's views as to the origin of that law without in any 

way affecting their belief in res universal character. The early 

Christian fathers all expressly or tacitly identify the law of nature( 

>To two books eapedally, parts of the outline in this chatter owe mote than can be 
adequately adcnowled^ by mere references to ^)ecific pdnts. One is DU StriaOuhrm ier 
ikrbtHeiof Kirchm mi Crutpah by Enut Ttoeltadi (3d ed., Tubingen, i9S3, chaps, i and 
3) (now available bi Englidi translation by Olive Wyon, The Stcid Teoehbtt <ks 
CkrisHm Ckurekt$, two volumes, The Macndilan Company, New York, lost), the other, 
A Bbtary nf Ueiiamt PeUHeal Tktery UHh W«tt, by R. W. and A. J. Cariyk (vol. i, parts 
UHv, and vol. ill. New York, 1903-1916). 

*49 
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with the law of God.^ This is an important and a characteristi-j i 
cally Christian idea, but it is not unique. The Stoic view as ex¬ 
pressed by Cicero was substantially the same.^ Nevertheless the 
uncompromising monotheism of Christianity and its view of God^s 
personal nature and his relation to his creation gave the idea a 
definiteness and a practical effectiveness hitherto unknown. And 
there was besides one element in this Christian idea of the law of 
God of which there was no counterpart in pre-Christian Roman 
thought — a portion of that law had been written by the finger 
of God himself and that writing was still in existence. 
“"What was the lelaiiuii uf this"TweaIe2rTaw to the rest of God’s 

law inscribed only in the heart of man by his nature ? It is the 
law of nature, says one writer, in part reformed by Moses, in part 
confirmed by his authority, which forbids sin and makes it known,* 
but, St. Ambrose adds, if this natural law had fully served, the 
law of Moses would never have taken its place. 

Itwassin then that first brought men under external coercive 
law,^God’s ^s well as man’s. This seems to be essentially tne 
^ame view as St. Paul^s7^1t seems clear that in St. Paul’s time 
there were differences among Christians on the question whether 
Christ came to destroy this law of Moses in whole or in part, or to 
fulfil it, but more important for later political thought is the 
unanimity of all patristic writers throughout the early middle ages 
in accepting the view common to St. Paul, the later Greeks, and 
the Romans generally, that there is one law written in the hearts 

jgf all men by nature^ inclining them to good and drawing them 
away from evil. None followed Ulpian in making this a law com¬ 
mon to men and the lower animals, but all agreed with him in 
distinguishing sharply between the^W naturale and the/i/j gentium. 

Nothing serves better to show the mingling of Christian and 
pre-Christian political ideas at this time than the explanations 
given of this distinction and of its historical origin. Seneca had 
imagined a primitive state of innocence where men were free of all 
external compulsion, and government, slavery, and property were 
unknown,^ and some of the classical jurists had ascribed the devel¬ 
opment of the institutions of the jus gentium to war and human 

avarice.* Genesis now furnishes to the patristic writers the 

1 Cailj^e, op. I. pp. xo^-zo6, wHh nferencet. • Xnl#, pp. 1x1*113. 
* “Ambrosiaster/’ Carlyle, of. oU., vol. i, pp. zd4-zo5. * AiUo» p. izp. 
* Ank, pp. ixp-xaa 
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explanation of it all. The golden age of innocence is the period 
before the expulsion of Adam from the Garden. 

The corruption of man began with the fall, and that corruption, 
the inheritance of all the children of Adam, created for the human 
race the necessity for coercive law and other like institutions. To 
supply the need God gave man the Mosaic law, and sanctioned 
human laws and institutions necessary to curb the evils arising 
from avarice, violence, and other forms of vice. Coercive law, 
above all the human portion of it common to all nations, is no part 
of man’s original nature; it came as a corrective of conditions 
arising from man’s fall from innocence. It is no branch of the law 
of nature, it may even be as the Roman jurist had said, contra 
naturam^ occasioned by man’s sin; but it is none the less provided 
by the ordinance or sanction of God as a partial remedy for the 
consequences of that sin, and to this extent has a divine origin and 
a divine character. Its precepts must therefore be obeyed as a 
religious obligation. ^'Wherefore ye must needs be in subjection, 
not only because of the wrath, but also for conscience’ sake.” ^ 

This explanation applied not to law alone, but to many of the 
human conditions which make law necessary and to the human 
institutions requisite for its enforcement. In the state of innocence 
men were equal, it was sin alone which made inequality necessary. 
Sin it was, therefore, which occasioned, though it did not neces¬ 
sarily cause, all forms of subordination of one man to another, 
whether in the relation of master and slave, or in that of ruler and 
subject. Human government is one of God’s remedies for man’s 
corruption. “Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers 
(^{ovo’ims wepcxoixrais). For there is no power but of God: the 
powers that be are ordained of God. Whosoever therefore re- 
sisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of Qod: and they that 
resist shall receive to themselves damnation.” * Civil obedience is 
a religious duty, which implies — and this was sometimes expressly 
said — obedience even to evil rulers as well as to good, up to the i 
point at least where it becomes one’s higher duty to “obey God ' 
rather than man.” 

For evil rulers are God’s penalty for the sins of their subjects • 

and it is God’s ordinance that they must be endured ind even j 
reverenced because their authority comes from Him. The true i 

remedy of an oppressed people is to turn away from their own sins. 

^ xUL 



ISZ THE GROWTH OF POLITICAL THOUGHT 

The phrase ^^powers that be” {<d [k^waCai] • . . oSom) adopted 
from St. Paul by practically all writers of this period, itself seems 
also to imply the view long accepted in Rome that civil govern¬ 
ment was a human convention; ordained indeed by God, but 
originating in human action for men’s needs though not neces¬ 
sarily in any definite or formal compact. This view seems to have 
been the one generally held though not always distinctly expressed. 
These “powers that be” may include, and to St. Paul no doubt 
did include, all lawful magistrates from the lowest to the highest, 
a fact seen and made effective use of by the opponents of monar¬ 
chical power in the sixteenth century. To the writers of the early 
middle ages the phrase probably had the same meaning, but little 
use was made of any part of it except the authority of a king or 
emperor. In this period monarchy is generally accepted as the 
normal form of the state and there is as yet no marked tendency 
either to question it as an institution or to put limits to its author¬ 
ity. It is not a period of scientific political investigation in which 
the varied forms of human government are compared on their 
merits. Such political ideas as we may gather must be taken 
from incidental statements in letters and polemics written more 
for religious than for political purposes. As Professor Ferguson 
says, “During the two millenniums and a quarter that intervene 
between the rise of the Macedonians and the downfall of the 
Romanoffs, Hapsburgs, and Hohenzollerns, monarchy in some 
form or other has been the normal form of political life.” ^ This' 
is especially true of the middle ages and early modern times, but 
in the middle ages at least it seems to have been felt that thcj 
allegiance that subjects should render was due, by God’s ordinance,* 
rather to the monarch’s sacred office than to his person. 

Distinct statements of the last of these principles are seldom to 
be found in contemporary writers and a few may seem to imply 
an opposite theory. Possibly the distinction between the office 
and its holder was not very clear in the minds of most, but the 
interpretation here suggested seems to be the one applicable to the 
greater number of their own statements with the least forcing of 
their meaning. St. Chrysostom in the fourth century leaves no 

doubt as to his views. 
“/'of there is no power^ he [St. Paul] says, but of God* What say 

you f it may be said; is every ruler then elected by God f .This 

1 voU vii, pp. s-v* 
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I do not say, he answers. Nor am I now speaking about individual 
rulers, but about the thing in itself. . . . Hence he does not say, 
for there is no ruler but of God; but it is the thing he speaks of, and 
says, there is no power but of God, And the powers that be^ are 
ordained of God.^* ^ 

St. Chrysostom’s interpretation of St. Paul was unquestionably 
that of the later medieval writers almost without exception. It 
was the form of monarchical theory accepted generally in the later 
middle ages. As, for example, Peter Abelard says in the twelfth 
century, their power rulers received from God, their evil purpose 
they have of themselves. **It is one thing to resist the tyranny 
of an evil ruler, it is another to resist his just power which he has 
received from God.” And he adds significantly, that when a ruler 
does an act of violence beyond his authority if we resist him in 
this we are opposing his tyranny rather than his power, we are 
withstanding man rather than God because he has usurped the 
power by his own act unauthorized by God. But when we stand 
out against him in the things for which he was lawfully ordained, 
then we are resisting his power.* This distinction, always impor¬ 
tant theoretically throughout the middle ages, became of vital 
practical importance in the middle of the sixteenth century. But 
whether reverence were due to the office or to the person of a king 
or emperor, none denied that God’s ordinance required it to be 
paid to him as to God’s lieutenant. “The King is adored on 
earth as the vicar of God.” * 

“Above the Emperor is none but God alone who made hiirf" 
Emperor” declared St. Optatus.* Some of the utterances of St. 
Gregory the Great seem in some ways to go even further, and these 
statements were later to play a great part in support of monarchy 
against both popes and people. Occasionally it is said that the 
king is legibus solutusy but oftener he is urged to follow the law in 
his judgments, advice which may or may not necessarily imply a 
right to disregard it. Strong as most of these statements are, how¬ 
ever, they differ greatly from the definite claims of divine personal 
right made for kings in the seventeenth century. They constitute 

i Em\P$ XXIII (m die fpistk of St. Paul to the Rmans, The SmiUes of S. lokn Ckys* 
05km (Library of the Pathors of the Bbly Catholic Church)t vol. vii, p. 393 (Oxford, 1841). 

* PM Ahadardi Commontariorum super 5. PouU Epislolam ad Rmanot lAbri Qulti^uo, 
lib. IV, cap. xiff, Migne, Patrototia, Series Latissa, vol. 178, column 946. 

’Quoted by Carlyle, op. df.^ I, p. 149* aote a. 
’ Quoted by Cariyle^ a#, I, p. X49. 
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a theory glgKl- nf IrmggKtpj rithar Fof 

this strongly monarchical doctrine Dr. Carlyle assigns three main 
causes, opposition to certain anarchical t^nden^ies in the primitive 
Church, the relations existing between thc-Church anJthe-Emperor 
after the conversion of Constantine, and the influence of the Old 
Testament conception of the King of Israel.^ 

No doubt one reason for the height of power thus attributed to 
kingship was the greatness of the end for which God was believed 
to have ordained it and the vast coercive power necessary to achieve 
that end. God’s purpose in establishing kingship, and all subordi¬ 
nate magistracies as well, is to secure and enforce justice among 
fallen men. The end of all secular government is justice, and 
without It no political authority can ever be legitimate. Such is 
the theory of all writers of this period and the later middle ages, 
as it was of Cicero and the Roman jurists. 

To this last statement, however, one striking exception is usually 
made. The greatest of all the political writers of this time, 
St. Augustine, it is said, did not believe that justice was necessary 
to the being of a state. 

In the City of God he quotes Cicero’s famous definition — ‘*A 
people is not an assemblage of men brought together in any fashion, 
but an assemblage of a multitude associated by consent to law and 
community of interest.” 

But, says the late Dr. Figgis in the last thing he ever wrote on 
politics, St. Augustine quotes this definition only to reject It as 
untenable. 

^*So far indeed is Augustine from saying that injustice destroys 
the being of a commonwealth, that he uses the admitted injustice 
and corruption of Rome in the later days of the Republic as a 
reductio ad absurdum of Scipio’s definition. . . . His sense of 
reality led him to prefer a definition which would include all exist¬ 
ing and historical communities, and hamper him as little as possible 
by an abstract ideal. ... He saw that a State, reduced to its 
lowest terms, might be a people whose * manners are none and 
their customs beastly’ — associated for bad ends, yet still a State, 
because keeping internal peace. • • « So far is St. Augustine 

from giving a clericalist definition of the State, that he definitely 
discards it, and shows us that he does so with intention, and gives 
his grounds. It is contrary to the facts of life.** * This is an 

> Op. l, p. X57. • The PdUkal AepeeUefSL AugmiMs diip. Ifi. 
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anticipation of Machiavelli indeed — if true; and Dr. Carlyle 
seems to agree, for he says, ** It would appear, then, that the political 
theory of St. Augustine is materially different in several respects 
from that of St. Ambrose and other Fathers, who represent the 
ancient tradition that justice is the essential quality, as it is also 
the end, of the State.” ^ 

As the statements of the greatest political thinker of the early 
middle ages on this important subject are unique before the six¬ 
teenth century if correctly interpreted in these extracts, it seems 
worth while to test the interpretation by a comparison with 
St. Augustine’s own words. 

We may start with his famous question, Remota justitiay quid 
sunt regna nisi magna latrocinia? Without justice what are 
realms but great robber-bands ?” But he goes on to ask — and 
this is often omitted from the quotation — quia et latrocinia quid 
suntf nisi parva regna? “Since robber-bands themselves, what 
are they but little kingdoms ?” He then goes on to explain further 
his meaning, “A company, and a robber-band itself, is composed 
of men; it is ruled by command of a chief; it is bound together 
by a compact of association {pactum societatis); and spoils of 
war are divided by the law of consent {placiti lege). This evil 
thing if it grow by the accession of abandoned men to such a pitch 
that permanent boundaries are established, that cities are occupied, 
that peoples are subjugated, assumes the more high-sounding 
title of a kingdom {regnum)\ but It is not the laying aside of 
cupidity that openly effects this, it is only the addition of impu¬ 
nity.” * The heading of the brief chapter which Includes this 
passage is, Quam similia sint latrociniis regna absque justitia, 
“Kingdoms without justice, how like they are to robber-bands.” 

It is clear, then, that to St. Augustine, a kingdom (regnum) may 
exist without justice. But does he really believe that thfs more 
“high-sounding title” {evidentius nomen) without justice can 
transform a band of robbers into a true res publica? In short 
is there no essential difference to him between a regnum and a res 

^ Mediaeval PoUUcal Theory, I (xgos), p. 170. Moie mature reflectioa on this point appar¬ 
ently led Dr. Carlyle later to modify somewhat the view expressed heie. **Lam myself, 
theitfore. not at all certain whether St. Augustine did deliberately attempt to change the 
conceptim of the State.’* The Social and Political Ideas of Some Great Mediaeval Thinkers, 
p. 51 <1933); but he seems to have returned to his original ^ew that for St. Augustine justice 
was non-essential to a true commonwealth. Mediaeval Political Theory, vol. v (xpsS), 
P. 405. 

«Ds CisfM 2H Bk. IV, chap. 4. 
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publica? This is the crux of the whole matter^ of which both 
Dr. Figgis and Dr. Carlyle seem to admit no doubt. 

In Book XV, chapter 8, of the City of Gody St. Augustine 
defines a city in practically the same terms as used of a realm. 
‘‘A city (civitas) is nothing else than multitude of men bound 
together by some bond of association” (hominum multitudo 
aliquo societatis vinculo colligata). In this fashion a robber-band 
might grow into a city, with no bond of association higher than a 
common agreement for the division of plunder. Is such a city 
the same to St. Augustine as a res publica? Or, to put the ques¬ 
tion otherwise, does all this prove that he thought a true res publica 
could exist without justice ? Any bond whatever {aliquod vin¬ 
culum), for a good purpose or an evil, provided it amounts to a 
pactum societatis, any aggregation of a rational multitude, as he 
puts it in Book XIX, chapter 24, if only they are associated in com¬ 
mon agreement upon the objects they pursue, any kind of koinonia, 
we are tempted to add, may be properly called a realm or a city, 
if it has a territory and sufficient size and strength. But can this 
be the political koinonia if it seeks only mere life, not the good life; 
is such a realm or city a true res publica or commonwealth if the 
bond of association is any bond and not the bond of justice and 
law {vinculum juris) which Cicero required ? The care with 
which St. Augustine confines these statements of his to civitates 
and regna seems to me to indicate that he means to exclude res 
publicae; at least it gives no warrant for citing these passages 
as affirmative proof of a view that justice is non-essential to the 
being of a true commonwealth. 

But the strongest statements tending to prove the interpreta¬ 
tion of Dr. Figgis have not yet been noticed. They are in Book 
XIX of the City of God. In chapter 21, St. Augustine repeats the 
definition of Cicero and says that if it is a true definition, then 
pagan Rome never was a true res publica or res populi, because 
there was no populus; no populus because no justice; no justice 
because no rendering to each of his due; and no such rendering, 
where the rites — which are the **rights” — of the true God were 

neglected for sacrifices to impure demons. 
But on the other hand, if a populus Is defined in another way,^ 

^^as if it were said {velut si dicatur), *A people is an assemblage of 
a rational multitude associated by concordant communion iti the 
things which it cherishes/” then it would not be absurd to call 
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this multitude a people, whether it unites in furthering a good end 
or a bad. And according to this definition the ancient Romans 
without doubt were a populus and the Roman state a res publica. 
Notwithstanding its wars and civil commotions, St. Augustine says 
in effect, I should not on this basis venture to assert that Rome 
was no res puhlicay so long as there remained any kind of assemblage 
of a rational multitude held together in pursuit of a common end; 
and I should also be taken as saying and thinking the same of the 
states of the Athenians, of the rest of the Greeks, of the Egyptians, 
of Babylon, and of all races whatsoever. “Generally, of course, a 
city of impious men, where God does not rule over a people obedi¬ 
ent to him so that sacrifice is not made except to him alone, and 
where as a consequence the soul does not rule rightly and faith¬ 
fully over the body nor reason over the appetites, that state is 
devoid of the truth of justice.” ^ 

This passage, in which the old sophistic view is repeated as an 
alternative to Cicero’s, is taken as conclusive proof that it expresses 
the personal opinion of St. Augustine himself in condemnation of 
the latter. Its phraseology and its context alike make me more 
than doubtful of this. It is worth remembering that it is not 
justice of which St. Augustine is here directly in search as Plato 
was in the Republic, He is primarily concerned, not in finding 
justice, but in defendi^ grristtamt^againsFpaganism, and he 
wishes to show thar4Tir'arguments against the latter mTTst hold 
good no matter which of the two possible views of the nature of the 
state one may adopt. According to one of these views, justice 
is necessary to the being of a state; but in a heathen state there 
can be no such justice, therefore no state. This is a reductio ad 
absurdum indeed, but it is the absurdity of heathenism not of 
Cicero’s definition which St. Augustine means to prove. 

But, it might be said, this line of argument could prove nothing 
in favor of Christianity unless one were to accept Cicero’s defini¬ 
tion. Suppose, then, says St. Augustine, we were not to accept 
it. Suppose the alternative definition were taken instead, if you 
will {velut si dicatur^ ctc^. Let it be assumed that justice is 

unnecessary to a state. Even SQj ^ ffmaina that there 

^here the tme (hi is n^t w*?rffh4fp^dp"Tor 
then the soul can have no real dominion over the body nor over 
the^ag^ns* 

i De CMMs M. XIX, chap. 94. 
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In this general line of argument, which I have tried not to distort 
in the summary, and in St. Augustine’s use of such expressions as 
*‘velut si dicatur” to introduce the anti-Ciceronian view, I can see 
little ground for assuming that when the author sets forth a con¬ 
ception of the state “according to the definition of Cicero” and 
then follows it with another of contrary character, it must be 
taken as proved that his own personal preferences must be against 
the first and in favor of the second. And yet this seems to be all 
the proof adducible for the confident assertion that St. Augustina 
practically alone of all medieval thinkers dispensed with the need' 
of justice in a commonwealth. 

But if St. Augustine did not thus discard justice, what was his 
real belief on this important subject ? The conclusions to be culled 
from the general argument of the City of God I should summarize 
thus: Justice and justice alone is the only possible bond whichl 
can unite men as a true populus in a real res publica. The great 
states before Christianity were regna but they were not true 
commonwealths because there was no recognition in them of what 
was due to the one true God, and without such recognition there 
could be no real justice, for justice is to render to each his due. 
They were, however, regna and their undoubted merits in many> 
ways entitle them to great admiration and respect. 

In the time before the introduction of the new law by Christ, 
as St. Paul said, “When the Germles, which have not the law, do 
by nature the things contained in the law, these, having not the 
law, are a law unto themselves” {Rom. ii, 14); “And the times of 
this ignorance God winked at” {Acts^ xvii, 30). But since the 
coming of Christ and the new law — i.e. in St. Augustine’s own 
day — no true justice can exist without the rendering to everyone 
his due, and “what justice of man is it which takes man himself 
away from the true God and makes him subject to unclean 
demons ?” ^ Thus the great pagan empires may have been regnaj 
and Athens truly enough a civitas^ for each was bound together 
by some pactum societatisy and a community is a regnum or a 
civitas if bound together aliquo societatis vinculo^ by any bond of 

association; but none of them, admirable as some were in other 
respects, could ever be a true populus^ its association and its' 

* **lt is the part of law to direct human actions according to the order of Justioe»‘hat hn 
this the new law bulks larger than the old.’* St, Thmnas Atninai. Surnm TMheHeat Prto 
Secundae Partis, Quaestio XCI, art. V. 
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government could never rise to the height of a real res populi or 
res publica; for a populusy in Cicero’s phrase, means “not every 
assemblage of a multitude but an assemblage united in consent 
to law and in community of interest.” It must be united consensu 
jurisy by consent to law, and that law must include the law of God 
as well as the law of man. Such law and such justice there can-^ 
not be in any state in which the just claims of the one true God 
are denied. No heathen state can ever rise 
a true commonwealth. 

St. Augustine’s City of God probably had a greater influence on 
subsequent medieval political thought than any other book 
written in the early middle ages. Yet, as Dr. Carlyle says, no later 
writer believed a true commonwealth could exist without justice. 
This was not, as Dr. Figgis intimates, because the political writers 
of the middle ages either disregarded or rejected the views of 
St. Augustine on this important point: it was because their inter¬ 
pretation of St. Augustine was not in accordance with that of 
Dr. Figgis. For example, James of Viterbo, an Augustinian and 
a writer strongly under the influence of St. Augustine, at the open¬ 
ing of the fourteenth century cites these passages from the City 
of God in defence of the Donation of Constantine against those who 
based a denial of its validity on the ground that it was made in 
a state devoid of justice; but it is valid, he says, not because 
justice is non-essential to a commonwealth, but because justice 
was not entirely lacking in the pagan Roman Empire. ‘*In the 
Roman realm,” he says, especially after it began to increase, 
there was a justice of a certain kind, though indeed not that justice 
which has been formed through the faith of Christ which alone 
is called true justice; and so the Roman realm was not a latro^ 
ciniumfor that tinted Yet it was not just in the highest sense, since 
in that sense there can be no just realm where the faith of Christ 
is wanting.” * 

Many other similar statements might easily be added, for this 
is the unvarying medieval interpretation of Augustine’s words. 
No conception of the middle ages was more deeply woven into the 

political thought of the whole period than St. Augustme’s idea 

^ The iiattes are not in the original. j 
JUiimSm Chrisfhno, edited by H. X. Arquilliire, part ii, chap. p. 305. Foij 

another aimller interpretation, see Egidius Romanus, De Ecdesiastka PotestaUf edited by 
Bodito and Oxilia, pak ii, chap.<vii» p. 60; part ill, chap, xi, p. 161. Mr. Woolfh treatment 
of this whole subfect is admirabie, BarUdm 0/ Sassa/m90, pp. 64-67. 
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it does not deprive the slave of the character of a man nor 
reduce him to the level of an **animate instrument” as Aristotle, 
thought. Masters and slaves are fellow men and by the Grace! 
of God may become brothers in Christ, equal before God though/ 
necessarily unequal under human law while sojourners in thiJ 
"'earthly city.’’ 

Such in brief was the general belief of this time regarding the 
instutution of slavery, and it is easy to see how much it owes to 
Stoic ideas and the doctrines of Roman law, though greatly colored 
by Christian tradition and the new theology. 

On the prevailing conceptions regarding property the effect of 
Christianity was relatively greater and the contribution of Roman 
law, though very important, apparently considerably less than 
in the case of slavery. Some of the survivals in Roman law may 
indicate an early period when property was held in common, but 
the earliest legal sources we have give clear proof of the existence 
of private ownership. It waff ^ p^-^nriplf" d^^ply imhfddH 
in the Roman legal system. This principle is not repudiated bj 
the Church writers of the early middle ages, but it arose, the> 
hold, out of the jus fjentium^ not from the jus naturaUy and hence 
became a part of the juT hy virtnp of which alone it is binding 
upon men. It is purely conventional, not natural. As for govern¬ 
ment and servitude, they offer an explanation of its origin which 
comes in part from Christian tradition, in part from heathen 
philosophy. As with servitude, its prime cause is sin, in this case 
the particular sin of avarice. But in the case of property they go 
further than this and introduce ideas which can scarcely have 
originated anywhere but in the Christian community or in tradi¬ 
tions which go back beyond it. These were ideas not merely of the 
origin of property — concerning that the Romans had held views 
not unlike, but with slight effect on the practical rules of their 
law — they were very distinctive ideas as to man’s proper use of 
it, and they had a v<^ty influgncp. on ChusiianJiLlliuLifL. 

_|his respect and on practical life. 

Roman law does not go beyond the maxim, "'Make such use of 
your own as not to harm another’s,” ^ which implies private owner¬ 
ship and puts only negative limitations upon use. Christian writ¬ 
ers went far beyond that. 

^SicukntuoutaHmmnonh04M, So far «s I this maxim does not o<xur 
the aomces of Romm Isw, but it eipreaies the genetal principle of the law. 
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The following summary of their ideas on the subject is taken 
from Dr. A. J. Carlyle’s paper on The Theory of Property in Mediae^ 
val Theology.^ 

‘^This view is the opposite of that of Locke, that private property 
is an institution of natural law, and arises out of labour. To the 
iF^ers the only natural condition is that of common ownership 
land individual use. The world was made for the common benefit 
of mankind, that all should receive from it what they require. 
They admit, however, that human nature being what it is, avari¬ 
cious and vicious, it is impossible for men to live normally under 
the' condition of common ownership. This represents the more 
perfect way of life, and this principle was represented in the organi¬ 
zation of the monastic life, as it gradually took shape. For man¬ 
kind in general, some organization of ownership became necessary, 
and this was provided by the State and its laws, which have decided 
the conditions and limitations of ownership. Private property 
is therefore practically the creation of the State, and is defined, 
limited, and changed by the State. 

“While, however, the Fathers recognize the legal right of private 
property, as a suitable and necessary concession to human infirm¬ 
ity, a necessary check upon human vice, they are also clear that 
from the religious and moral standpoint the position of private 

I property is somewhat different. The conventional organization 
of life is legitimate, but the natural law is not only primitive, but 
also remains in some sense supreme. Whatever conventional 
organization may be found necessary for the practical adjustment 
of human affairs, the ultimate nature of things still holds good. 
Private property is allowed, but only in order to avoid the danger 
of violence and confusion; and the institution cannot override the 
natural right of a man to obtain what he needs from the abundance 
of that which the earth brings forth. This is what the Fathers 
mean when they call the maintenance of the needy an act of justice, 
not of mercy: for it is justice to give to a man that which is his 
own, and the needy have a moral right to what they require.” * 

"*Whcn, therefore, the Fathers say that almsgiving is an act 

1 Property, Its Duties and Rights, Seomd EditUmt pp. X17-X39. Another paper in the .t 
same collection is also valuable for this subfect. The BiHkat and EaHy Ckristim Idea oj 
Property, by The Rev. Vernon Bartleti D.D. to. 83-1x6). See also Bnist Troeltsch, Die 
SoriaUehren der christUehen Kiechm wed Gruppm ifktammdte ScMftm, voL i, ecL, 
Tubingen, 1933) diap. x. 

* Pp. 135-136. 
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of justice, there is little doubt that they mean that the man who 
is in need has a legitimate right to claim for his need that which 
is to another man a superfluity.” ^ 

All property is the gift of God and it was His will that the earth 
which He created should be the common possession of all men and 
satisfy the needs of all; it was avarice which created rights or 
private property. 

‘‘It is therefore just that the man who claims for his private 
ownership that which was given to the human race in common, 
should at least distribute some of this to the poor.” ^ 

At most it is only the use of property that any man can rightly 
have, and this use should be restricted to his proper needs and 
limited by the needs of others. Among the principles constituting 
the law of nature, according to St. Isidore of Seville in the seventh 
century, one is communis omnium possession 

There remains to be briefly discussed one more topic important 
for this period alone, but more important as the beginning of 
later controversies, the question of the relations of “Church and 
State.” 

To understand the views held in the early middle ages of the 
relation of Church and State one must first of all know the institu¬ 
tions and practices of the Church as they were at the stage in their 
development reached in the period immediately following the 
toleration and later establishment of Christianity by the Roman 
state and before the changes produced in those views by the break¬ 
up of the western Empire and the establishment of the new king¬ 
doms. Toleration and establishment were' concessions made by 
the state and sanctioned by secular law, but these concessions 
were granted to a large body of the Emperor’s subjects who already 
formed a community, united not only in a common faith, but by 
a comprehensive ecclesiastical organization with extensive dis¬ 
ciplinary powers and definite institutions of independent growth 
and long standing. The establishment of Christianity meant not 
only the full submission by Christians to the Emperor’s sover¬ 

eignty ; it also involved the recognition by the state of this organi¬ 
zation and its spiritual authority. Churchmen never c^ueiitioned 
the Fmp#>rr>r*fi nr thft hindinp; rharartftr nf hi& decrees^ 

* A. J. Carlyle in Property, Its Dudes asid p. sumniarking St Ambrose. 
* Etymehgies, Bk. V, chap. Iv. For a commentary on this very ambiguous phrase, see 

Carlyl^ Bisl^ of Mediaevot PoUHeod Theory, 1, pp. X4a-X44. 
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but they were at times confronted by cases in which obedience tcf 
these decrees seemed inconsistent with the spiritual claims and] 
authority of their Church, and it is not surprising to find amongf 
them differences in the answers given to the puzzling and novel 
questions raised by such cases. In the latter half of the fourth 
century St. Optatus reminded the Donatists who rejected the 
Emperor’s decision against them that the Church was in the state, 
not the state in the Church, and that there was none above the 
Emperor but God alone who made him emperor,^ and such state¬ 
ments probably do not go beyond the generally accepted view. 
But* at other times, when the Emperor’s acts were not so acceptable 
to the orthodox, their emphasis was very different. It is also in 
the late fourth century that St. Ambrose wrote to the Emperor 
Valentinian II to remind him that in matters of faith it belongs 
to the bishops to judge Christian emperors, not to emperors to 
judge bishops. *^The Emperor is within the Church, not above 
it. . . • The things that are divine are not subject to imperial 
power.” He withheld the Eucharist even from Theodosius the 
Great, and on one occasion when the surrender of a church was 
demanded in the name of the Emperor he refused with the words, 
**The palaces belong to the Emperor, the churches to the priest¬ 
hood.” » 

In causes of God it befits rulers to learn rather than to teach 
{discere potius quam docere)y declared Pope Felix II.* 

In the last years of the fifth century the most sweeping and 
most comprehensive statement of these matters in this period is 
found in the letters and tractates of Pope Gelasius I. The Em¬ 
peror, he says, is the son of the Church, not its director. In 
matters of religion it isliis to learn and not to teach. He has the 
privileges of his power which he has obtained by the will of God 
for the sake of public administration. But God willed that dis¬ 
positions for the Church should belong to the clergy, not to the 
secular powers, which, if they are Christians, He willed should be 
subject to his Church and to the clergy. Not by public laws, not 

by the powers of the world, but by the bishops and the clergy, 
did the omnipotent God will that the lords and priests of the 
Christian religion should be ordained, removed, or restored when 
renouncing their error. Christian emperors ought to entrust the 
administration to the heads of the Church, not to exercise it. 

1 Carlyle, op. cit., I, pp. 14S-Z49. pp. zSa-xSa. * JM., p. xS6. 
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Therefore no sentence is certain, nor can that stand which the 
Emperor has taken upon himself, if the Church by its own laws 
hnd by its own competent officers has never discussed the case 
nor restored the culprit to communion. 

Before the time of Christ, he says, some did have the offices of 
both king and priest, and in heathen times the devil copied this 
and the pagan emperors held the office of Pontifex Maximus. 
But Christ who was both king and priest never entrusted both 
powers to the same hands, but separated the two offices and the 
functions and dignities proper to each, and therefore, as Christian 
emperors stand in need of priests for eternal life, so the priests for 
the course of temporal things employ (uUrentur) the directions of 
emperors. 

“There are two authorities by which principally this world is 
ruled, the sacred authority of the bishops, and the royal power, 
and the obligation of the bishops is the heavier of the two in pro¬ 
portion as they shall render account to God for the kings of men 
themselves.” ^ 

There is here a clear statement of the principle “that the Church 
has its own laws and principles, its own administrative authority, 
which is not at all to be regarded as dependent upon the state, but 
as something which stands beside it and is independent of it; that 
the relations between the Church and the State are those of two 
independent though closely related powers.” ^ But it is at the 
same time admitted that in Christian society, “the spiritual and 
the temporal powers are intrusted to two different orders, each 
drawing its authority from God, each supreme in its own sphere, 
and independent, within its own sphere, of the other”; and the 
fact is distinctly recognized that “while these two authorities are 
each independent of the other, and supreme in their own spheres, 
they are also dependent upon each other, and cannot avoid rela¬ 
tions with each other; so that while each is supreme in its own 
sphere, each is also subordinate in relation to the other sphere. 
The king is subject to the bishop in spiritual matters, the bishop 
to the king in temporal matters. Gelasius is conscious of the fact 

that no division between the two powers can be complete; . . . 
and, more than this, we may say that Gelasius perhaps feels that 
the question which is the greater of the two cannot be wholly 
avoided.” • Dr. Carlyle ^cems warranted in feeling that these 

* Ouriyle, op. eU., 1, pp. • /Wrf., I, pp. X75"*76. • I. P» *0* 
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statements go far ‘*to establish a theory of a strict dualism in 
society, and they are not therefore in accord with the tendency of 
those mediaeval thinkers who thought of society as organized under 
the terms of a complete unity/* ^ The latter conception prevailed 
over the former in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, and the 
higher power was the spiritual; ® by the late sixteenth century the 
dualistic view had revived and was generally held by both ecclesi¬ 
astics and politiquesy and though often contested it has never since 
been wholly absent from the history of the state, notwithstanding 
the fact that the balance has in general swung over toward the 
temporal power in modern times. 

In the statements of the early middle ages we may see appearing 
in their earliest indistinct form some of the concrete points that 
have divided Church and State ever since, the immunity of the 
clergy, the mutual limits of spiritual and temporal jurisdiction, 
the obligations of Church property, and even obscurely the ques¬ 
tion of Supremacy; and a study of these statements discloses a 
steady advance in the consciousness of its distinctive character 
and peculiar rights by the Church, which to be thoroughly under¬ 
stood must be studied in closest connection with the history of the 
successive changes in its actual relations with the Roman govern¬ 
ment throughout this period. 

The progress of this spirit of independence moved side by side 
with a growing consciousness within the Church of its unity — in 
fact with two closely related tendencies, one toward unity, the 
other toward the conception of the Church as a definite visible 
institution outside of which there is no salvation; and both ideas 
were developed in the contests with heathenism without and heresy 
within. 

As early as the third century St. Cyprian likens the Church to 
the sun with many rays but one light, to a tree whose many 
branches draw their strength from one root, or to a spring from 
which many rivulets flow. But a branch torn away from the tree 
cannot grow, and a rivulet dries up if not fed by its spring. So 

whoever is separated from the Church is separated from the things 
promised to the Church. He shall not enter into the rewards of 
Christ, who leaves the Church of Christ. He is a stranger, a 

»Carlyle, op, cit., I, pp. 184-1S5. 
* See Giericei PdiHcoi Theories rf0ie Middle Age (Maitland’s traaalatibn), p. 9 ff. lor tlift 

atatcment of later views on this subject 
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l^rofane man, an enemy. **He cannot have God for his father who 
does not have the Church for his mother.” ” Whoever does not 
hold to this unity, has not the law of God, has not the faith of 
Father and Son, has neither life nor salvation.” ^ As long as the 
Church was a society unrecognized by law the enforcement of these 
strict views could go no further than excommunication, but with 
the establishment of Christianity these questions assume a political 
importance, and ultimately the penalties against breaches of this 
unity were inflicted by the state. Thus religious uniformity en¬ 
forced by secular authority was becoming the rule and this uni¬ 
formity included adherence to a visible, external, exclusive 
institution. It is true that St. Augustine defines the Church as 
the community of all believers and that his *‘City of God” is not 
the exact counterpart of the visible Church on earth.® Yet the 
weight of his great authority was always thrown on the side of 
unity and orthodoxy, and the influence of other sides of his many- 
sided mind clearly appears only centuries after his death. 

There is no part of the history of the age-long struggle between 
Church and State more essential to a thorough mastery of it all 
or to an impartial estimate of the conflicting claims, than this 
period of its beginnings in the early middle ages. 

Fortunately the complicated question of the causes of the 
”Decline and Fall” of the western Empire may be left to the 
general historian. The chronicler of the growth of political 
thought is concerned only with the changes in men^s conception 
of the state produced by the new political conditions that accom¬ 
panied and followed this decline. These changes were gradual 
but they were fundamental, and the two aspects of them probably 
most important here are their effects upon the relations of the 
secular and the ecclesiastical authorities, and the infusion of 
habits of thought concerning law and government derived from the 
tribal conditions of the barbarians who swarmed into the Roman 
Empire, and ultimately found themselves its heirs. It seems best 
to take the second of these first, and within it the early Germanic 

conceptions of law. 
Roughly speaking we may trace three principal phas^ in the 

development of these conceptions between the fifth and the tenth 

1 De UniMe EaUsiae, chaps. 5-e. 
* For a discrimhiatiag discussion of the varying modem views on these points see Figgis, 

The PdUieal Aspects o/SL AumstMs *Cif9^/Godt* chap* (v, with the notes at the end of the 
vcdume. 
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century, first the period without discoverable beginnings during 
which the primitive idea of tribal law was little affected by new 
conditions or by international’’ questions, a period when the 
custom of the tribe was exclusive in its scope and racial rather 
than territorial in its character.^ A second phase, which should 
be considered a development in this primitive idea rather than a 
breach of it, was inevitably brought about by the irruption of the 
barbarians into the western provinces of the Empire, coming as 
they did increasingly by whole tribes, and in competition with 
each other, or in succession one to another. This is the phase 
most prominent from the sixth to the ninth century, characterized 
by the phrase “the personality of law.” It has been held that 
the peculiar conditions implied by this phrase were inherent in 
the early Germanic conception of law itself, but Brunner and 
others have pointed out certain facts that seem inconsistent with 
such a theory. The texts of the Salic law, one of the earliest sur¬ 
viving records of Germanic customary law, seem to recognize no 
such distinction between a Frank and “a barbarian” who lives 
under Salic law,* and there is evidence of its non-existence even 
in the ninth century in England.* So far as surviving documents 
go, the principle of personality seems to appear first in the Lex 
Ribuaria, of later date than the Lex Salica.^ “This is no ancient 
Germanic principle.” “Its development was the result of the 
exigencies of the time,” and of the attempt of certain tribes “to 
extend the enjoyment of their tribal law into the scattered districts 
over which they had spread.”* Under this principle a racial 
group within a state was not brought under the tribal law of the 
state but permitted to employ its own customary rules, and before 
a particular case could be determined it was necessary to ascertain 
which law should apply, usually through the “profession” of the 
defendant. In parts of the country over which successive waves 
of migration had passed each leaving a sediment of population as 

1 For the best modem account of customary law see Siegfried Brie, Die Lehre vom Gewohn- 
heUirecht, vol. i, Breslau, 1899 (all published) especially sections 37-32 {Das deutscke Recht 
im MUteMter), 

* Brunner, Deutsche Rechtsgeschiehte, I (sd ed.)* P- 384 i Geffcken, Lex SaUca, pp, 40, 
x6x. Schroder seems to regard the matter as still ** disputable/* lehrhuch der dwtschen 
SUcktsgesckkhte (sth ed.)» p. a42> note za. 

* In the treaty between Alfred and Guthrum, Liebermann, Die Gesetse der Attiehacksen, 
I, p. 126. 

*Lex Ribtmia, edited by R. Sofam {MesmmUa Germaniae ffisieriea), sx, 3; 6x, 2; 

Brunner, efi. df., p. 3fli4* 
* Brunner, he. cU» 
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it moved onward, the number of these law-groups became consider¬ 
able and the administration of law very complex. This diversity 
of laws was so great, as Bishop Agobard of Lyons quaintly says 
in the first half of the ninth century, that it was to be found ‘‘not 
only in particular districts or cities, but even in many houses.’’ 
“For it often happened that five men were present or sitting to¬ 
gether, and not one of them had a law the same as another.’’ ^ 
The application of the principle sometimes resulted in the promul¬ 
gation of two sets of laws, one for the Roman, the other for the 
Germanic subjects of the King, as in the Visigothic and Burgundian 
kingdoms. 

The importance of this phase of European legal history in the 
development of political ideas is incalculable. Under such a sys¬ 
tem of personal laws it was possible for Roman law to survive the 
invasions of barbarism, if the Roman population was large enough 
for its law later to form a part of the local law of the district, after 
the peoples had become stabilized and their laws had become 
territorial. But for this principle of personality it is hard to see 
how Roman law could ever have thus persisted as local custom, as 
it did in places, and had it not so persisted it seems probable that 
the renaissance of Roman law might never have come, at least 
when it did, and as it did, in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. 
For in this darkest period of the law’s history it was certainly as 
local custom chiefly that the Roman rules of the law lived on; it 
was not in the form of a scientific jurisprudence if we may judge 
from the few slight, scattered, and exceedingly crude epitomes 
that have been thought to date from this period.® For these 
reasons the obscure period of the personality of law must be con¬ 
sidered one of the most critical in the whole history of political 
thought, for if the continuity of Roman law had been broken at 
this time it is safe to say that the entire subsequent development 
of political thought in the West would have been far other than 
it has been. And that continuity was in the greatest danger of 

t Adversus legem Gundohadi, c. 4 (if. G. F., Leg., Ill, 504), quoted by Brunner, op. cU., 

P* 383* 
) T^e fullest account of these sources is Max Conrat’s Geschkkte der QueUen wd Literaluf 

des rdmhektn Reekts im frUhfiren MiUMler, Leipzig, 1891. A few are printed in 11. Fitting's 
JuHsUsche Sckri/len des fritHeren iiUUioUers^ HaUe, 1876. For the argument that these 
writings come from the dark period between Justinian and Imerius, see Fitting, Die 
AnSdnge der Reeklssekule sn Bchgna, Berlin, 1888. Flach, on the contrary, holds that they 
date either from the time of Justinian or after the establishment of the law school at Bologna, 
not between, hades criHises mr VMe/We da dreU remain an meyen dge, Parir. xSgo^ 
fetudiP. 
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being broken. Our knowledge of the full text of Justinian’s 
Digest hangs by a single thread, the precious manuscript of it pre¬ 
served at Florence. But for the effects of the principle of personal¬ 
ity, there might well have been no Irnerius, no Bartolus, no Cujas, 
no Bodin. 

But as changing conditions had thus brought about the preva¬ 
lence of personality, so further changes ultimately put an end 
to it and made the law territorial. By the ninth century this 
change is all but complete. The wandering peoples have almost 
ceased to move, their territories have for the most part become 
fixed and permanent, and the various racial elements within these 
territories have gradually become fused into true local communi¬ 
ties. In like manner their tribal customs have become local cus¬ 
toms, they are ‘‘the law of the land,*’ with few exceptions binding 
upon all within it, and binding upon them because of their domicile, 
not their race. 

As a whole this is a period of customary law, of the gradual 
fusion of older and newer elements in political thought, of the slow 
assimilation of Roman ideas by the barbarians, and the “bar¬ 
barizing** of these ideas in this process of assimilation. It is 
necessary therefore to consider something of the nature and extent 
of the new ideas about the state, of Germanic or at least non- 
Roman origin, which in this way became a part of the heritage of 
modern times from the political thought of the middle ages. 

The description of the Germanic invaders given by Caesar and 
Tacitus and the later and fuller evidence in the fragmentary 
written compilations of their own customary tribal law disclose 
habits of thought about law, government, servitude, and property 
far different in many respects from those of the provincials who had 
inherited the traditions of imperial Rome. To the Germans, law 
remains primarily the immemorial custom of the tribe, as much 
its unique possession as the tribal religion, and if a part of this 
customary law happens to be put in writing, through contact with 
Roman ideas of written law and increasingly complex relations 

with other racial groups and lawS) this in no way changes men’s 
habitual conception of the essential nature of law itself, of its 
origin, or of the basis of its authority over them. The primary 
fact is that, notwithstanding all the so-called written “codes,** 
custom continued to comprise the bulk of the actual law of the 
invading hordes, and that it was as immemorial custom alone that 
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any of these laws, whether written or not, were held to be binding. 
The writing and formal promulgation were incidental, not essen<* 
tial, to the character of law. Even the smaller, written, part of 
that law, as Professor Jenks well says, was ‘*not legislation, but 
record.” ^ ‘‘The law was not made, it was only proved.” * 

It is scarcely necessary to say that this idea was not new. It is 
found at a corresponding stage in the cultural development of 
most races, and it was as characteristic of primitive Romans cen¬ 
turies before, as it was of the Germanic peoples in the early middle 
ages. But in the latter period Roman law was developed, Ger¬ 
manic law still primitive, and some of its primitive characteristics 
were retained through the whole period of the personality of law 
to become a part of the territorial law that succeeded it in the 
period we call feudal. Possibly the most significant of these 
characteristics for the history of political ideas is the prominence 
of custom. In 319 a.d. the Emperor Constantine had declared 
that the authority of custom and ancient usage was not to be 
ignored, unless it ran counter to reason or lex} In the twelfth 
century the author of the second book of the Libri Feudorum turns 
this statement completely around: the authority of the Roman 
laws is not to be disregarded but it does not extend so far as to 
overcome usum aut mores} Explain this difference as we may, 
and many explanations have been offered, the great fact stands 
out that the Germans have brought to the political thinking of 
Western Europe a new and permanent contribution of great signifi¬ 
cance, a conception of law different from that of imperial Rome. 
They have brought, or they have restored, a new, or possibly we 
may say, an old, emphasis. They habitually think of law prima¬ 
rily as the immemorial custom of the tribe, not as the legislative 
enactment of any supreme authority in the state. 

What St. Isidore of Seville says on the subject seems a little 
obscure, but it is certainly not exactly what a Roman jurist of the 
classical period would have said. ^*Jus is a general term, lex is 
a species of jus. Jus is so-called because it is just. Moreover all 

jus stands firm through legis and mores. Lex is a written enact¬ 
ment. Mos is custom approved by its antiquity, or unwritten lex. 
For lex is so called from legendo^ since it is written. Mos on the 

^ ani P^^^Uc$ UiUu Uiddk 7^* 
* R. SchrSder, LeMmch der dexUcktn RicktsiesekSelik (sth ed.), p. S3S. 
•C.8, 53. a. 

^ *ledimum,Ih$lmi9b<xiiKk$Ukmek$tP 
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other hand is custom long used and drawn only from usages. 
Moreover custom {consuetudo) is a kind of jus instituted by usages, 
accepted in place of lex where lex is lacking. And it is immaterial 
whether it is established by a writing or by reason, since it is reason 
also which commends lex. Besides, if lex stands firm through 
reason, lex will be everything which is established by reason, pro¬ 
vided it be consistent with religion, that it accord with discipline, 
and that it conduce to salvation. Moreover it is called custom 
because it is in common use.” ^ 

**Lex9 therefore, will be honest, just, possible, according to 
nature, according to the custom of the country^ suitable to the place 
and time, necessary and useful; clear also, lest it contain through 
the obscurity of its wording something furthering a private interest, 
but written rather for the common utility of the citizens.” * 

The interesting thing about the first passage is the assimilation 
of lex and consuetudo. They, are in essence the same. The same 
point was made centuries later for England in the law book of the 
twelfth century ascribed to Glanvill. 

It is unnecessary to repeat in detail the well-known description 
of Germanic institutions by Tacitus in proof of the fact that the 
same tribal ideas affect the principal institutions of central govern¬ 
ment, as well as law. In a regime of customary law there is little 
place for legislative authority and Tacitus naturally has nothing 
to say of any among the primitive Germans. But even in absence 
of legislation there are other decisive questions of tribal policy to 
be determined, questions of war, peace, and alliances, and these 
the Germans did not entrust to their kings when they had kings — 
Tacitus implies that sometimes they had not — but agreed upon 
in the assembly of the warriors of the tribe. Nor was this all which 
Germanic kings lacked, and Roman emperors had. The trial of 
offenders was not entrusted to them, and not even the carrying 
out of judicial sentences. Furthermore they were passed over in 
time of war for military leaders {duces) of more vigor and greater 
influence. Kingship is only an incident in early Germanic tribal 
institutions and ideas. By the time of the establishment of the 
Frankish kingdom this had greatly changed. The long period of 

movement and inter-tribal war between the second century and 
the ninth necessarily strengthened the authority of kingship, but 

1 EtymohiieSt Bk. V, chi^. lii. 
Bk, V, cliftp.isL TheitalicfMiiiiiit. 



THE EARLY MIDDLE AGES 173 

the new kings were not the old aristocratic kings of TacituSi but 
successors of the duces whose ability in war had raised them to the 
position of permanent head of the tribe. Kingship had become 
stronger, but it still remained tribal, and its ultimate basis was 
service to the tribe and originally the only kind of merit worth 
much at such a time, eminence in war. 

Kings are such by ruling” (Reges a regendo)^ says St. Isidore 
of Seville; ”for just as a priest is such by his sanctification, so a 
king is king through his ruling, and he does not rule who does not 
correct. Therefore the title of king is held by proper administra¬ 
tion, by wrong-doing it is lost. Wherefore it was a proverb among 
the ancients *You shall be king if you rule rightly, if you do 
not, you shall not be.*” * Duces^he says in the same chapter, 
may even be called kings, and in time of war it is greater to be 
called dux than king. Such statements of the seventh century 
no doubt reflect the influences of ”the ancients** of Greece and 
Rome, but one suspects the existence of other and much later 
ones also. 

It is in the relation of the king to the law that these newer influ¬ 
ences appear in their most important form. Princes, St. Isidore 
says, should be bound by ”their** laws,^ but the laws of this time 
even when promulgated in the names of such princes were not so 
much ” their ** law as the law of the tribe as a whole.* The so-called 
”Edict** of Rothar, king of the Lombards, in the seventh century, 
is one of the most striking examples. Even in pleas of the crown, 
with rare exceptions, the penalty must be ‘‘according to ancient 
custom,** ^ and the whole edict, the King declares at the end, “we 
have established by inquiring into and recalling to mind (rememo^ 
rantes) the ancient laws of our ancestors which had not been 
written.** This has been accomplished by “subtle inquisition** 
concerning the ancient laws of the Lombardy, not only on the king*s 
part “but by ancient men** and it Is confirmed by the assembly 
(gaerethinx) “according to the rule of our nation,** to stand for all 
future time “for the common good of all men of our nation.** * In 

^ ESymologies, Bk. IK, chap. iii. The same ideas and others are to be found in his 
Senkficet, Qk. Ill, chaps. 47-51. 

*Setumes,lll,csip.Si* 
* See, for early examples. Lex Alamatmorum, 36, x; Lex RUmarta, 8Sr;Hoc autem con¬ 

sensu et consilio seu pstema tradidone et legis oonsuetudinem super omxi& iubemus. . . • 
Brie, ep, cU., p. ess H 

* Bdicku RiakaH, e^ted by Bluhme (M. B, (?.), cap. 369. 
*jBdk$xs IMaH, edit^ by Blubme, p. 386. 
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731 King Liutprand would abolish trial by battle to which he 
objects, but, he says, account of the custom of our nation of 
the Lombards, we are not able to forbid it/* ^ The preambles of 
the same king to additions made at several times during his reign, 
are very interesting in the same way. These additions to the law 
it is said in one year, are made by the King along with all the 
judices of Austria Neustria and Tuscany and all his fideles of 
Lombardy, *‘the whole people being present,** and by “common 
consent.** * In another year further additions were made to clear 
up existing doubts, some holding that certain points should be 
determined per arbitrium^ others, that they should be decided 
“according to custom**; and this process of definition was carried 
through by an assembly which debated the matters and “ordained 
and defined them along with ** the king.’ 

Almost all the writers of the period repeat the aphorism of 
St. Augustine “It is not for judges to judge of the law but accord¬ 
ing to the law,** and they apply it to kings. A king is no king if 
he does not rule, and he can rule only in accordance with law. 
He promises so to do in an oath at his coronation. He is truly a 
king only on these conditions. Many references to this oath and 
to these conditions are found In this period in both official and 
non-official sources, and in germ they go back far into the history 
of the Germanic tribes. The texts of the Salic law employ the 
term pactum or agreement, and this term Is repeated in Beneven- 
tum and in many later enactments elsewhere. The substance of 
the coronation oath is found in many places in the Frankish 
sources, and an early English form of it is to be found in a pontifi¬ 
cal, probably of the eighth century. Alcuin seems to summarize 
the oath in one of his letters. Hincmar of Rhelms even reminds 
the king that he and his episcopal colleagues have chosen him to 
the government of the realm under condition of preserving the 
laws. But it is unnecessary to multiply further such instances.^ 
The general principle is unmistakable. 

> LUUprandi Leges^ Anni XIX, cap. ziS (edited by Bluhme). 
* Anno pHmo, 
^Anno, XIV, “Picamble.” 
* For a fuller discussion and more contemporary expressions of the same ideas both offi dal 

and non-official, see Carlyle, History of Mediaeval Political Theory, 1, chaps. 1S-19, from 
whom some of these Instances are taken. The former come chi^y from the capitularies 
of the Frankish kings. The preamble of Chariraciagiie’s CafUulare Aqnisgranense is typical# 
Kofohu etc., cum episcopis, abbatibus, comUibus, dmibus, onmUmsque Jiddibus CkrisHanae 
ecdesiae cum consensu consiuoque constUuit ex isoe Sauca, Romana atque Gombata 
capihda ista in PalaHo A^nit etc. The principle of consent U hem piondnent, also the re£a- 
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As time weiit on there was an undoubted strengthening of king- 
ship, but even the high-sounding titles borrowed by the Frankish 
monarchs from the Roman emperors fail to conceal the fact that 
their authority is far from the same. In form and expression the 
capitularies of the Frankish kings are modeled on the imperial 
constitutions, but their content is totally different. Some were 
mere administrative orders, which had scarcely the sanctity of 
true *‘law” and possibly not its permanence. Promulgations of 
*Maw” still remained in reality affirmations of ancient tribal cus¬ 
tom, notwithstanding the pompous titles of the king. 

There are many disputed points in regard to the Frankish 
capitularies and their relation to existing customary law,^ but 
there can be no doubt of the general fact that they still reflect 
the ancient Germanic idea of a tribal law, immemorial In char¬ 
acter, and binding upon king and people alike, and a kingship 
based primarily upon service to the nation. These are all Ideas 
of the greatest consequence In the history of thought, for they 
survived the Frankish monarchy to form the basis of the feudal 
regime, when the tribe had become a local community, and after 
kingship had been all but dissipated. 

In this period the same general ideas of slavery expressed by 
the earlier patristic writers are repeated, but their application 
must have been considerably changed by Germanic institutions. 
In strict theory the early Germanic law apparently regarded one^s 
slave in much the same way as his ox, but as early as the time of 
Tacitus it was remarked that the actual condition of slaves among 
the Germans was more like that of a Roman colonus than of a 
servus. Furthermore, actual enjoyment of free status under 
developed Germanic legal procedure gave the advantage in proof 
to the one so enjoying freedom over anyone who disputed it, 
just as actual dependence created a corresponding disadvantage. 
Enjoyment of freedom thus in a sense raised a presumption of 
the right to It, and this undoubtedly operated In time, In comblna- 
ftctment of earlier law. In this particular case the inclusion of Roman and Burgundian law 
in the enactment is an indication of the importance of the capitularies in the development 
from personal law to territorial. 

For a very judicious modem statement^ see Emile Ch&ion» Histdrg ginirale du droU 
fran^ais public et privi, 1926, vol. i, pp. i74~i70* 

> For an interesting inodem statement and proposed solution of these problems and a 
review of the viuying theories, see J. P6trau-^y, La notion do **lex” dans la Coutume 
SalUnne et ses transformations dans ks eapitulaires (d^oral theris), Grenoble, 1920. On the 
subject <4 the duties and functions of the medieval king, see especially G. von Below, Dor 
dentseko Staai das MitMters, vol. i, part ii, chap, v (xst ed., Leipsig, 19x4)* 
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tion with other factors^ to make the proportion of true slaves 
much smaller than in Rome. The bulk of the agricultural class 
in this way at length became serfs rather than real slaves, bound 
to the soil and dependent upon lords, but with rights of freemen 
against all but these lords, and not completely rightless even in 
relation to them. The word ‘‘unfree” indicates better the status 
of the later villanus than the word “slave,” and some of the con¬ 
ditions that made this so lie in earlier Germanic institutions. 
Contemporary evidence does not warrant us in saying that these 
institutions made any significant change in the general political 
view of slavery, but when combined with the influence of the 
Church they tended greatly to restrict the scope and extent of 
the institution itself, a matter in the long run at least as important. 

Germanic ideas of property, especially the important subject 
of property in land, to the end retained the influence of a primi¬ 
tive period, when the use and enjoyment of land were protected 
rather than “ownership.” Interests in land were much like 
personal status in that both had more the character of rights in 
personam than of rights in rem. Decisions in favor of the right 
of one claimant and against another were no bar to the claim of 
a third person, they decided only the question as to which of the 
two disputing parties had the better claim {majus jus); they im¬ 
plied no exclusive right in anyone against the world, as Roman 
ownership did. There were in Roman law, of course, jura in re 
alienay “rights in a thing ‘owned' by another,” but that very 
phrase is a confession of the great theoretical superiority of the 
owner's right over all these other rights subtracted from it. 

Germanic “seisin” {gewere)y no matter which of the varying 
modern views of it we may adopt, implied no such marked supe¬ 
riority of an “owner's” rights over other interests. Many difFer«- 
ent rights in the land might in fact subsist side by side, each 
protected by remedies against the particular person infringing it. 

Thus Germanic ideas of land-holding fostered, or at least per¬ 
mitted, the growth of many different rights and interests in the 

same piece of land from that of the ‘Hord paramount** at the top 
to that of the “tenant paravail’* at the bottom, as we sometimes 
find them later in the language of the feudal land-law. The 
subject is too intricate to follow into its details here,^ but it serves 

1A good bibliography of this diiBcult but impoitaat subject is given in Brunner, Crmi- 
wOge der deutschm Rechisgeschiehtet Bk. I, part ii, par. 46. One of the best accounts of it it 
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in part to explain the close connection of government and owner¬ 
ship of land which colors and controls all feudal ideas of govern¬ 
ment; and its beginnings are for that reason significant not for 
legal history alone, but in the development of thought that we 
style ^'political/’ But for such a mingling in the middle ages of 
the ideas of proprietary right and governmental authority, which 
the Romans had so carefully distinguished, and the corresponding 
fusion of public and private law which they had kept separate, 
feudal institutions and feudal conceptions of government could 
never have become what they were in the later middle ages. 
Without some understanding of the factors which led to these 
changes, the political ideas of the feudal period are'inexplicable. 
For example, the peculiar but important conception shared by 
Richard Fitzralph and WyclifFe, of the nature of all human rela¬ 
tions, expressed by the word dominiuniy is a conception largely 
“feudal” in character, and it arises in part out of institutions 
whose beginnings were influenced by Germanic ideas of land- 
holding in the period now under discussion. A whole library has 
been written on the difficult and disputed subject of early Ger¬ 
manic land-holding, and it cannot be adequately treated in an 
outline, even for political thought, but its significance in the 
evolution of ideas few will deny who know anything of either law 
or politics. 

Aside from these important institutional developments and 
their effects, the conceptions of the duties and rights incident to 
property seemed to remain, in this period, much as they were in 
the writings of the earlier Church fathers. St. Isidore of Seville 
makes one or two significant statements that may show some 
later influence. He enumerates as one part of the law of nature, 
communis omnium possession and in his chapter on divine and 
human law makes some interesting additions which may help to 
interpret the former: “All leges are either divine or human, the 
divine based on nature, the human on customs. And so the 
latter vary, since some satisfy one people, some another. Fas is 

divine leXn jus is human lex. To cross the field belonging to another 

is FAS; it is not jus.” ' 
In the nature of things the unstable relations between the 

available in English, A Sisfory of Germanic Private LaWt translated from the Germw of 
Rudolf Huebner, by Francis L. Philbrick, Boston, ipiS. (The Continental Legal History 
Series)t Bk. II, chaps, v-yi. 

Bk. V, chaps, aaid ^ 
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authorities in Church and State could not remain unaffected by 
the decline and final extinction of the authority of the Emperor 
in the western provinces and the rapid rise to power of the vari¬ 
ous Germanic nations which were crowding one after another into 
this territory. 

No part of the long history of the relations of Church and State 
is more important or more critical than the two centuries immedi¬ 
ately following the reign of the Emperor Leo the Isaurian in the 
eighth century. In this period powers were assumed by the 
Church and decisions taken whose effects we still feel at this day, 
and a more than superficial knowledge of them is indispensable 
for an understanding of all the later phases of the great contro¬ 
versy. Yet the reaction of these great events upon political 
thought itself does not appear clearly before the eleventh century 
nor fully before the fourteenth. Then men on both sides turned 
back to this critical period for the decisive precedents on which 
to base their conflicting claims of supremacy in the Pope or the 
Emperor, 

They read the history of this period in the light of the contro¬ 
versies of their own day, and each side forced a meaning upon 
every transaction between Frankish King and Roman Pontiff 
which would serve the purpose of its own argument. In this way 
every step by which the authority of the Church had been advanced 
was later represented as part of a preconceived plan on the part 
of the Roman Pontiffs, to lay the foundation for the sweeping 
claims of a Boniface VIII or a John XXII. Gregory II, it was 
assumed, had the same ends in view and was actuated by precisely 
the same motives as Gregory VII. This mode of reasoning was 
followed equally by the defenders and the antagonists of the 
Papacy, and the acts of the kings were interpreted by both in the 
same fashion. Supporters and opponents of the Emperor alike 
attributed to Pepin and his successors a determination to check 
the ^^encroachment” of Popes, as conscious, and as much the 
result of premeditation, as were those encroachments themselves. 
Like assumptions are sometimes made by modern historians, even 

by some very great historians, both Catholic and Protestant. 
But as a matter of fact in this particular period from the eighth 

to the tenth century, political speculation does not seem to have 
been particularly prominent. It was a period of action rather 
than of theorizing. The speculative results were to come later* 
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It seems very doubtful whether either Kings or Pontiffs looked 
very far into the future or anticipated the momentous results of 
their acts. Each was fighting a desperate battle of which the 
outcome was by no means certain, one against a powerful nation^ 
the other against heresy in addition, and each welcomed all the 
help the other could give. Each was anxious more to ensure the 
success of their common enterprise, — or at least of his own 
part in it — than to protect himself at every possible point against 
the other. Thus only could so many important questions have 
been left open for later debate. “Anyone who studies the papal 
correspondence and the * Liber Pontificalis* in the eighth century 
will, we think, feel that the leadership of the Roman res publica 
in the West was forced upon them [the Popes] rather than delib¬ 
erately sought.” ^ 

Strictly contemporary speculation in this period seems to con¬ 
cern itself little with the supremacy of either Pope or King. It 
appears to make no significant advance beyond the theoretical 
views already laid down in the fifth century by Pope Gelasius I, 
under which the spheres of bishop and king were regarded as 
distinct and separate, but very closely related, in that spiritual 
authority extended over all laymen, even kings, and secular 
authority over churchmen as well as laymen. Year by year 
things were happening which made it harder for each of the two 
powers actually to keep within the field thus assigned it, and the 
struggle between them for supremacy over both fields was becom¬ 
ing more and more imminent and possibly more obvious to the 
leaders on both sides; but in this period these great events seem 
to belong as yet more properly to the general historian than to 
the chronicler of opinion. 

No aspect of the Frankish period is more important in the 
growth of political ideas than the change from the personality to 
the territoriality of law. The course of the change is obscure, 
but the fact is obvious. By the ninth century the old question 
^'under what law do you live if it had still been asked, would 
have been answered in most cases by the place, not the race, of 

the party. Law is the same for the whole district. But it retains, 

> Caflyle, History of PsUtkal Thoory^ I, p. 289. A convenient translation of part of the 
lAbsr PofUificaUs is now available in Tko Rscords of CivUnaUon, by Louise Ropes Loomis 
(Columbia University Press). For the original text see L*AbM L. Duchesne, Lo lAber 
PonHficdHs^ 2 vols., Paris, X886-189S; for ilui aocoulit of it, his hud$ m to IMer PottSifir 
ooHot Peris, xS77* 
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otherwise, the character it has always had. It still remains im¬ 
memorial custom, handed down by one’s ancestors, but now as 
the custom of the district. The tribe or the clan has become a 
local community and its customary law is the law of that com¬ 
munity. We bring up some very ancient ideas when we speak, 
as we still properly do, of a local district as a ‘‘community.” The 
custom of this community was still “proved” as before in the 
period of personality, but it was proved by local neighbors, and 
it applied to all. 

This process of development from personality to territoriality 
was not complete when another began of no less importance, the 
disintegration of the short-lived centralized authority of the 
Frankish monarchy. Thus there arose in time a great number of 
legal or jurisdictional units, often very small in extent, each with 
its own body of local custom proved and enforced in its own 
courts, and without any effective central authority above it. 
These are the chief external characteristics of the administration 
of law in the period of feudalism. 

“Feudalism” is the word we use to characterize the sum of the 
conditions, social, political, and economic, which prevailed in 
western Europe in the period, varying from place to place, between 
the stabilizing geographically of the Germanic tribes in their con¬ 
quered territory and the emergence among them of centralized 
administrative systems ^‘national” in scope, character, and extent. 
It is a term descriptive of the later transitional form in the devel¬ 
opment of European institutions out of those of the tribe into 
those of the national state. Almost everywhere those institutions 
arose out of earlier conditions much alike, everywhere their devel¬ 
opment followed the same general course, and everywhere that 
development tended to culminate in the same general way. But 
this is all. The development of some or of all “feudal” institu¬ 
tions was retarded in some parts of Europe, accelerated in others. 
Centuries might separate the appearance or the disappearance of 
particular feudal institutions in different places, and even at the 

time when most of them are found extended most widely — 
roughly, from the ninth to the eleventh century — we also find 
innumerable local points of difference in their form and operation. 
Feudalism, then, is properly nothing more than a general name 
for the common features of many diverse local institutions. 

The term feudalism itself comes from “fief” (feodum)f and the 
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fief may probably be considered the most common of all its fea¬ 
tures. *‘The proper meaning of the Latin word feodumf** says 
Brussels *‘is mouvancej* ^ and the nearest English word to that is 
probably “tenure.” It is something which moves from one per¬ 
son to another, something held by one person of another. That 
something might be a right or interest in land, but by no means 
always. It might be an office, a dignity, or a chattel, a sum of 
money, or even a mere immunity or franchise. Everything of 
value was brought under the conception of the fief, one’s land, 
one’s personal status, one’s office. One had an “estate” in them 
all, a proprietary interest that “moved” from some one, that was 
held of some one. Many of these rights or interests of whatever 
kind might be ancient, without known beginnings, yet the theory 
developed that everything had moved from some one, was held 
of some one, had at some time been granted by some one. And 
it continued to be held of him. His interest in the thing granted 
did not cease with the grant. If he had granted land as lord to 
a vassal, his rights over the land remained, except for the particu¬ 
lar interest he had parted with. A new interest or right in the 
land had been carved out of the original one without extinguishing 
it, and that new interest involved a new continuing personal rela¬ 
tionship, reciprocal in character, between the grantor and the 
grantee, whose character was determined by the nature of the 
tenure indicated in the grant.^ Nor is this all. Tenure also 

^ Nouvd examen de Vusage gifUrai des fiefst vol. i, p. 2. 
* Under Roman law ownership was indivisible and therefore not partible between o?mer 

and tenant, but in the middle ages after vassalage had become an actual fact, the Romanists 
and canonists attempted to fit the new conditions into the older law, on the analogy of the 
original Roman distinction of actions as actiones directae and actiones utiles. The interest of 
the original lord, or grantor, was termed dominium direcium^ that of the vassal, dominium 
utiUt and the latter came to be regarded by most as no mere usufruct but a true proprietary 
interest though subordinate to that of the grantor. Opinions were for long not unanimous, 
however. Hostiensis declared that dominion remained with the chief lord exclusively, and 
that the grant transferred no proprietas but usufructus merely. *‘In contrario videtur quod 
non habeat (vassalus) aliquod dominium, sed penes dominum remaneat. Nam cum dominus 
fadt investituram alicuius beneficii, proprietas remanet penes eum et usufructus transit ad 
investitum et ad ejus heredes/’ Summa decretalium^ tit. de feudis, Lyon, 1517, folio 271. 
Out of this distinction grew the common one between the dominus directus, seigneur direct, 
and the dominus utilis, seigneur utile and between the dominium directum, seigneurie directs, 
domains direct — later domains iminent — and dominium utds, seigneurie or domains utile. 

The Frankish grantors, as^yaeau says, reserved a right over a private seignory, unknown 
to the Romans, “which we have called seigneurie directe.” Traite des seigneuries, chap, i, 
par. 62, Les Oeuvres do Maistre Charles Loyseau, Paris, 1678. See in general A. Esmein, 
Cours iUmentaire d*kiMoire du droit frangais, nth ed., pp. 241-242, from which the above 
quotation from HostieiisiB is taken; Ragueau, Ghssaire du droit frangois, s. v. Seigneur, 
Seigneurie: J. Declare^ Bistoire gMrah du droH/rangais (zQssh PP* and above 
aS the valuable paper ^ B. Nelli jpg da fo 
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affected the personal status of a grantee, it made him a peer of 
his co-vassals of the same fief, a fellow-member with them in the 
lord’s court and entitled to a judgment of these “peers” before he 
could be lawfully punished for a wrong or deprived of a right. It 
determined, in other words, much of his social, economic, and 
governmental position and relations. The grantor was now his 
lord with definite rights over him and definite obligations to him 
of a continuing character, and he as vassal had reciprocal duties 
and rights in relation to the lord. If this relation were created 
de novo it was by contract, by ceremony of homage and with oath 
of fealty. 

Even this inadequate summary is enough to show some things 
important for political thought. The line between public and 
private law is obscured, almost obliterated. One’s governmental 
duties and rights are to a large extent both created and measured 
by a contract not unlike a modern private contract. The relation 
of lord to vassal confers on the lord some powers and duties over 
his vassal which for the Romans and for us seem to belong properly 
only to a sovereign over subjects. Every lord is a “sovereign” 
lord — the word properly means only superiority, but already 
carries with it somewhat more. The feudal relation is created by 
a solemn reciprocal engagement confirmed by an oath on one side 
and considered equally binding on both — it is contractual; but 
the rights so created on both sides are legal rights, they can be 
judicially interpreted only by the whole body of the peers of the 
fief, not by the lord. Theoretically there never was a period 
when rights were more insisted upon, but in the tangle of cross 
relationships existing, there were so many points open to dispute, 
and though no one, not even the lord, could be judge in his own 
case, the sanction of the law was so weak, that it is not altogether 
strange that some should see in feudalism nothing but a regime of 
unrestrained force. Yet throughout this period of decentraliza¬ 
tion, of legalized private war and actual violence, the old idea that 
a political community is one associated by a bond of law and of 
common interest is never wholly lost, and there were some feudal 

institutions which tended to strengthen rather than to weaken it. 

Miknges Fitting (Montpellier, xgoS), voL ii, pp. 409-461, where many extracts from the 
jurists from the twelfth to the fourteenth century are given. There is a brief but admirable 
account of these developments in von Schwerin, Deutsche Rechtsgeschichtet Leipzig, 19x5, plL 
76-77; another by Gierke, in Hoitzendorfi% Encykhpitdie der RechtswUsenschoift, 6U1 ed. 
voL i, pp. 486-496. 
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The whole period which we call feudal is a period of transition^ 
rapid transition in fact, and our danger is over-simplification. 
The formula of decentralization is often applied to it without 
discrimination, and this era of decentralization is represented as 
ending sharply with the beginning of national states. The facts 
do not support so extreme a view. Throughout the period of 
greatest decentralization, factors of an opposite character never 
ceased to operate. National governments did destroy feudalism 
in the long run, but they did it in large part not by discarding 
existing institutions in toto or by a frontal attack on them all, but 
largely by turning to their own advantage certain institutions 
which had been in constant use throughout the whole period. 
This is especially true in the earlier part of the growth of national 
states. The institutions of the ^TeudaP^ period are too complex 
to be brought under a single formula, least of all the formula of 
complete decentralization. There was in facty for a century or 
two, a decentralization that was all but complete, in certain parts 
of Europe, but even in this period there were theoretical elements 
derived from earlier sovereign power and susceptible of use in 
restoring it again. 

The theory of the nature of the feudal bond now most widely 
accepted regards the oath of fealty as a remnant of the oath of a 
subject to a ruler; in its commonest form, at least after the tenth 
century, it usually contained reservations of the rights of superior 
lords over lower ones; and it was often taken by men whose 
obligations were not connected with a territorial fief at all. In 
1176 Henry II of England instructed his justices to exact such an 
oath ‘‘even from rustics.^’ These were not his “men” in a feudal 
sense; they were his subjects^ and this is not exceptional for Eng¬ 
land, nor anything new, except in the thoroughness of its applica¬ 
tion. The complete decentralization of feudalism was more a 
fact than a theory. These are considerations important for the 
political thought of the time. They seem to indicate a greater 
continuity of older political ideas than is sometimes thought pos¬ 
sible in this period, and they explain in part the undoubted fact 

that nationality was not so completely opposed to ‘TeudaP^ 
principles that its beginnings could not exist in the very midst of 
the period that was most “feudal.” In truth the period is marked 
by the interworking of many different factors which we are too 
ready to assume to be incompatible, some of which we even call 
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1 anti-feudal. It would probably be truer to call them all feudal, 
at least in the sense that they all coexisted in this period, and 
any other sense is likely to be one arbitrarily imposed by ourselves 
in flat contradiction of some of the facts. Some of these factors, 
it is true, had a tendency to turn the general development of insti¬ 
tutions in one direction, others in another, and some finally did 
supersede the others in the later establishment of national systems 
of administration; but many of these diflFering tendencies co¬ 
existed side by side throughout the whole feudal period, and it is 
scarcely safe or sound to deny to one the **feudar^ character we 
ascribe to another. These considerations make necessary great 
discrimination in drawing political conclusions from the con¬ 
temporary sources. Most of these sources come from the later 
period when the national tendencies have become strongly devel¬ 
oped, others contain elements of Roman law of late introduction; 
and such elements must always be accounted for if we wish to 
find in these writings true indications of the political conceptions 
of the period called ‘‘feudal" par excellence. 

The sources are of diflFerent kinds and of varying value for the 
history of political ideas. We find for the earlier period a large 
number of specific grants but no collections of customary law; 
that law was still transmitted orally in the different districts. 
Later we begin to find written summaries of local custom in many 
places, often the work of private and usually unknown persons; 
more rarely in the form of an official redaction. Lastly we have 
the more systematic treatises, not always clearly distinguishable 
especially in the earliest of them from the class of documents just 
mentioned except in their greater elaboration and more systematic 
form. They come generally however at a later period and are 
usually written much more under the Influence of Ideas derived 
from the new national governments, from Roman law, or from 
both. 

The reason why the later of these books may be used to illus¬ 
trate institutions of a period sd much earlier, is not the one usually 
g^ven—that the middle ages are a period of stagnation. The 

truth is the very opposite: it was a period of development, rela« 
tively of exceedingly rapid development. The reason is that these 
are books on lawj and that the prevailing conception of law as 
immemorial custom kept them closer to older modes of thought 
than other historical sources of their own age^ This persistence of 
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an older conception of law as immemorial custom throughout a 
period of rapid and almost revolutionary change may seem a 
paradox, but it alone can account for the actual developments in 
the legal history of western Europe in the late middle ages. It 
is no more difficult to accept and to understand than the theo^ 
retical permanence of the XII Tables at Rome during the whole 
period in which Roman social relations were completely revolu¬ 
tionized, or the American doctrine that notwithstanding the enor¬ 
mous development of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the 
federal constitution of 1789 is still the basis of the constitutional 
law of the United States. 

As early as the eleventh century some of the customs of local 
districts were finding their Way into writing, as in the Usatici 
Barchinone Patrie in Barcelona.^ Later these begin to appear in 
many places, and after the thirteenth century they are found in 
great numbers. 

Some of the important earlier ones are, the Libri Feudorum;^ 
the so-called Ttes-ancien Coutumier de Normandie^ probably of the 
early thirteenth century; Le Grand Coutumier^ or Summa de Legu 
bus as it was known in its Latin version, probably about a half 
century later, also for Normandy;* the Leges Henrici Primi, 
written in England between 1109 and 1118, but much influenced 
by outside sources;^ the Sachsenspiegel in Saxony in the thir¬ 
teenth century;* the Assizes of Jerusalem;^ and many more. 
The treatises include Bracton, De Legibus et Consuetudinibus 
Angliae^'^ the most important law-book of medieval England, but 
not written till the middle of the thirteenth century, and requiring 
still further caution in its use on account of additions made in the 
manuscripts by later hands and the admixture of royal and Roman 
law; the Coutumes de Beauvaisis of Philippe de Beaumanoir,* of 

> Printed by Ch. Giraud, Essoi me Vhistein du droit frofi^ais au moyen age, vo!. ii, 
p. 46s ff. 

* Text in Das tangobardiscks JjdmrooU, edited by Karl T.ehmann. 
* Coutumiors de Normandiot edited by E. J. Tardif. 
* Liebermann, Gesetu der Angdsacksent I, p. 544 ff* 
* Edited by C. G. Homeyer. 
* Edited by Count Beugnot. For a good modem account and estimate see Maurice 

Grand<^ude» £tude critique sur ks Umres des Assises de Jerusalem (doctoral thesis), Paris, 
<9^3* 

^ The only satisfactory edition is e^ted by (jeotge E. Woodbine (New Haven, 1915--) but 
it is not yet completed, older oom{dete edition with English translation, but very 
unsaUafactory, Is edited by ^Travers Tidss. 

^Edited Am. Sab^ Paris, 1899^x900. A oomprdienaive account of some other 
Pcench law books not spedficaBy nientkmed here is gtven by Paul VloUet, Bisteire dm droit 
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almost equal value for thirteenth century France but also much 
influenced by Roman law; and a number of others of great inter* 
est but probably somewhat less important than these two. 

The general conception of law disclosed in all such sources is 
the familiar one of immemorial custom^ but custom now defi¬ 
nitely territorial in character, though the latest of the sources also 
give frequent indications of the presence of Roman ideas which 
had begun to come in by the twelfth century. Before that time 
outside the Church few traces can be seen of anything regarded 
as true *‘law” which was not customary law, even in the south 
where some Roman principles persisted in the form of local cus¬ 
tomary rules; and even after the renaissance of Roman law, the 
older conception remained dominant for many generations. From 
a general survey of these sources it seems true to say that in its 
strictly ‘‘feudal” connotation, “law,” in the highest sense of that 
term, was nothing but the immemorial custom of a community 
defined territorially. Many illustrations of this are to be found, 
only a few are given here. 

One of the most interesting is a statement of the Summa de 
Legibus or Grand Coutumter de Normandie in the thirteenth cen¬ 
tury. ** Consuetudines are customs held from ancient times, 

• approved by princes and preserved by the people, determining 
whose anything is, or to what it pertains. Moreover leges are 
institutions made by princes and preserved by the people in a 
province, by which particular cases are decided; for leges are, as 
it were, instruments in law for the declaration of the truth of the 
contentions. Furthermore customs attend upon legesy for cus¬ 
toms are the modes in which we ought to employ leges. For 
example, it is consuetudo that the widow should have the third 
part of a fief of which her husband was seised at the time of their 
marriage. But if a contention should arise concerning any fief 
of which he was not seised at that time, it is the practice that 
by the process of inquest {per legem inquisitionis) the widow 
shall demand her dower in the same, and that a contention of 
this kind shall be ended. Moreover customs are the modes in 
which a procedure (lex) of this kind is conducted, as by twelve 
persons of esteem under oath who have first had view of the 

civUfran^aiSt Bk. I» chap. y4, and by A. Taidif, EUtoin de$ sources du iroUfrau/Qais, Bk. VI, 
€hap.iii. For EngUsh ones see P.H. Winfield, A 
(Cunbiidge, Mass., 1925), chap. is. 
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fief. These {leges) approve possessions so that they introduce 
rights, for when they are changed, rights are changed, when 
they are varied rights are varied, when they are made rights 
are made.” ^ 

This passage is very remarkable, even unusual, but its general 
tenor is typical of feudal ideas, and the Summa de Legibus is one 
of the least Roman of all the greater law-books of the thirteenth 
century, much less so, for example, than its contemporary, the 
De Legibus of Bracton, or the work of Beaumanoir; which means 
that it reflects a more archaic conception of law and is, on the 
whole, probably a truer index of the legal ideas of the centuries 
preceding. The author of this book thinks of the enactments of 
the princes only as “instruments” for determining particular 
cases. They are administrative orders, in reality only a part of 
the droit administratif. The term lex itself means procedure, it 
does not mean the substantive principles of law. Those principles 
can be found only in custom “held” (habiti) from ancient times, 
“approved” (approbati — not “made”) by princes and preserved 
{conservati) by the people, while the leges are “made” {factae) by 
princes and preserved by the people. Many instances may be 
found in the twelfth century treatise on English law attributed to 
Glanvill in which lex is used in the same way to indicate mere 
procedure instead of the substantive principles of the law, and 
other instances are frequent. 

The Norman ecclesiastical author of the early twelfth century 
treatise on English law which passed under the misleading title 
Leges Henrici Primiy in his enumeration of the pleas of the Crown 
— an enumeration which includes no “common pleas” — con¬ 
cludes his list with “unjust judgment,” “defect of justice,” and 

prevaricacio legis regiae^* and such a “royal lexy^ in such a 
context, can scarcely mean anything but some such administrative 
order determining judicial procedure, of which we have note- 

1 De Censuetudine. The French version is also interesting as well as the gloss added later 
by Guillaume le Rouille. The only modem critical text of both the Latin and the French 
version is given by Tardlf, but the gloss is to be found only in the earlier editions, one of which 
was published at Rouen in 1539. The chapter De ConsuetuditUf from which the above 
extract is taken is the tenth in Bk, 1, in Tardif’s edition, in the sixteenth century editions 
it is the eleventh. 

* Leges Henrici Primi (c. ziop-xxzS), X, i, Liebermann, Geseise der Angelsaidlsent I, p. 556. 
Cf. Xll, 4, where the saihe offense is apparently referred to as that of one qui legem a^stata- 
bil. Op. ci/., I, p. $58; and XXXIV, 8, in which occurs the phrase prevaricator twi eversor 
cmcripie Ugfsy Op, cit,y 1, p. 566. Many other passages in tlds treatise illustrate the same 
point. 
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worthy later instances in the assizes of Clarendon and Northamp* 
ton of the reign of Henry II, or in the provisions for the grand 
assize and the assize of novel disseisin which no longer survive. 
Egidius Romanus uses the same phrases, and apparently with 
the same meaning, when he urges subjects to strive ^^not to trans¬ 
gress** {ne prevaricentur) the king’s *Maws and precepts** {leges et 
preceptd); ‘‘ for it is the worst of all for a realm to forsake royal 
ordinances {J^eges regias) and lawful precepts {precepta legalia) and 
not to be ruled by the king.** ^ Lex “made** by the prince to 
determine particular cases, it appears, is not “law** in the highest 
sense, the latter can be found only in ancient custom. This 
remained the normal view long after the great advances of mon¬ 
archy in the eleventh and twelfth centuries; it was surely no less 
so in the period before. It is still considered the king’s duty, in 
the words of St. Augustine, “not to judge of the law but to judge 
according to the law.** “Law,** the only law in the highest sense, 

' is something that none can “make,** not even a king. He should 
approve it, and men may find, and preserve or maintain it, but it 
comes solely from ancient custom. These consuetudines or ancient 
customs are maintained or preserved by usage of the people {more 

utentium) and the king approves them either tacitly or by making 
provisions to ensure their enforcement. The latter may be 
assisaey provisiones^ ordinationesy ordonnancesy stabilimentay or 
etahlissementSy even statuta; they are legesy but they are not yet 
“law.** 

As late as the sixteenth century this view has an echo in France. 
**The Kings,’* says du Tillet, “abolish the coutumes if they will, 
as to their contracts, not as to those of their subjects, in destroy¬ 
ing their right. For the coutumes are accorded by those subjects, 
not ordained by those Kings.” * “We have two kinds of laws,” 
declared de Harlay, President of the Parliament of Paris, to the 
King in 1586, “the ordinances of the Kings which may be changed 
with the change of time and circumstances,” and “the ordinances 
of the realm which are unchangeable, under which you have 
ascended the royal throne”;’ and the same idea lies behind the 
iniportant limit which Bodin puts to sovereign power in the six¬ 
teenth century, as Bartolus had done in the fourteenth, in refus- 

1 D$ Regimim Pfincipum (written in isSs or before), Bk. in, part il, chap. zniv. 
* RteueU ies rays de Prance, ed. of Z5S0, pp. 173-^74* 
* Dll VakrCSiMref (16x7), p. i7o,aiu)tedl^Dec]iifettil. JSTft/effe iMrebiu dteit/raMC(Utt 

p. 30*. 
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ing to include within it a right to interfere with the property 
rights of subjects.^ 

In England the same distinction clearly appears in the differ¬ 
ence recognized in the fourteenth century between a statute and 
an ordinance,* it underlies Fortescue’s well-known contrast between 
England and France,* and it was the fundamental basis of the 
whole contention of English parliamentarians in the seventeenth 
century and of Pitt and Camden and the American colonists in 
the eighteenth, that there should be no taking of property by 
government without the subjects^ consent, though Parliament 
itself, the recognized “sovereign** after the Revolution of 1688, 
had abandoned this theory for its opposite in its dealings with 
these subjects in “British possessions** beyond the realm. 

Royal ordinances are thus not “law** in the highest sense. 
“Their competence was circumscribed by their object,** * and 
their object was neither the creation nor the abrogation of law, 
but its maintenance. They had their origin in the king’s bannum 
and are connected therefore with the formal promulgation or 
publication of law and with its enforcement; they have nothing 
to do with its creation. Law is perpetual in its nature, the decree 
of a king is temporary “because it is only a governmental act.** 
The Roman magistrate had his jus edicendiy the Frankish king, 
his bannum. The essence of both is “ a publication or communi¬ 
cation,** made in execution of the law, conforming to its pre¬ 
scriptions, and designed to secure its observance. In the Frankish 
period — and afterward — it was by the bannum of the king 
that law was put in execution. As Flach aptly says, a Frankish 
Papinian might well have said of it, as of the edict of a Roman 
magistrate, that it existed to aid, or to supplement, or to correct 
the jus ctviUy for the public utility. “The execution of the law, 
under the form of a royal order, such was the fundamental raison 
dCitre of the bannum^ * and it was nothing more. 

The essential function, duty, and right of the king “is not to 
make law, but to promulgate it **; the basis of his sacred character 1 

1 In his distinction between ^'royal** and '^seignorial” monarchy* De RePubUca, Bk. 11, 
diap. Hi. 

^ OatMs point aee my paper on Carta and Common Lpw, in Magna Carta Cmmem- 
oraHan Essays, London, xpiy. 

I The QnernanceitfEMiiniy edited by Charles Plummer, Oxford, 1885. See post, p. 354 ff. 
* Jacques Flach, Les oHgUus de Vaecienne Prance, vol. Hi, p. 331. 

»Flach. op. eU., HI, p. 34a. I have taken several of the sutements above from this 
'HunttnaUng discu^on. Set especially pp. 3x0-384. 
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*^18 his judicial power/* If this power extends to the touching of 
the rights of the king’s subjects, it is only by way of jurisdiction, 
*‘for the sake of protection” because protection of the subjects’ 

, right is one of the chief obligations of a medieval king: it implies 
neither the proprietary right to their lands or goods nor the con¬ 
trol over the nexus of personal rights” incident to these in the 
feudal period/ 

“The king, in the middle ages, concerned himself with the 
' government alone, and not with the private law.” ^ It pertains 

to the magistracy or to judges, says Egidius Romanus in the thir¬ 
teenth century, “to judge well according to found (inventas) 
by the counsellors and guarded {custoditas) by the prince.^* • 

Such a survival of medieval ideas concerning unwritten custom 
in the sixteenth century or the eighteenth might be regarded not 
unreasonably as an anachronism, but in the later middle ages 
these views were normal and natural and the ones generally held. 

“The customary law is a guaranty; it is in its way a contract, 
imperfect it is true, tacit, imposed by history, but it is the first 

> Of great significance in this connection is the interpretation in the medieval glosses of 
an incidental phrase of Justinian contained in a constitution of the year 531 {Coie^ VII, 37, $, 
De Quadriennii PraescriptUme), cum omnia principis inteUegantuff since everything should 
be considered as belonging to the prince.** In the glotsa ordinaHa to this passage it is said 
that Martinus advised the Emperor Frederick Barbarossa at Roncaglia, “whether through 
love or fear,** that this meant that he as prince was proprietor of all the possessions of his 
subjects. This Bulgarus denied and contended that the prince’s authority extended only 
ad proUctionem vd jurisdictionem^ the interpretation adopted by Accursius himself. “My 
book,** says the latter, “belongs to me, not to the prince”; avindfcoffom to recover it would 
be granted to me, not to the prince. Azo was of the same opinion: “Do not conclude that 
the property of any private person is his [the prince*s} except as to protection ** (nisi quo ad 
proteciionem). (Commentary on the Code, VII, 37,3.) The discussion of this general ques¬ 
tion by Francis Hotman in the sixteenth century is remarkably acute and his conclusions 
are in accord with the interpretation of Code VII, 37* $ made by Azo and Accursius though 
he does not refer to that passive. Fr. Hotomani QuaesUanum IttusUrium Liber (1576), 
“(Juaestio z. An Regibus ius sit regna & ditiones suas arbitratu suo deminuere.** For a 
valuable treatment of the question with references to contemporary sources and some modem 
discussions, see Gierke, Johannes AUhusius, p. 268 (3d ed.}, Breslau, 1913. There is also 
a valuable discussion of the difference between Martinus and Bulgarus in (}eozg Meyer, 
Das R^kt der Expropriation, Leipzig, 1868, pp. 86-94. This is followed by an account of the 
views on the same subject of the Canonists (pp. 94-97)> the PosS-Glossators (pp. 97-1x5), 
and a few of the great jurists of the sixteenth century (i^. 115-X19). 

Sir Thomas Craig, the celebrated Scottish feudist, gives an admirable account of the vari« 
ous views on this moot question of the proprietary rl^t of the vassal in his fief. He wonders 
how could think that RoUo as Duke of Normandy had nothing more than a mere right 
of usufruct, or in his own day the Duke of Saxony, the Margrave of Brandenburg, or the 
Count Palatine; uid he sums up his ctmdusions in saying, “If we were not to admit a 
transfer of the dommium utile to the vassal, innumerable difficulties would arise in oui own 
practice.” Jus Feudale, Lib. I, Tit. DC, |ivB-i (Lipsiae, 17x6^ pp. 77-80; written prob* 
ably in X603). 

* Olivier Martin, La Coulum ie Paris, 1925, p. 7. 
* D$ Rsgimine Principum, Bk, m, pan it {hap, t 
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form of the social compact which was to intervene between gov« 
ernors and governed.” ^ 

In the fourteenth century Bartolus, following earlier commen- 
tatorsi says that those peoples who refuse to be bound by author¬ 
ity of the Empire are exempted ‘^because they are not worthy of 
being bound by the laws,” ^ and this general idea was in existence 
long before and applicable to other laws than the Roman. *‘There 
could be no more curious or interesting example of the difference 
between our conception of law and that of the Middle Ages. To 
them law was the ‘gift and invention of God/ and was therefore 
something too good for the ‘vile* and the ‘unworthy*; while to 
us, who have brought law down from Heaven, and put it, as a 
command, into the mouth of a ‘sovereign,* the notion of law as 
too good for its subjects, the notion of a ‘sovereign*voluntarily 
abdicating his claims over a part of his subjects, ‘ne leges sint apud 
eos ludibrio* is almost incomprehensible.*** This just observa¬ 
tion of Mr. Woolf must be kept in mind if we are ever to under¬ 
stand the medieval conception of law. We may note in addition 
that by the thirteenth century some had certainly come to regard 
unwritten custom as not quite the same in substance as the written 
lex which St. Isidore had made it in the seventh century.^ 

As early as the capitularies of the Frankish kings at least, the 
latter seems to be in a certain sense a secondary or subordinate 
form of enactment, and in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries 
these leges have come to be regarded by some as procedural rules, 
while all men without exception seem to hold that consuetudo has 
really changed places with the old Roman lex and become “law,** 
the only law in its true meaning, as the Libri Feudorum indicate.* 

When Roman law was revived and men again studied Justin- 
ian*s books, they found this contradiction staring them in the 
face, but the strength of customary law was too great to be denied. 
The words in the Prologue to Glanvill are very interesting in this 
connection. “. . . each decision is governed by the Laws of the 
Realm, and by those Customs which, founded on reason in their 
introduction, have for a long time prevailed.** “For the English 
Laws, although not written, may as it should seem, and that 

1 Imbart de la Tour» Vt/olution ies idUs sodcks du XI* av XIU* silde, Questions IPhis- 
ioire socide et reUgUuse (1^7)1 P-170. 

* In hit commentaxy on the Code of Juttiaiaa (I. x. x.) quoted by Wpolf, Bartohs of 
p, 41. 

• Woolf, op, pp. * 4nio, pp. X7i-X7a* ‘ Ante, p. xyx. 
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without any absurdity, be termed Laws {leges)^ (since this itself 
is a Law {lex) — that which pleases the Prince has the force of 
law) I mean, those Laws which it is evident were promulgated 
by the advice of the Nobles and the authority of the Prince, con¬ 
cerning doubts to be settled in their Assembly. For, if from the 
mere want of writing only, they should not be considered as Laws, 
then, unquestionably, writing would seem to confer more author¬ 
ity upon Laws themselves, than either the Equity of the persons 
constituting, or the reason of those framing them. But, to reduce 
in every instance the Laws {leges) and rights (jura) [Beames here 
has Constitutions**] of the Realm into writing, would be, in our 
times, absolutely impossible, as well on account of the ignorance 
of writers, as of the confused multiplicity of the Laws.** ^ 

The distinction between lex as a mere administrative order and 
consuetudo or law in the true sense, is fundamental, but it was not 
always expressed as clearly as in the Grand Couiumier. Bracton, 
for example, was possibly too much influenced by Roman termi¬ 
nology to do so, but he is no whit behind in his insistence upon the 
Importance and validity of custom. He repeats GlanvilPs approx¬ 
imation of Roman lex and English custom and adds with a curious 
insular misconception of foreign law, While, however, they use 
leges and a written law in almost all lands, in England alone there 
has been used within its boundaries an unwritten law and custom. 
In England legal right is based on an unwritten law which usage 
has approved. . . . For the English hold many things by cus¬ 
tomary law which they do not hold by lex*^ ^ But England, 
Bracton*s assertion notwithstanding, was no exception in this, 
for such statements are to be found all over the feudal world.* 

The most interesting aspect politically of this general regime of 
custom was the view men took of the nature and consequence of 
its formal promulgation, and of the respective parts taken in this 
by princes, the learned in the law, the magnates, and the people. 

1 TrackUus de Legihus et ConsuehMtibus Regni Angiiae, edited by John Rayner, London, 
1780, EnsUidi translation by John Beamet, Washbigton, xgoo, pp. xzzviir-saxiz. The 
glosiM to title 8 of Bk. I of the Lider Fampsnm of Vacariut, which seem to come from the 
same general period as GlanvUl, furnish further evidence of the most interesting kind, of 
tile deep interest men had in the problem of reamdling the English customary laws with the 
redisooveted texts of Justinian. These fl^osses are now accessible in the valuable edition 
of Vacerius edited by Professor de Zulueta for the Selden Society, London, 1917* PP* 

*FoliozA. 
’For a judicious selection of pastagei iHnstratiag this point drawn mainly from the 

Assises of Jerusalem and Beaunanoir, aee Cadylc, ef JMIeewd RMMTImrf, 
in,pp.4a*S7. 
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Consuetudoy or law in its true sense, could not be made, but even 
if it were to be found” only, questions must arise as to who was 
qualified to ^"find” it, by whose authority such a finding should 
become binding upon all when it was formally promulgated, and 
to whom it belonged to determine finally its true meaning. These 
are important matters which throw much light upon contemporary 
political ideas. 

There is an interesting story told by the twelfth century author 
of an English book known since the seventeenth century as the 
Laws of Edward the Confessor^ and the ideas it discloses are signifi¬ 
cant even though the story itself may be apochryphal or nothing 
but a confused account of the Domesday Inquest. "After the 
acquisition of England, King William, in the fourth year of his 
reign, with the counsel of his barons, caused to be summoned 
throughout all the counties of England, English nobles wise and 
learned in their law, in order to learn from them their leges and 
rights and customary laws. 

"Twelve men, therefore, chosen from each of the counties of 
the whole land, in presence of the King, took an oath first of all 
to make known the provisions of their leges and consuetudines, so 
far as they were able, in a straight path, turning neither to the 
right nor the left, passing over nothing, adding nothing, changing 
nothing by walking crookedly.” ^ A similar story was told of the 
drawing up of Assizes of Jerusalem,’ and both are based on legal 
conceptions held generally at this time and on the methods pre¬ 
vailing everywhere for the proof of customary rules in the courts, 
great and small, through the enquete far turbe {turba, multitude, 
the vulgus of the later English coronation oath).* Law is made 
by the custom of those who use it (more utentium) and it can 
therefore be proved only on their testimony. Thus knights alone 
were used in the English grand assize, probably the earliest form 
of the jury in civil cases, because they alone knew enough to 
answer questions about land titles; but when a custom was in 
doubt which affected the common people, they or their represent- 

I Liebermann, GtsHu dee Angtisaeksm, I, p. 6a7. 
* Carlyle, op. cU., Ill, p. 43* 
*Aii ordiaanoe of St. Louis in 1^70 prescribing the methods to be followed shows the 

genera] procedure, but Mfcates some changes introduced by the increased uie of writing. 
It is printed by Lwglois;' TexUs rdat^s d Vkhtoiro du Farlomeni, p, 70- The best account 
of ^ goieral methods of proof in use is by H. Pissard, Efsiif mr la ef fa prsMfs 

(doctoral thesis), Paris, See aboH. Brunner, X>isJSfilrfsAifiigdsf5cfoiif- 
prkkkf Beilin, sB7s, a clasric 
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atives alone could supply the necessary information. When it 
was so supplied the king’s authority gave binding effect to the 
finding through a judgment of his court, if in a particular case, 
through an ordinance in his Council, if general in character. The 
laws are the king’s, but they are his because it is a king’s chief 
function to “approve” and maintain them, not because he can 
either make or break them. He can do neither. For these 
reasons enactments of law should be made by kings with the 
“counsel” {consilium) of the magnates or others who know it. 
It is misleading to inject the later idea of sovereignty into this 
“counsel” and think of it as exactly the same “consent” often 
required under modern constitutions. What was requisite in 
medieval “counsel” was knowledge rather than authority. In 
consensus^ the word generally used, the emphasis fell on the unan¬ 
imity or agreement of witnesses to the existence of custom, as 
members of an inquest or jury, not on their legal indispensability 
as in the modern meaning of the term. In these facts we have 
the explanation of many important statements scattered through 
the medieval law books, such as Bracton’s, when he says, that in 
England it is not exactly “what has pleased the prince” that has 
the force of law, but “whatever shall have been justly defined and 
approved {definitum et approbatum) with counsel and agreement 
{consensu) of the magnates, and the common guaranty {sponsio) 
of the republic, the authority of a king or prince going before,” ^ 

Though the king may make new establissemens^ says Beau- 
manoir, he should take care that they are made “for reasonable 
cause, for the common profit, and par grant conseil” * 

English leges and consuetudinesy according to Bracton, com¬ 
mand, forbid, or punish, through the authority of kings, and these, 
“since they have been approved by consent of those using them 
and confirmed by the oath of kings, can neither be altered nor 
destroyed without the common consent of all those by whose 
counsd and consent they have been promulgated,” * 

This general conception of law, common in the feudal period, is 
the key to the theory of the nature and the limits of kingship held 
at the same time. 

Kings are still called vicars of God but by evil rule they become 
vicars of the Devil, for he who docs the Devil’s work is the Devil’s 
minister. A king is truly king ^*by ruling well, not by reign- 

sChspi 49,1 z$z5, edited by Salmon. ^Folbi. ‘ 
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ing/’ and ruling well meant to men of the middle ages, the defence 
of the Church, the preservation of the peace, the enforcement ot 
the just rights of subjects, the tempering of justice with mercy, 
and the maintenance of the ancient laws “which the common 
people have chosen.” Kings must not judge of laws but accords 
ing to them. The king is under the law, and he must rule justly 
and “for the common profit of all the realm.” If he fails to do 
so he is no king but a tyrant. It is evident that in this period 
there are no kings by divine right, though the office of kingship 
makes its holder the vicar of God and confers upon him the high¬ 
est authority on earth in temporal matters. The unction at the"' 
coronation gives him a character apart from others, but his oath 
imposes on him duties heavier than any other man’s. 

He stands above all his subjects, and can have no peer upon 
earth, much less a superior, “especially in the justice of his ac¬ 
tions.” This is the gist of a passage in Bracton remarkable in, 
more ways than one. It continues thus: 

“For as a king is the minister and vicar of God he can do 
nothing on earth which is not according to law, nor is this con¬ 
trary to the saying ‘what pleases the prince has the force of law,’ 
since there follows at the end of the law ‘In conjunction with the 
lex regia which has been passed concerning his imperium^ {cum 
lege regia quae de imperio eius lata est) ; and this is presumed to be 
not every rash expression of the king’s will, but what shall have 
been duly defined with the counsel of his great men, the king 
warranting its authority after deliberation and consultation upon 
it.” ^ Now this is a complete distortion of the meaning of Jus¬ 
tinian’s Institutes that could scarcely have been unwitting, and 
it has puzzled historians ever since the days of John Selden, 
who read it “not without amazement.” The original words are 
these: 

“What has pleased the prince has the force of law, inasmuch 
as by a lex regia which has been enacted concerning his imperium 
the people grants to and bestows upon him all its imperium apd 
potestas** {utpote cum lege regia quae de imperio eius lata esty popu-* 
lus ei et in eum omne suum imperium et potestatem conferat). How 
possibly could a good Latinist like Bracton, knowing thii text of 
the Institutes as presumably he did, twist a cum introducing a 
causal clause into a preposition, and then deliberately omit all the 

t X07, 
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words following ? And if he knew what he was doing why did he 
do it M Was it because he had to bring these words into accord 
with the ideas and facts of his own time ? 

If England had a lex regia then, it was the coronation oath, but 
that certainly conferred on the king no such imperium or potestas 
as the Emperors exercised. It did, however, contain certain 
limitations, and in the form used a little later, it concluded with 
a promise to give effect to the laws *Vhich the common people 
have chosen ** (quas vulgus elegerit) ^ and had no way to choose 
but by immemorial custom {more utentium). 

• When, then, Bracton says that the king’s will has the force of 
law, only *Mn conjunction with the law passed concerning his 
imperium,” if he is referring to an English coronation oath which 
includes a promise to maintain the ancient customary law, he is 
giving a not inaccurate statement of English medieval principles, 
however far it may be from the words and spirit of his Roman 
sources. In one place he goes even further than this if the words 
of the text are his own: ”The king has a superior, namely God. 
Likewise the law through which he was made king. Likewise his 
curia^ that is the earls and barons, since earls {comites) are so 
called for being as it were associates of the king, and he who has 
an associate has a master. And so if the king should be without 
a bridle, that is without law, they ought to put a bridle on him, 
lest they themselves, along with him, be without a bridle.” ’ 

It is impossible to say positively, on account of the peculiar 

* There is considerable difference of opinion among modem scholars in regard to Bracton’s 
knowledge and understanding of the texts of Roman law, Maitland holding it in low esteem, 
while Vinogradoff rates it much more highly. Even Vinogradoff, however, believes, con¬ 
trary to the view of Selden, that Bracton's knowledge of Justinian's law books was only 
second-hand, derived from late epitomes such as the Liber Pauperum of Vacarius. It does 
not seem to me, however, that any of these things furnishes an adequate explanation of the 
startling alteration that Bracton made in the text Just quoted, an alteration that Selden 
regarded **not without amazement.” 

See Selden, Ad Fktam Dessertatie, edited by David Ogg, Cambridge, 1935, III, il; F. W. 
Maitland, Bracton and Amo (Selden S^ety), p. xvii, et seq,; Sir Paul Vinogradoff, Tk$ Roman 
Elments in Bracton*s Treatise (1923), The CcUected Papers of Paid Vinogradofft Oxford, 
1938, vol. i, p. 337, et seq.; C. H. McBwain, The Sigh Cpnrt of Parliament, New Haven, 19x0, 
pp. IOX--I03. 
' * The interpretation of the clause quas vulgus elegerit adopted here Is the one Insisted on 
by Robert Bndy in the seventeenth century against the parliamentaiy view expressed by 
Prynne, who hdd that elegerit meant ''shall have chosen” not ''have diosen” and must 
th^ore refer to future legislation and not to past custom. For discussions of this contro- 
yeny axu! references, see Arthur Taylor, The Gory of RegaRiy, londoa, x8so^ p. 339 ff., and 
the documents In the appendix to Bk. HI, p. 383 ff.; Stubbs, ConsflMiotfal Sisto^ qf 
Enfiand, vol. H (4th ed.), pp. X09,3310. 

*Folto34. Sm also foUo X7s. 
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character of the Bracton manuscripts^ whether these remarkable 
words are Bracton’s own or not, but the probability is strongly 
against them, as they seem to contradict some other authentic 
statements of his. Nevertheless they were repeated in their full 
force by the author of another English book as early as the reign 
of Edward and may be considered therefore an expression, 
though certainly an extreme expression, of a theory of monarchy 
held by some in England in the late thirteenth century. 

Our evidence seems to warrant the statement that this famous 
passage so often quoted with effect in later struggles against abso¬ 
lutism expresses a particular view held, but apparently not held 
generally, in England in the latter half of the thirteenth century, 
and probably before that time held nowhere, with the possible 
exception of the kingdoms in the Spanish peninsula. It is the 
theory of the framers of the Provisions of Oxford and of the author 
of the Song of Lewes, but probably of a minority only of the 
statesmen and theorists of the time. 

If one were tempted to apply the word **medieval” to anything 
reactionary, as thoughtless people usually do today, it might be 
well to ponder some of these passages. Political absolutism is an 
achievement of modern times. The middle ages would have none 
of it. 

But with medieval monarchy, as with feudal relations, the pre¬ 
vailing theory was one thing, the actual facts were often quite 
another. A nobler conception of kingship — a higher conception! 
of government even — has seldom been expressed than that of 
the middle ages. Yet injustice was rife and private war almost 
constant, and lords and kings alike often ruled arbitrarily and 
oppressively. The main political defect of the time was not a 
lack of principles, but an almost total absence of any effective 
sanction for them, and this is undoubtedly one of the chief reasons 
for the later acquiescence in royal absolutism. One tyrant was 
preferable to a thousand. 

Though the king was under the law in theory, there was little 
effective machinery in existence to make this theory a practical * 
reality. 

^ Fkkh Bk chap. 17.. The author was an able man and no mere copsrist though he 
does draw very largely Bracton. The main reason why his book cannot be tak^ as 
proof of the prevalmoe of his extreme political views is the fact that it was apparently not 
mudi drculated or copied. Only one manuacript of it has survived to modem thrtes, while 
many are found of some of the other legal tikatlm of the period. 
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In a feudal age when the tenure of land fixed the whole status 
of men, determined their rights and secured their liberties, the 
land-law and the *Maw of the land” were almost equivalent terms 
and included most of the provisions protecting the personal as 
well as the proprietary rights of the subject. It was this imme¬ 
morial custom which English kings of the latter middle ages had 
to swear to preserve, it was this which Du Tillet and De Harlay 

I said, even in the sixteenth century, that a King of France could 
not alter, it was this that Sir Edward Coke included among the 

fundamental” things of the English common law. But on the 
other hand the indefiniteness of these feudal rights, the tendency 
in some quarters toward a fusion of imperium and dominium^ and 
the failure of the middle ages clearly to distinguish between the 
king and the Crown or between the official and the private rev- 

venues of the king, all tended often to defeat these rights and to 
imperil the “liberties of the subject.” The king was without 
doubt supreme landlord even though this did not exclude the 
proprietary rights of his subjects. Was he in the Roman law 
sense the proprietor as well as the ruler of his kingdom, or was he 
ruler solely, and were his subjects the only proprietors ? Could 
he, therefore, or could he not, take contributions without his sub¬ 
jects' consent ? 

It is little wonder, when medieval ideas of tenure gave way 
before the returning “antique-modern” view of Roman law that 
ownership is indivisible, that some later writers should, on the 
medieval precedents, make the king the sole proprietor of his 
whole kingdom and assert that the king may levy a subsidy on 
his subjects without the consent of their representatives, as 
James I and Dr. Cowell do; that the only “fundamental law” 
is the Law of the Crown {jus coTonae)^ not the Law of the land; 
and that this fundamental law does not include “the matters 
which are to be established for the Estate of our Lord the King 
and of his Heirs, and for the Estate of the Realm and of the People, 
but only those “concerning the Royal Power of our Lord the 
King or of his Heirs.” ^ Nor is it strange that others, on the 
same precedents, should at the same time deny the king all pro¬ 
prietary rights whatsoever, and insist on the “fundamental” 
character of all such matters and on the voluntary character of ^ 

i The phtaaes of the StoMc of Yorkf %$» Edward n (x^aa), SiaMei of Hu Jttahh 
Li8g. ’ . 
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all parliamentary grants. Medieval instances seemed in fact to 
give some color to both these claims. There were some apparent 
precedents in the middle ages for both “royar* and “seigneurial” 
monarchy as Bodin distinguished them in the sixteenth century, 
for a medieval king was at once rex and dominus^ and as rex he 
was both “absolute*^ and limited.” ^ 

In strictly feudal law, of course, any lord could in theory be 
compelled to respect the rights of his vassals, but exactly how far 
a king was thus liable in the earlier period it would be difficult 
to say. At a later time, after all the courts had been effectively 
centralized under royal control, no coercive remedy was available 
against him for any infringement of a subject’s right. 

The quaint and erratic author of the Mirror of Justices^ written 
in the reign of Edward I, thought that an English freeman, if 
denied his rights under Magna Carta, ought to recover damages 
by an assize of novel disseisin,* but unfortunately, as Bracton said, 
*‘No writ runs against the King.” * The complainant has at 
most only an opportunity to petition for royal grace. As yet 
there was no doctrine that *‘the King can do no wrong,” but 
neither was there any effective check on his doing it, or legal 
redress for it when done.^ The chief political advance of modern 
times has been the gradual and painful process, often accompanied 
by violence and bloodshed, by which men have stumbled upon 
the means to make constitutional limitations” more practical 
and effective, but the final goal is still far away.* “To live with 
freedome in a regular way, a thing generally affected, hath beene 
very hard hitherto in any state to bee lighted upon : such as fixed 
on monarchy have beene much troubled how to find a means to 

^This indefiniteness in the conception of “property,” inherited perhaps — he gives no 
references — through his predecessors from the wider conception of medieval tenure, takes 
away some of the one>sidedness of Locke’s insistence upon the protection of property rights 
in the seventeenth century. He seems to include in “property” not external goods only as 
we do, but “life, health, liberty or possessions” {Second Treatise on Government^ chap, ii, 
i 6), and he says distinctly that “every man has a 'property ’ in his own 'person.’ {Ibid.t 
chap. v,.§ 27.) He has “property” in his own person and in “that whi^ made up the 
great part of what he applied to the support or comfort of his being, when invention 
and arts had improved the conveniences of life.” {Ibid,, chap, v, § 44;) This is not strik* 
ingly different from the tenure under which the middle ages restricted the arbitrary rule of 
rulers over subjects. 

* P. 176 (Seklen Society). 
* Folio s- 
* For a valuable study of the history of remedies against the Crown in England see the 

paper of Ludwik Ehrlich in Os^ord Studies in Social and Leiol History, edited by Sir Paul 
^Qgradoff, vol vi. Maitland gives a short but brilliant summary in Pollock and Mait* 
land’s BUt^ rfEngHsh Lew, ad ed., vol. i, pp. $xx-526. 
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limit it.” 1 “The world, now above 5,500 years old, hath found 
means to limit kings, but never yet any republique.” * 

If we have been able to improve on the middle ages in political 
matters it is rather through the availability nf Affp^iw 

means; not the existence of nobler ends. 

1 Sir Roger Twysden, Certayne CoruideraHons upon the Government oj England (Camden 
Society), p. 91- 

p. xo. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE LATER MIDDLE AGES 

The present tendency in historical writing is to emphasize the 
continuity of cultural development and minimize the breaks in 
that continuity: it is regarded as an evolutionary process; and 
this view is a sound one if not pressed too far. And yet an evolu¬ 
tionary process need not be and in fact seldom is a process of 
development entirely even and uninterrupted. There are periods 
in it of relative quiescence and periods of more rapid change, and 
neither is ever wholly unaffected by influences from without. In 
the development of thought and institutions we may discard the 
word ^^renaissance” but we must still recognize phases in their 
history when ideas which have long lain dormant seem to spring 
into sudden life and activity, though it is seldom easy to say how 
far these transformations come from within and how far they may 
be said to be a reaction to the environment without. 

In the realm of political ideas and institutions such a transfor¬ 
mation occurred in western Europe between the eleventh century 
and the fourteenth, to which historians have sometimes applied 
the term, ”the Renaissance of the twelfth century.” There are 

few important developments in this epoch of which the germs 
cannot be plainly seen in the centuries before, but in this period 
these germs seem to burst into flower with an apparent sudden¬ 
ness which is the amazement and despair of historians. These 
centuries seem to mark the transition from the early to the later 

middle ages, between which there are differences no less profound 

than those always recognized as existing between medieval and 
modern times. In this period, for example, Roman law, though 

never entirely unknown before in some parts of western Europe, 

was regained in something like its completeness for the first time 

since the break-up 6f the Empire of the West. In the thirteenth 

century Europe had its first direct contact with the ethical and 

tmlitical writings of Aristotle. By the eleventh century the 
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counter claims of Empire and Papacy had become distinct enough 
to bring on the first of the great contests between them, the 
struggle of Pope Gregory VII and the Emperor Henry IV. The 
period is also marked by the formation of the Corpus Juris Cano^ 
nicij the growth of a system of common law in England and its 
beginnings in France, and by the development of medieval estates 
and of representative institutions and ideas almost ever3nvhere in 
Europe from Scandinavia to the Spanish Peninsula. In the 
extent and rapidity of the growth of political institutions and 
ideas few periods in European history can compare with the cen¬ 
turies to which we apply the term, “the Renaissance of the twelfth 
century.”' • 

One of the first great illustrations of the working of these new 
forces in the political thought of the West is to be seen in the 
unprecedented outburst of polemical writings which accompanied 
the struggles between the Emperors Henry IV and Henry V and 
Popes Gregory VII, Urban II, and Paschal II. Within a period 
of little more than half a century, from 1052 to 1112, it has been 
estimated that no fewer than one hundred and fifteen separate 
writings appeared in defence of the papal and the imperial pre¬ 
tensions, fifty of them on the imperial side, sixty-five on the 
papal, written by sixty-five diflFerent authors; and that more 
than half the whole number came within the twenty-seven years 
between 1085 and 1112.^ To us this may not seem strange, but 
so far as is known nothing just like it had ever occurred before. 
In number, in bitterness, and in the manner of political argument, 
these pamphlets of the eleventh century mark the first definite 
appearance of a type of political writing which was destined 

1 See. in general, C. H. Haskins, The Renaissance of the Twtlfih Century, Cambridge, 
Mass., 1927- 

* Otfl Mirbt, Die PMizistik im Zeitdter Gregors VII (1894), pp. 81-83, 92-^$, This is 
the standard account of this great controversy. See also Imbart de la Tour, La peUmique 
rdigieuse et les puiUcistes d Vipoque de Grigoire VII (Questions d'Mstoire sociate et religieuse) 
(1907), pp. 225-366, for a valuable summary, based largely on Mirbt; also Carlyle, oP, eit., 
vol. iii, part ii; vol. iv, parts i'iii, a detailed and judicious account of the whole kruggle; 
Augustin Flidie, La Riforme grigorienne, Louvain, Z934-192S; Etudes sur la poUmique 
rdigieuse d Vipoque de Grigoire VII, Paris, 1916; Ernst Bemheim, MittMterUche Zeitan* 
schauungen in ihrem Einfluss auf PoUtih und Gesehicktsschreihung, Tubingen, 19x8, part iii, 
Die Anschauungen Uber das Verhdltnis von Regnum und SacerdoHum, pp. x 10-233, especially 
PP- i95~333» ft valuable discussion in which the author emphasizes the influence of the 
ideas of St. Augustine; £lic Voosen, Papauti et Pouvoir Civil d Vipoque de Grigoire VII, 
Gembloux, 1927, a dissertotion of the University of Louvain, deali^ In a comprehensive 
and masterly fashion with the legal and political baris of aU the principal aigumdats on both 
sides. It includes a valuable list of modem books and articles deaBng Udth the investiture 
controversy. 
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almost to monopolize the field for five or six centuries to come. 
The controversy marks an era not only in the relations of Church 
and State but in the history of political literature. *‘This ecclesi¬ 
astical literature is none the less a popular literature, and in this 
lies its great originality. It was not written solely for the mon¬ 
asteries or the schools: it aimed to make its appeal to opinion; 
and to sway opinion striking cases were necessary, and forms of 
expression, clear, simple and such as the people could understand 
or at least retain.” ^ 

It is unnecessary here to recount in detail the struggle itself.^ 
Its remoter causes run back to the very establishment of the 
Church in the Empire, but some of the more immediate ones are 
to be found in the nature of feudal institutions. Though it is 
usually spoken of merely as the Investiture Controversy,” in 
the course of it the controversialists on one side or the other 
managed to touch on the most fundamental questions of the 
origin, the nature, the extent, and the sanction of all forms of 
authority both spiritual and secular, and in some cases to antici¬ 
pate theories of the state that we are prone to think of only as 
^^modern.” 

Behind the specific issues raised concerning the election and the 
form of royal investiture of bishops, and whether the latter was 
to take place before or only after their consecration, lay a deeper 
question created by the institutions of feudalism itself and by the 
two-fold character imposed by these institutions upon practically 
all the higher secular clergy. They were the ordained of the 
Church to whom were committed the administration of its sacra¬ 
ments {ordo) and its management and the cure of souls. But they 
were also administrators of vast properties including lands held by 
regular feudal tenure on which rested the usual feudal obligations 
to the overlord of military service, of counsel, and of auxilium 
or aid. Must a royal overlord stand helplessly aside and let a 
hostile clergy impose upon him without his consent or even in 

defiance of his protests a vassal who thus became a peer of his 
court and a sharer in his counsels i But how otherwise could the 
Church prevent the abuseli that must and did result from the 
intrusion into its sacred offices of unworthy hirelings <tften of 

^ Imbart de la Tour, La ^poUmlqw nUgkute, p. 236. 
* For a very fatlrfactoiy aooouat and bibliograi^iy lee Gregory VII and ike First Contest 

hehoeen BmpUo and Fapaer^ by Z. N. Brooke, CanMdge Medeevai Bistory, vol. v, diap. ti, 
mi>. S^54f CsmUidgbi^ 
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vicious life on the mere nomination of a prince who might be in¬ 
different to the Church’s spiritual aims, or even the avowed 
opponent of its rightful claims? **Freedom of election” was 
essential to the Church, but equally essential to the King was the 
royal supervision of it and the King’s acceptance of the bishop 
elect; and the question whether the latter must do homage for 
his lands before he could be ordained was one of vital importance 
to both Church and King. But the real question behind all these 
was whether the King could freely choose and control his own 
feudal vassals without clerical interference, and whether at the 
same time the Church could exclude from its sacred offices those 
whom it considered unworthy. Could one be at the same time a 
true bishop and a faithful feudal vassal ? Was it possible in the 
tangle of feudal and ecclesiastical relations any longer to separate 
or to harmonize the different spheres of the regnutn and the sacer-^ 
dotium which Pope Gelasius I had distinguished in the fifth 
century; and if not, in case of a collision of the two powers, to 
which must supremacy be conceded ? It is easy to see why this 
difficulty must draw into controversy, as it did, the whole question 
of the relations of ‘Xhurch and State” and the basis of the author¬ 
ity of each. 

But this was not the only root of the difficulty. The clergy 
were the only ones in an age of general illiteracy who were equipped 
by their training to handle the growing administration of the 
courts and chancelleries in the rising kingdoms of western Europe, 
and even of those belonging to inferior lords. No doubt there 
often were outstanding ecclesiastics, of purity of life and consecra¬ 
tion to the welfare of the Church, holding the office of Chancellor 
or Treasurer or Chief Justiciar, but it was not always so, and the 
gravity of the issues raised by the reforms of Gregory VII is 
amply proved by innumerable references in the contemporary 
chronicles. Simony was a great and growing evil, but hitherto 
the power and emoluments of high secular office had proved a 
temptation stronger than the attempts of the Church to combat it. 

For the development of political thought it is not these partic¬ 
ular issues that give the Investiture Controversy its importance, 
80 much as the far-reaching arguments by which the rival coti<» 
tentions were supported. For a clear un4er8tanding of the latter 
it is necessary first of all to have in mind the points on which the 

contestants sdl agreed# 



THE LATER MIDDLE AGES 205 

In the matter of investiture the clerical party was not disposed 
to deny some right of royal interposition, for which there were 
long-standing precedents, nor could the adherents of the King 
ignore the fact that the election of bishops rightfully belonged to 
the clergy and the people, not to the prince. Even on the deeper 
question of the sanctions of royal and episcopal authority the two 
parties were in substantial agreement on some of the most funda¬ 
mental points. The contest was not for either party a struggle 
between ‘‘Church and State*' in our modern sense, for neither of 
them could conceive of a society that was not at the same time 
both Church and State. The civitas Dei and the civitas terrena 
were only two aspects of the life of man on earth which must 
remain mingled together till death or the day of judgment, as 
St. Augustine had said. Society was but one, and the State and 
the Church alike were only different aspects of this oneness. The 
contest for supremacy was not between two rival institutions, a 
State and a Church, it was between two sides of human life, two 
elements in the constitution of man, two powers that claimed his 
obedience, the regnum and the sacerdotium. “Theocracy or im¬ 
perialism, the contrary solutions, came back to the same single 
idea, unity.” ^ “Therefore in all centuries of the Middle Age 
Christendom, which in destiny is identical with Mankind, is set 
before us as a single, universal Community, founded and governed 
by God Himself. Mankind is one ‘mystical body’; it is one 
single and internally connected ‘people’ or ‘folk*; it is an all 
embracing corporation {universitas)^ which constitutes that Uni¬ 
versal Realm, spiritual and temporal, which may be called the 
Universal Church {ecclesia universalis)^ or, with equal propriety, 
the Commonwealth of the Human Race {respublica generis hu-- 
mani). Therefore that it may attain its one purpose, it needs 
One Law (lex) and One Government (unicus principatus). Then 
however, along with this idea of a single Community comprehen¬ 
sive of Mankind, the severance of this Community between two 
organized Orders of Life, the spiritual and the temporal, is accepted 
by the Middle Age as an eternal counsel of God.” ’ 

It was only the growth of the nation-states that ultimately 
weakened this medieval insistence on unity, and as usual, the 

ilmlMdelaTbur,!^ 944* 
* In die tremlation by F. W. Maitland from Dae detOseke Genossemchaftsrecki of Otto 

von Olerke tmte t^ title PMkai TkeoHat ef ike Middle Age, Cambrid^, xgoo^ p. xa 
the whole lectioa ftm wj^ tMs Is taken is valuable, pp. grax, xoi-iag. 
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earlier ideal lingered on for ages after the emergence of conditions 
which were at length to destroy it. In the eleventh century 
there was no one yet prepared to deny the solidarity of Christen- 
dom, though on the clerical side some asserted that this single 
society was primarily a Church and only secondarily a State. 
For them the State was in the Church, not the Church in the 
State, as St. Optatus had said,^ and the sacerdotium therefore 
superior to the regnum. 

But even these who thus upheld the supremacy of the spiritual 
power did not in so doing necessarily deny the legitimacy of the 
temporal: without exception they admitted that the latter was 
necessary and most of them even held the view that it was ordained 
or at least permitted by God as a corrective of the sin and weak¬ 
ness of mankind. It was in anger that God granted the prayer 
of the Jews to be ruled by kings instead of priests, but it was God 
who granted it. On the other side the supporters of the Emperor 
while trying to limit the extent of episcopal authority never ven¬ 
tured to deny its divine origin and character. 

No doubt it was in part these ideas held in common by both 
parties which kept the hope of compromise from ever being wholly 
illusory; but on the other hand the claim made by each party, and 
admitted by the other, of the divine character of its head, tended 
in some ways to make the struggle between them more bitter and 
irreconcilable in character and more far-reaching in its results. 

The contest of the eleventh century, like many another in 
history, was in appearance a struggle between two powers each 
seeking no more than independence of the other, and the antago¬ 
nists themselves usually thought of it as such. But under the 
peculiar conditions of the time what each party regarded as essen¬ 
tial to their own independence was considered by the other party 
as fatal to theirs, and therefore neither antagonist could feel really 
secure until the duel had resulted in his own supremacy. In 
such a contest the initial advantage lay with the papalist party, 
for their opponents with very few exceptions were not ready to 
deny that the spiritual authority was in some sense higher than 
the temporal. In the eleventh century the opponents of papal 
power were not yet prepared to cut the knot, as Marsiglio of Padua 
did in the fourteenth, by repudiating utterly every form of coer-* 
cive authority in the clergy, spiritual as well as temporal, direct 

1 Csdyle^ 9p> cU., L <48; (mk, p. 164. 
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and indirect; and until this was done, the imperialist party was 
forced in the main to take a negative and defensive position in 
the war of words, which weakened its appeal and contributed to 
its defeat. “Not venturing to formulate the idea of independence, 
of the separation of the spiritual and the temporal, they continued 
to take refuge in discussions concerning forms, in attacks upon 
persons, in cavils regarding procedure; and they had no alterna¬ 
tive but to withdraw from the Papacy or to obey it.” ^ 

Among the opponents of royal authority at this time few were 
more extreme than Gregory VII himself. After quoting from the 
Gospel of St. Matthew Christ’s famous words addressed to 
St. Peter, “Whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound 
in heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth shall be 
loosed in heaven,” he asks why kings should be excepted. “Are 
they not of the sheep which the son of God entrusted to the blessed 
Peter ? Who, I ask, considers himself exempted from the power 
of Peter in this universal concession of binding and loosing, who 
indeed but the miserable wretch, unwilling to bear the yoke of 
the Lord, who submits to the yoke of the Devil, and refuses to be 
numbered with the sheep of Christ ? . . “Who does not know 
that kings and rulers had their beginning in men inspired by the 
Devil, the prince of the world, to turn away from God and pre¬ 
sume in the blindness of their lust and their intolerable arrogance 
to bear rule over men, their equals, through pride, violence, fraud, 
bloodshed, and almost every known crime? . . .” “Far better 
that any good Christians, rather than evil princes, should be con¬ 
sidered kings. For the former keep strict rule over themselves for 
the glory of God, while the latter, seeking their own good and not 
God’s, are enemies even of themselves and tyrannical oppressors 
of others. These are the body of Christ the true King, those, verily 
the body of the Devil. These govern themselves to the end that 
they may rule forever, together with the highest ruler, the power 
of the others tends to this, that they fall into eternal damnation 
along with the prince of darkness, who is king over all the sons 
of pride.” * 

1 Imbait de la Tour, La p$tSmique rdigieuse, pp. 261-262. 
* Letter of Gregory to Hermann, Bishop of Meta, zo8i a j>., Regisirum of GMI^iy VII, 

BO. 21 (P. Jaff6, BibtMheea Mmm Gemaficanm, vol. ii, pp. 454,457,460) *, prin^ also in 
Das Register Gregors V//, ed. by Erich Caspar {Monsmenta Germamae Historical Epistohe 
Seieetae), Berlin, X920-Z923, pp. 548,553,557. The older edition has now been pra^cally 
aupplaa^ by this one, Incorporates the results of some, and has itself been the insp!- 
ittttoofothtf vahiahli studies on rile of GftfOfyVn, made in recent yean. 
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These are extreme words and bitter words^ and their bitterness 
has led some modern historians to conclude that the Pope is here 
flatly denying the divine character of all secular rule and attribut¬ 
ing its origin solely to the DeviL But this is not the only inter¬ 
pretation of which these remarkable statements are susceptible, 
and Gregory himself in other places expresses a view not consistent 
with it. The warning of Dr. Carlyle is in point“We must not 
make the mistake of reading back the extremest papalist theories 
of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, or the systematic 
thinking of the thirteenth century, into the eleventh.” There is 
ample evidence that Gregory VII adopted a “new policy” and 
“a new attitude of the Papacy towards the Temporal Powers,” 
but there is no like evidence of his adopting a new theory of either 
Church or State: nothing to prove a “conscious intention to 
establish the power of the Papacy as supreme over the Temporal 
Power.” ^ Secular government is necessary and it is not in itself 
evil, but by nature the authority of the bishop is above it just as 
the spiritual part of man is superior to the carnal; it is divine in 
a higher sense than royal power because it is the direct instrument 
of God to fulfill his will, while man’s wickedness was the occasion 
of the creation of all temporal rule though its cause might be 
God’s ordinance. This did not mean that the Pope was above 
the king in secular matters; it did not imply that the Pope had 
any strictly secular authority whatever. The Pope, in Gregory’s 
view, was not temporal lord of the world, not even of the Christian 
world. He was pastor of the flock of Christ. But as such it was 
his duty to see that the flock received no harm, and he must take 
any measures necessary for its defence and welfare. For such an 
end he might if necessary even depose a king or emperor and sanc¬ 
tion the election of another, and he had authority to release all 
subjects from their oaths and obligations. In practice, then, the 
power exercised by Gregory VII and claimed for him as of right 
by most of his adherents may have been little less in actual extent 
than that demanded for the Pope by his supporters of the four¬ 
teenth century, such as Egidius Romanus or Alvarus Pelagius, 

1 Carlyle, op. cU., vol. iv, pp. 2it, 172. To the same effect, Vooieii, PaPouM a pomotr 
civU d Vipo^ de Grigoire F/J, p. 158 H* The charge that Gregory made ^ DevQ the foil 
author of the state was almost made in his own time by Hugh of Flemy, troMm do Mogh 
PoUsUUe a SaoordotoU DigiUtate {IMU do Lik, if* B. G., vol. ii, p. 467) i **l am acgfuainted 
with certain persons of our own time who assert that kings had begliinlag not £m 
God but from those without God.” Cited hr Voo8eii, e># oil., p. xgl* 
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but its basis seems very different from theirs; and, even though 
not yet clearly understood, it was much more akin to the indirect 
power” of Cardinal Bellarmine, who is on the whole a truer interr 
preter of early Papal development than they.^ 

If temporal rule was occasioned by the weakness or wickedness 
of men, as the papalist writers insisted, the natural inference was 
that it was also introduced by men under the providence of God 
for their own betterment and hence must be under their control. 
“By a singular contradiction, the theorists of the papal monarchy 
are those of popular sovereignty.” * This aspect of the papalist 
theory of the state was emphasized by Manegold of Lautenbach 
in one of the most interesting and able of the writings in the 
investiture controversy. 

“As royal dignity and power excel all mundane powers, so no 
person of wicked or scandalous life should be instituted to exer¬ 
cise them, but one who surpasses the rest in wisdom, justice and 
piety as well as in place and dignity. It is necessary therefore 
that one who bears the burden of the care of all, and the govern¬ 
ment over all, should stand above all in splendor of virtue, and 
should strive to administer the power entrusted to him with the 
most impartial fairness. For no people raises him above them¬ 
selves to give him an opportunity to act the tyrant over them, 
but to prevent the tyranny and wrong-doing of others. And 
when he who is chosen to defend the good and to hold the evil in 
check, himself begins to cherish wickedness, to stand out against 
good men, to exercise most cruelly over his subjects the tyranny 
which he was bound to combat; is it not clear that he justly 
forfeits the dignity conceded to him and that the people stand 
free of his rule and subjection, since it is evident that he was the 

»There is one papalist writer of the twelfth century, Honoritis Augustodunensis, who 
seems definitely to anticipate some of the extremcr doctrines of the fourteenth century, 
but as 0r. Carlyle truly says {op. cit,, vol. iv, p. 288), his view was ‘‘entirely new, and even 
contradictory to the normal tradition.” The LibtUi of Honorius are printed in Ubetti ds 
JMe, vol. iii, pp. 29-80. The views of the basis of Gregory’s claim set forth above in the 
text seem inconsistent with those expressed by Gierke, who seems to me not to have dis> 
tinguished sufficiently the views accepted before and after Pope Innocent IV (Political 
Tkearks of the Middle Age^ note 13, pp. loy-ioS). For other interpretations differing from 
or contrary to Gierke’s, see especially .Bonheim, MittelalterUche Zeitanschauung, p. 203 ff 
passim; L’Abb6 H. X. Aiquilii^, Sur la femotion do la *tkiocralie* ponUficakf MGanges 
^kisloire du moyen dge of arts d M, Ferdinand Lot (Paris, 1923), pp. 1-24; Voosen, Popauti 
et pouoek eMl, pp. 235-257, passim. Dr. Voosen’s recent admirable thesis has been doubly 
vnrioome to me in oonfimdng some views that I have long felt to be more consistent with 
contemporary statements than those of a few ol the most eminmit modem historians of the 
llioiigbt ol t^ period, 

t Isjihaft b Tour, pp. 247^43* 
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first to violate the compact {pactum) on account of which he was 
made ruler? Nor could anyone with justice or reason charge 
them with perfidy^ for it is clear that he was the first to break 
faith. To take an example from humbler things: if one were to 
entrust to another the herding of his swine for a proper wage, and 
afterwards found the swine-herd stealing» slaughtering and driv¬ 
ing away the swine instead of feeding them, would not the employer 
withhold the promised wage and dismiss him in disgrace from his 
service? If, I say, it is the rule in the humblest matters that 
none should even be called a swine-herd if he scattered the swine 
instead of feeding them; then in proportion as the condition of 
men is above the swine’s, it is the more fitting in justice and 
reason, that one who fails to rule over men but strives to drive 
them into error should be deprived of the power and dignity 
which he has received over them. ... It is one thing to rule, 
another to act the tyrant in a realm. For as faith and reverence 
ought to be rendered to emperors and kings for the sake of the 
safeguarding of the administration of the realm, so surely, in 
reason, if these rulers break out into acts of tyranny, it is no 
breach of faith or piety that no fealty or reverence be paid 
them.” ^ 

These vigorous sentences speak for themselves and are a remark¬ 
able anticipation of the discussions of tyranny and resistance of 
the sixteenth century, as well as of its theories of the origin of the 
state in the compact between the ruler and the ruled. 

With few exceptions * one looks in vain for the same assertive¬ 
ness and vigor among the writers on the opposing side, though 
they are often violent enough. Most of them rely on history 
more than on theory, and the majority are content to pro¬ 
test against an unprecedented extension of papal authority in¬ 
stead of questioning its basis. Many, for example, admit the 
Pope’s power to excommunicate a king but deny the authority 

to remove him or to absolve his subjects of their oaths. Two 
writers, however, may be worthy of particular notice here on 
account of peculiarities. The Defence of King Henry by Peter 

^ Manegotdi ad Gebhardum lAber, edited by Kuno Francke, Libdli de Lite {M. G, XT.) 
vol. i, p. 365. 

s Among these one of the most notable is the Tractatus de Regia Potestate et Sacerdotalg 
Dignitate of Hugh of Fleury, printed in Libelti de Lite, II, pp. 465'r494. There is a good 
summary of its main conclusions in Carlyle, op. eit., IV, pp. 266-273. Another is the Liber 
de Unitate Eedesiae Conservanda, lAbefU de Lite, II, pp. x73-aS4; summary in Carlyle^ 
op, cU,, IV, pp. 242-240. 
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Crassus ^ does not greatly impress the reader by the general 
strength of its reasoning, but it employs arguments not found else- 
where and it is unique as being the work of a layman and in the 
fact that its author is one of the very first to cite as his authority 
the lawbooks of Justinian, some of which he clearly knew. ‘*The 
treatise announces the entry of Roman Law into medieval political 
thought.” * His argument further differs from the usual ones in 
placing its greatest emphasis on the Pope’s alleged violation of 
Henry’s personal hereditary right to the throne. Far more strik¬ 
ing in content than this is the series of remarkable tracts, some 
of them apparently written in support of King Henry I of 
England against Archbishop Anselm, now known as the Tractatus 
Eboracenses? 

Their author, unlike most of his fellows, disputes the very basis 
of the papal claims and anticipates some of the most radical anti- 
papal positions taken in the fourteenth century and even in the 
sixteenth. He denies two of the most fundamental and most 
essential points of the papal argument, the superiority of a bishop 
over a king and the superiority of the Pope over a bishop. In so 
doing he makes nothing of the king’s personal right, as Peter 
Crassus does, but bases all his positive claims on the divine char¬ 
acter of the royal office. On the words of Christ he comments 
thus: ”Render unto Caesar,” he says, “the things that are 
Caesar’s, not to Tiberius the things that are Tiberius’s. Render 
to the power, not to the person. For the person is evil, but the 
power is just. Tiberius is wicked, but Caesar good.” * But one 
of the papal arguments was that kings and emperors obtained 
this royal office and power only through consecration by the 
clergy, who must therefore be superior to those whom they ordain; 
another argument was that the ordination of bishops was different 
in character and effect from that of kings. Both these assertions 

^ In Lthdhi de Lite, I, pp. 432-453. For the importance of the citations of Roman Law 
by Peter Crassus as an in^cation of Uie extent of the acquaintance with the texts of Justinian 
as early as the eleventh century at Ravenna, see Picker, Forschungen wr Reichs- und Rechis^ 
geschichte Italiens, III, p. 112; Fitting, Die AnfUnge der Rechtsschde zu Bologna, p. 40. 

* Woolf, Bartolus of Sassoferrato, p. 70. 
* Monumenta Gertnaniae ffistoriea, Libetti de Lite, m, pp. 642-687, edited by Heinrich 

Boehmer, especially those numbered IV, V, and VI: De Consecratione Pontificium et Re- 
gum, De Romano Pontifice, and De Obediendo Romano Pontifici. Boehmer gives the full¬ 
est account of these tracts tn his Kirche und Stoat in England und in der Normandie im 
XI und XU Jahrfmndert (Lc^^ig, Xfi99)$ PP* 177-366. A brief but excellent summaiy irith 
extracts is given by Carlyle, op, cU,t IV, pp. 373-282. 

«JUM»d2M2,m,p.67x. 
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this author strenuously denies and on the denial bases some far- 
reaching conclusions. If the clergy are superior to the king 
because they consecrate him» then the cardinals must be superior 
to the Pope, for they consecrate him, — a very telling rejoinder; 
but in truth consecration never implies any superiority in those 
who officiate, for their office is merely ministerial, and God alone 
is the author and source of the efficacy of consecration. Nor is 
the effect of consecration different upon kings and priests. In 
both cases a divine character and authority are conferred. If a 
difference exists, it is only in the nature of this character, not in 
the mode or effect of consecration. And a difference does exist. 
The sacred office of the king is the higher. “And the angel said 
unto Mary, ‘The Lord God shall give unto him the throne of his 
father David.* He did not say, ‘He shall give unto him the throne 
of his father Aaron.* He said, ‘The Lord shall give unto him the 
seat of David and he shall sit upon the throne and rule over the 
kingdom of David.* By these words it is manifest that there is 
one throne and one seat and one kingdom of Christ and of David. 
And therefore in the spirit there is one Christ and David and one 
power, one glory, one dignity, of Christ and David. Therefore also 
the seat of David, his throne and kingdom and power and glory 
and dignity are above all and greater than all and holier than all. 
So likewise the Lord gave to him the power and the rule over all, 
even over the priests of God. The Lord, I say, gave it, who does 
nothing unjustly but everything justly. Therefore it was just 
that the king should have the power and rule over the priests.** ^ 

The author then turns from the Old to the New Testament. 
Both kings and priests, he says, “are one with God and with His 
Christ, they are very Gods and Christs through the spirit of 
adoption, and in them speaks Christ and the Holy Spirit, in them 
He fulfils his office and performs it, in them He hallows and reigns 
over and rules His people. Therefore also each of them is in the 
spirit both Christ and God, and in his office is the figure and image 
of Christ and of God, the priest the image of Him as priest, the 
king the image of Him as king, the priest the image of an inferior 
office and nature, that is His humanity, the king the image of a 
superior, that is His divinity. For Christ, God and man, is the 
true and highest king and priest. He is king, but from the etei^ 
nity of the Godhead, not made, not created, not lower than the 
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Father or different from Him, but equal and one with the Father. 
He is priest from the assumption of his humanity, made according 
to the order of Melchisedech and created, and so lower than the 
Father. As king He created all things, He rules all, He governs 
and saves both men and angels, as priest He merely redeems men 
to make them reign with Him. For this is the sole intent for 
which He was made priest, and offered Himself as a sacrifice, that 
He might make men sharers in His kingdom and royal power. 
For everywhere in the scriptures it is the kingdom of Heaven that 
He promises to the faithful, never the priesthood. Hence it 
appears that the royal power in Christ is greater and higher than 
his sacerdotal power in the proportion that his divinity is greater 
and higher than his humanity. Therefore some venture to think 
that among men likewise the royal power is greater and higher 
than the sacerdotal and the king greater and higher than the 
priest, as being the imitation or ideal of the better and more 
exalted nature of Christ. And so they say that it is not against 
the justice of God if the priestly dignity is instituted by the regal 
or made subject to it, for with Christ it so happened that He was 
made priest through his own royal power and through his priest¬ 
hood was made subject to the Father with whom in royal power 
He was the equal.” ^ Though attributing to kings such supernal 
power as this, the author is careful to point out the difference be¬ 
tween a king and a tyrant. What is said above, he says, is true 
of kings in general, but is not true of those who do not rule 
through the grace of God, for these are not kings, but have be¬ 
come tyrants ruling in the spirit of evil and opposing virtue.^ 

Still more startling than this denial of papal supremacy over 
kings even in spiritual matters, are the author’s statements con¬ 
cerning the authority of the Pope over the clergy and the laity. 
The Roman pontiff, he says, ^Ss recognized as apostolic because 
he is believed to do the work and fulfil the office of the apostles, 
and if he fulfils it truly then he is called apostle, who, if he is a 
true apostle of Christ, has been sent by Christ, for ^apostle’ means 
one who is sent. But if he has been sent by Christ he ought to 
make known Christ’s commands, to seek Christ’s glory, to do 
Christ’s will, that he piay be a true apostle of Christ. For if he 
should issue commands of his own, or seek his own glory, or do his 
own will and not Christ’s, who then would dare confess that he 
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was the true apostle of Christ i If he should make known Christ’s 
commands, and seek out and do his will, he must be received by 
us as Christ’s apostle in all reverence and honor on account of the 
authority of Him who sent him; but otherwise no obligation 
rests upon us to receive him as an apostle.” ^ 

^*In the Roman state are many churches, and we are bound to 
obey either all equally or particular ones only. But no one would 
say we are bound to obey all equally, for all have not equal dignity. 
If then we owe obedience to particular ones, we owe it to more 
than one of them or to one alone; but not to more than one, since 
they are not equal in dignity. Wherefore we are bound to obey 
one church only, the one namely which is in the Lateran, in which 
is the seat of the apostles. But we must ask whether we owe this 
obedience to stones and buildings or to men. It is absurd to say 
we owe it to stones and buildings. But if to men, then it is either 
due equally to good men and bad, to those who are the members 
of Christ and those who are members of the Devil, or else it is 
due to good men only and such as are the members of Christ. 
But far from it that we should be obedient to evil men and to 
those who are the Devil’s members. If then it is right that we 
should obey only the good and the members of Christ, it is right 
to obey either one of these or more than one. But since they are 
not all equal in dignity we are not bound to obey them equally, 
but that one alone who is apostolic. And so it follows that we 
are bound to obey not a church but a person. But in what are 
we bound to obey him ? For we owe him obedience either because 
he is a man or because he is apostolic, that is, because he has been 
sent by Christ. But it is not because he is a man. Such obedi¬ 
ence should not be rendered to a man. If it were it would be 
due to every man. Wherefore, obedience must be rendered him 
because he is apostolic. For if he has been sent by another than 
Christ no duty rests on us to render him this obedience. But if 
he has been sent by Christ, for what was he sent ? To this end 
was he sent, either to bring to us the commands of Christ and 
teach us, or for an end we know not of, one which seems to have 
little to do with the Commands of Christ, and one on which we 
are not even bound to hear him. If then he has been sent to bring 
to us the commands of God, and to teach us, this has become 
superfluous since we have the prophetic writings and the apostolic 



THE LATER MIDDLE AGES 215 

gospels in which all the commands of God are contained, and of 
these we have a fuller knowledge than he, we have it in truer form, 
and we practice it more frequently. Let him go co the nations 
which have never had the faith of Christ or a knowledge of his 
commands, and let him preach to them and teach them, that 
through that preaching and teaching they may receive the faith 
and doctrine of Christ and the knowledge of him, just as did Peter 
and the other apostles, who were sent by Christ to *go into all the 
world and preach the gospel to every creature and to teach all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son 
and of the Holy Ghost.’ Let him do these things, I say, if he 
would have his mission a saving mission and profitable, and unless 
he is willing to depart from the footsteps of Peter and from the 
headship of the apostles.” 

**We must consider whether the Roman church is the more 
worthy because it is Roman or because it is a church, and to me it 
seems so because it is a church. For by virtue of this it is the 
spouse of Christ, the dove of Christ, the close and dear friend of 
Christ, his elect, glorious and immaculate, Sot having spot, or 
wrinkle or any such thing,’ but wholly beautiful. It is not thus 
because it is Roman, but it holds a few elect sons of God, and 
many reprobate sons of the Devil who are like chaff on the thresh¬ 
ing-floor of God covering up the grains of wheat, that is over¬ 
whelming the elect. These we may indeed call the church of 
Satan not of Christ. For only the elect and sons of God may we 
truly call the church of Christ, because they are members of the 
body of Christ, because they are his temple which is holy 'and in 
them dwells the holy spirit of Christ.’ But the reprobate and 
sons of the Devil, of whom the number is greater, are not members 
of the body of Christ, they are not his temple, nor does his spirit 
dwell in them; and so they belong to the church of Satan, not of 
Christ. Thus there are two Roman churches, one of Satan, the 
other of Christ. But under no conditions should the church of 
Christ be subject to the church of Satan. Yet we should show 
reverence to the few elect and holy sons of God who are in Rome, 
but such reverence as out Father in Heaven commands and wills 
— that we show it to our brothers in charity, not as an exaction; 
on account of God, not on account of the pride of the world.” ^ 

Ukt m, |)p. 686-687. In much of this, of ooune, there was nothing new. 
See^ loc esample, the valuabie mmmaiy of the views of Claudius of Turin and Agobaid of 
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These long extracts are not inserted here as an illustration of 
views generally accepted at the opening of the twelfth century. 
They are more extreme in thought and statement than any other 
surviving writing on either side in the controversy of the time. 
They do indicate a theory of church and state which is on 
the whole consistent, and one which in many ways is distinctly 
^^medieval” in character, but it is doubtful whether even their 
author clearly saw the implications of his words, and scarcely 
likely that he would have accepted them all if he had. For the 
logical outcome of the York Tractates is not merely a rejection of 
papal supremacy in state and church; it implies a virtual denial 
of the whole sacramental view of the church, and is an early, 
indistinct, expression of the doctrine of the essential “priesthood 
of the Christian man” which is the core of later “Protestantism.” 
These writings prove the soundness of the view of M. Imbart de 
la Tour that for the supporters of the Emperor there could really 
be no middle ground between their submission to the papal juris¬ 
diction and the renouncement of it altogether. For when this 
author asserts the right to judge a bishop by the character of his 
acts as one might judge the administration of a king, and when 
he distinguishes the church of Christ from the church of Satan at 
Rome, he can ultimately mean nothing less than a right to judge, 
existing in the individual Christian, whether he be ecclesiastic or 
layman. 

These statements make clear the fact that in certain quarters, 
at least, the opposition to papal claims began far earlier than 
some would admit, and they must come with something of a shock 
to those who are accustomed to think of the middle ages only as 
a period when all thought had sunk to a dead level of uniformity. 
It is true that the usual argument employed then was the argu¬ 
ment from authority, but when we find writers on every side using 
their authorities with such freedom of interpretation, it is idle to 
argue that the result must have been nothing but uniformity and 
stagnation. 

'*The traditional Protestant view of Church history, which 

made of the thousand years between the 'Early ChurchVand the 
Reformation a thick darkness of superstition and priestcraft, 

Lyons in R. L. Poole’s lUusfraUons of (ho History of Modietal Tkouikt and Loamingt diap.! 
(ad ed. London, igao). But statements like th^ seem in some mys more startUng to 
us coming fima the twelfth century then iiom the ninth, or before 
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illumined only by a few morning stars like Wyclif and Huss and 
the nameless heretics of the Italian valleys — this has been for 
some time discredited. • • . There are few Puritans and Evan¬ 
gelicals who have claimed their inheritance in the Middle Ages: 
there are perhaps fewer Catholics who have admitted the claim. 
It is still too commonly assumed that the modern Catholic move¬ 
ment contains the whole tradition of the undivided Latin Churchy 
and that puritanical living with evangelical doctrine is a new thing 
in earth. Yet neither of these opinions will bear examination, for 
neither has more to recommend it than the loud and unanimous 
assertions of all the controversialists. . . . The romantic and 
* Catholic* elements in the medieval Church no one today is likely 
to forget, but it is not superfluous to recall its evangelical and its 
puritan qualities, its sanity, its commonsense, and its rationalism; 
to emphasize the fact that not only one half of modern Christian¬ 
ity but the whole has its roots in medieval religion. . . . The 
battle with rigid Protestantism and the final discomfiture of 
the enlightened rationalists a hundred years ago were necessary 
preliminaries to the rediscovery of the Middle Ages, but the 
memory of these historic struggles does not justify the appropri¬ 
ation of medieval religion by any modern party or the repudia¬ 
tion of it by any other. For the medieval Church is the mother 
of us all.** 1 

Among the contentions of Gregory VII none is more important 
for the history of political thought than his statements concerning 
his relation as Pope to the existing law of the church, and none, 
probably, has been the occasion of more misunderstanding in 
modern times. It has been thought that Gregory was demanding 
for himself nothing less than an authority free of the law, to 
change the law of the church, a ^legislative** power, which would 
be sovereign** in the full modern meaning of the term. But 
such a contention would have stultified the Pope*s whole claim, 
and his words and those of his adherents may be and should be 
interpreted in a sense entirely different. They do indeed insist 
upon his exclusive right **to establish new provisions for the needs 
o( the time** (pro temporis necessitate novas leges condere)} but 
to read into this a ,demand for ^^legislative** authority is to ignore 

^ The Faith in the Time of Wydif, by Bernard Lord Manning, Cambridge, i9io» 
pp. zS4-iaS. 

; ^Dkiaiiu PapM, in RfgUinm of Gregory Vn» 11, sst^ (P» BiNiotheca Renm 
Germnkarum, vol. ii, p. S74; edi^ by p. 203). 
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the usual medieval distinction between leges as mere administra* 
tive provisions, and fundamental principles, in this case principles 
founded on Scripture and the tradition of the Church, on which 
Gregory based his whole claim to superiority over bishops and 
kings alike. These traditions, as he and his supporters declared, 
authorized him when the necessity of the case demanded “to 
mitigate the rigor of canons or decrees.” ^ But this seems to 
extend no further than to administrative decrees somewhat like 
those recognized in the secular law by the author of the Summa 
de Legibus of Normandy,* or to the right of dispensing with the 
law in its administration where justice requires it in a particular 
case. But as Mirbt pertinently asks, what if the ancient law 
actually declares the opposite of the new? Has the Pope the 
right to abolish existing canons, or is he bound by them ? Is he 
the master of the canons or their subject ? The consensus, even 
of the papal writers, seems to support the view that the Pope was 
so bound, except for his “dispensing power” and the right to 
issue “administrative laws.” What, then, if a Pope should abuse 
these discretionary powers, as King James II of England did in 
the seventeenth century, and make the exception the rule ? Here, 
as usual, was the crux of the practical difficulty, the same difficulty 
which so often nullified all theoretical limitations on secular rulers 
in the middle ages and even in modern times. A discretionary 
power, as such, is illimitable in its exercise. A pope or a king 
should dispense only in particular cases, but what is to prevent his 
turning dispensation into actual legislation by dispensing in many 
or in all cases ? The Pope is “judge of the canons” {judex cano^ 
num) even though he may not be master of them. He may be 
bound theoretically, as St. Augustine said, to judge “according to 
the law” not to judge of the law, but for his judgment neverthe¬ 
less he is answerable to God alone. Although his decrees may be 
against law, and amount even to heresy, yet no power on earth 
may judge him, not even a General Council.’ Such was the claim 
of some of the more extreme of the papal party. To concede it 
was, it is true, to make the Pope potential dictator over the Church, 
and might conceivably result in a suspension of her laws, but it 

1 Bemold De incotUtnenUa sacerdolim, cap. v {LibeUi de UUt vol. ii, p. as), died by Misbt, 
op. cif., p. 555- 

* Ante, pp. XS6-X87. 
•DicUUus Papae, Regisinm of Gregory Vn, n, 5S a (Jaffd op. eU., p. S75; edited by 

Caspar, p. ao6). 
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was not for that reason a claim to a right of legislative ^'sover¬ 
eignty/* as has sometimes been maintained. 

"If Gregory was an innovator, it was less on account of his 
ideas than of the consequences of the vigorous return to some of 
the principles which the feudal regime had effaced little by little 
from the Christian conscience.** ^ 

"Gregory VII made no innovation, but he was determined to 
enforce respect for the decisions of the Church, to surmount diffi¬ 
culties apparently insurmountable, and to impose his reforms 
upon bishops and clergy as well as upon temporal princes.** * 

He "was not so much an innovator ... as a logician.** ^ 
Fliche regards Peter Damian as probably the most important 
single inspirer of his policies. There is here as always no warrant 
for reading modern conceptions into medieval statements, and 
ideas of law in the middle ages were much the same in the Church 
as in the state. The chief practical problem of politics was also 
the same for both; it arose out of the great gulf between the 
obligation of law and the lack of effective sanctions for its ob¬ 
servance. 

A reading of the more important tracts — especially those of 
the Gregorians, whose arguments are the more positive and there¬ 
fore usually of greater significance for the development of thought 
— leaves on my mind certain more or less definite impressions. 
First, that the vital question at the centre of the whole controversy 
and the point most important for the general history of political 
thought was whether the papal authority over princes is really 
"direct** or "indirect,** or, in the language of the day, whether 
the Pope could of right control the temporal as well as the spiritual 
sword. Second, that all ideas concerning this question were nec¬ 
essarily far more indistinct in the twelfth century than they had 
become by the sixteenth through the political break-up of Chris¬ 
tendom, the consequent weakening of the conception of its unity, 
and the universal recognition of the independent existence of a 
number of strong nation-states — differences which made the 
"indirect** power of Cardinal Bellarmine a much more clean-cut 
one than that of the earlier writings on which he relied as prece¬ 
dent or authority^ and a greater departure from it thatl he him- 

^ Imbart da la Tour, La ppUmique religkuset p. 264. 
• A. Fliche, hudes tur la p^iwiique rdigieiisa 4 ViPoqm de Griioire VII, p. 288. 
* F. Rocquain, La gapoMH oM mayen dga, p. 108. 
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self was probably aware of. Third, that notwithstanding this 
indistinctness and lack of precise formulation in either thought oi 
word at this time, the supremacy claimed for the Pope by the 
Gregorians as his of right was a supremacy not based on a new 
conception of the sacerdotium or the regnuniy either in fact or in 
the minds of the writers themselves, but based rather upon claims 
long made and now merely carried to their logical conclusion and 
defined in somewhat more clear-cut terms; in other words, that 
Gregory was in reality ^‘standing upon the ancient ways” and 
can be truly called an innovator only in the practical application 
of his principles, not in the underlying principles themselves. 
Fourth, that this supremacy which he claimed and exercised was 
in fact a spiritual one only, and if in practice it involved — as 
actually it did — far-reaching acts of interference in secular gov¬ 
ernment, that this interference was never thought of by Gregory 
or by his supporters as implying any direct temporal authority 
ordinarily resting in his hands. It was in reality an “indirect 
power” only and never properly exercised except when employed 
for a spiritual end. In the eyes of all these writers the Pope was 
not king over the world, not even over Christendom, but he was 
pastor of the whole flock of Christ with authority over all his 
sheep, which meant over all Christendom, and this authority 
inevitably entailed the heavy responsibility for ensuring in this 
world God^s peace, justice, and order, necessary for the flock's 
eternal welfare; but great as this authority was, and superior to 
that of all kings and princes on earth, it included no claim to the 
direct rule over the world or even over Christendom in matters 
strictly secular. Lastly, that this spiritual supremacy, while it 
conferred upon the bishop of Rome supreme power over all the 
clergy and the whole laity, not even excluding emperors and 
kings, and while it made him judge of the canons” (Bernold of 
Constance applies to him the term judex canonum and even auctor 
canonum ^), thus giving him a power limited only by his own dis¬ 
cretion, for whose exercise he was answerable to none but God 
alone in the pronouncing of judgments, in dispensing with the 
canons in particular cases, and in the enactment of new canons 
where circumstances required it, and canons which might even be 
a revocation of old ones; yet, in spite of all this, his power, so 
uncontrollable in practice, was founded on the unchangeable law 

^ Quoted in Voosen, 9p, eU., p. X3X, note 44. 
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of God whose precepts not even a Pope could alter or detract from, 
though in giving them effect he might create new canons and 
dispense from old or even abrogate them. For the canons were 
held to be really of two kinds, those affirming the immutable 
divine law, which are subject to neither change nor dispensation, 
and those contingent upon the changing needs of God’s flock, to 
be made or unmade by the Pope as its needs require. The latter 
it is not only his right but his duty to make or unmake at need, 
of this need he alone can be the judge, and for any judgment he 
may make he can be held accountable to none but God. 

The view that Gregory VII was consciously aiming at a ^'sov¬ 
ereign” law-making power over the Church and a temporal 
supremacy over the Empire is largely owing to a failure to dis¬ 
tinguish between the Pope’s power of dispensing on the one hand, 
a power incidental to his authority as judex canonuiUy an essen¬ 
tially judicial authority based on the canons themselves and not 
inconsistent with them; and on the other, an unlimited authority 
to make or unmake laws of every kind totally without regard to 
any existing law. The misconception also arises in part from a 
disregard of the distinction commonly made in the middle ages 
between the fixity of law in its highest sense and the mutability 
of the subsidiary provisions that temporary necessity might 
require for its enforcement. 

This distinction, it is true, like the one between legislation and 
dispensation, was never very precise, and its indefiniteness per¬ 
haps furnished the chief material for controversy between the 
two parties, the one restricting the fundamental laws of the 
Church narrowly to the word of God and undoubted ancient 
tradition, the other including within it all preceding ecclesiastical 
enactment, with which, it was charged, Gregory had broken. But 
however the two contending parties might differ as to the content 
of this immutable law, they were in substantial agreement in 
admitting its existence and in attributing to it a different and a 
higher character than that possessed by mere administrative pro¬ 
visions made necessary by new contingencies. 

These great controversies of the eleventh and twelfth centuries 
are of the highest importance in the history of political thought, 
both as a cause and a proof of the growing political self-conscious- 
ncss of western Europe. They stimulated a new type of political 
literature, and they developed arguments, some of them for the 



222 THE GROWTH OF POLITICAL THOUGHT 

jfirst time, which remained a part of the common stock of contro¬ 
versialists on the great question of Church and State for centuries 
to come. 

Not many in this period accepted the view that a king ruled by 
a right inherent in his person instead of his office, but Peter 
Crassus asserted it, though it was a right based on Roman 
rather than divine law; still fewer, if any, had ever yet adopted 
or even clearly formulated the doctrine of the Pope’s supremacy 
in matters distinctly temporal, but Honorius Augustodunensis 
implies very nearly that when he says that Christ instituted the 
priesthood, but not the kingship, to govern his Church, which, of 
course, means all Christendom; ^ and it is likely that the idea of 
the state’s originating in compact had occurred to few or none 
at the time beyond Manegold of Lautenbach, although he himself 
gives a perfectly clear exposition of it. 

On the whole the period is one of intense intellectual activity, 
of rapid development of political thought, disclosing many diver¬ 
gent views; but there is, except in a few scattered instances, no 
distinct breach with the political ideas of the past. 

In the preface to a book written at the order of Louis XIV,* 
its author, Le Vayer de Boutigny, describes the Church as follows: 
**The Church may be considered in two ways; either as a body 
politic, or as a body mystical and holy. It is considered as a 
body politic in reference to the state of which it is a member. It 
is considered as a mystical body in reference to the Son of God 
whose spouse it is, in the words of the Fathers. As a body pol¬ 
itic it is a congregation of people joined together by the same 
laws and subject to the same temporal ruler, that they may to¬ 
gether contribute to the preservation of the state and of the 
public peace. As a body mystical and holy it is a congregation 
of the faithful joined together by the same faith and subject to a 
spiritual ruler, that they may work together for the glory of 
God and each for his own salvation.” Whether this Gallican 
statement be true or false is no question for the historian; its 
significance lies in the sharpness of the definition of one of the 
two opposing views of the Church which were beginning to com¬ 
pete for mastery in men’s minds during the critical period in the 

1 Summa Gloria^ cap. 15, LibelU Honorii Augustodunensist in UhdU ie LUe, voL iS, p. 71. 
* Dissertations sur VA utoriU Ugitime des Rois, En matiire de RegaU, par M. L. V. M. D. R., 

Cologne, 1683. In the edition published at Amsterdam in 1700 it is wios|A/ attributed to 
Talon, Avocai giniral of the Parliament of Paris. 
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intellectual development of Christendom following the investiture 
struggle^ and it may be taken as a pretty faithful statement of the 
position held by the anti-clerical party generally from the end of 
the first third of the fourteenth century onward, with the one very 
important reservation, that the older medieval idea of the sol¬ 
idarity of Christendom is entirely abandoned. 

Under this theory the powers of a bishop and even of the su¬ 
preme pontiff, considered merely as an organ of the universal 
Church, were practically restricted to the spheres of preaching 
and administering the sacraments; they included the poUstas 
ordinis only, not the potestas jurisdictionis; all jurisdiction and all 
coercive power were entrusted by divine ordinance directly and 
immediately to the King to be delegated by him to his ministers; 
the unity of the Church universal became a communion in faith 
and sacraments only, a mystical body {corpus mysticum)^ but in 
no sense a body politic {corpus politicum); the only bodies politic 
were the Empire and the regna. It is a dualistic theory of gov¬ 
ernment and of human life. The spiritual and the temporal are 
sharply distinguished so far as the actual enforcement of law upon 
earth is concerned, and it professes to go back for its justification 
to the famous separation of the spheres of the king and the bishop 
defined in the letters and tractates of Pope Gelasius I in the fifth 
century. Its opponents saw in it even more than this and openly 
charged its adherents with the heresy of the Manichaeans. 

But the tendency of the human mind to strive for a single syn¬ 
thesis of all things is unavoidable. It resulted in this period in 
the development of a counter theory under which, since all things 
in heaven and earth are under the government of God, all on 
earth must be subject to the control of the Pope, his vicar, whether 
they are **spiritual” or temporal,” whether a part of the potestas 
ordinisy or of the potestas jurisdictionis; for the Pope has pleni- 
TUDO potestatisy and may either exercise it directly or entrust a 
part to kings and princes as his agents to be enforced only under 
his supreme direction {ad nutum). 

Such were the two rival theories of the state which faced each 
other in the first half of the fourteenth century and they were 
irreconcilable. Each had a long history lying behind their first 
dramatic collision in the struggle between Pope Boniface VIII 
and Philip the Fairi King of France, 

Under the earliest Christian emperors of Rome, as we have 
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seen, the jus sacrum was a part of the jus publicum and under the 
Emperor’s control, but almost the last vestiges of this control 
disappeared in the period of decentralization which followed, 
especially after the break-up of the Frankish monarchy, and coer¬ 
cive power thus naturally fell by force of circumstances more and 
more into the hands of the only agents who remained capable of 
exercising it, the bishops, a power necessarily ill defined. The 
revival of centralized secular governments in the Empire and in 
nation-states such as England and France brought with it a 
challenge to this authority exercised by the officials of the Church, 
but at first the conflicts of the two powers which resulted belong 
more to the realm of fact than of theory. The ultimate rise of 
two rival theories to justify these conflicting claims came no 
doubt as a part of the general intellectual awakening of western 
Europe, which might be considered partly a cause, partly a result 
of the great controversy between the regnum and the sacerdotium; 
but two important factors in that intellectual revival may be 
singled out especially, on account of their unmistakable influence 
in shaping the course of the opposing theories and in determining 
their final outcome. These are the revival of Roman law as a 
science, and the direct contact with the ethical and political 
works of Aristotle. Most of the earlier distinct formulations of the 
extreme papal claims seem to have been made by the Canonists 
in their glosses on the decretals, especially Pope Innocent IV and 
the Cardinal of Ostia (Hostiensis), and the first flat denial of them 
came from the civil lawyers at the court of Philip the Fair, Peter 
Flotte and William of Nogaret. In a sense the contest was one be¬ 
tween the canon law and the jus civile of Rome, and little wonder. 

It was natural that the civil law should furnish the strongest 
basis for the royal claims, for in all the texts of Justinian’s books 
in which powers are given to the clergy these powers are dis¬ 
tinctly treated as concessions made by the sovereign Emperor. 
The jus publicum embraced the whole of the jus sacrum. But 
the decretals, true and false, that later found their way into the 
corpus of the law of the Church which was assuming its definite 
form from the twelfth to the fourteenth century, attributed to 
the Church and to its head, powers over all Its members lay and 
clerical, which were scarcely less extensive than those of the 
Roman Emperors over their subjects. The jus sacrum tended to 

swallow up the jus publicum. Thus the canon law became in 
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time the most dangerous competitor of the jus civile^ but both 
alike received their first stimulus from the legal conceptions of 
imperial Rome. As a result of these Roman conceptions, after 
the revival of Roman law at Bologna and elsewhere, men were 
coming more and more to think of the Church as well as the state 
in terms of law; to look upon the functions of its officers as rights; 
to fix their minds on its jurisdiction rather than its sacramental 
character. Neither the Church nor the regnum may have been 
definitely conceived of as a corporation, but men had gone a long 
way in the direction of that conception when it had become their 
habit to regard the Church’s normal activities as the exercise of 
legal rights inhering in it as a community. Roman legalism had 
made of it something more than a mere corpus mysticum. It was 
thought of as an institutioriy established and maintained by God, 
with at least a quasi corporate character; and its head, as exercis¬ 
ing powers usually designated by writers of the time as regal and 
not merely episcopal. On its theoretical side this was largely a 
result of the renaissance of Roman law. 

But the view of the nature of the ecclesiastical community 
received further elaboration from the ethical and political theories 
of Aristotle which became the common property of the learned 
after the recovery of the manuscripts of Aristotle’s ethical and 
political works, and their translation into Latin in the latter part 
of the thirteenth century. Thus the idea returned that the state 
— now a theocratic state embracing all Christendom — was 
according to nature, and it became a societas perfectUy the culmina¬ 
tion of all social and political relationships, designed by God to 
ensure for man on earth the nearest possible approximation to 
the summum bonum. The blending of these philosophic views 
with the institutional conceptions of the canonists appears in all 
the more general treatises of the time, and in the greatest of them 
it is marked by a profundity and an acuteness seldom exceeded 
in the whole course of political thought. 

The net result of it all was that the Church was no longer 
believed to be in the state, as St. Optatus had declared. Chris¬ 
tendom had rather become one great church, and now that church 
in the eyes of its defenders was assuming the character anfd power 
of one great universal state, with the Pope as its head. Another 
effect of the growing legalism and institutionalism was a sharper 

distinction between clergy and laity. If the ecclesia has rights, 
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they are more and more thought of as rights of the clergy, to be 
defended by canon law against the infringement of the secular 
powers. ^‘In the Middle Ages Church and State in the sense of 
two competing societies did not exist; you have instead the two 
official hierarchies, the two departments if you will: the Court 
and the Curiuy the kings’ officials and the popes’.” ^ Notwith¬ 
standing the struggle for unity the tendency toward dualism was 
ineradicable, and one form it was taking was a widening of the 
actual gap that lay between the clergy, in whom the institutional 
rights of the Church were becoming more and more concentrated, 
and the great body of laymen for whose spiritual good these rights 
in theory chiefly existed. Contrary to the doctrine of all the 
philosophers of the Church, the facts, and even the canonists 
themselves, were beginning to sap the foundations of the universal 
theocratic state and preparing the way for its break-up into the 
two societies of Church and State, and for their altered relations 
to each other under which the struggle between the spiritual and 
the temporal power was resumed or continued at the end of the 
middle ages. Dr. Figgis would And the beginnings of these great 
changes in the “habit of reasoning about political societies” 
which came in with St. Thomas Aquinas, and their chief cause in 
the influence of the political ideas of Aristotle.* With greater 
justice, Mr. Woolf would push back these beginnings to the elev¬ 
enth century and assign as their chief cause “the entry of Roman 
Law, not of Aristotle, into political thought.” • 

It remains, first, to trace briefly these changing conceptions in 
the period of their growth after the Investiture struggle, and 
second, to summarize the nature and results for political thought 
of the dramatic duel between Boniface VIII and Philip the Fair 
in which the irreconcilable elements in these concepts are brought 
to a direct issue.^ Gregory VII himself was probably less con- 

1J. N. Figgis, RespuHica Christiana (Appendix I to his Churches in the Modem State, 
London, 19x3), p. 190. 

* Op, cit., p. 21$. 
*Bartolus of Sassoferrato, by C. S. N. Woolf, Cambridge, 19x3, p. X05. 

* The outlie given here of the first of these subjects is ba^ dke^y on some of the more 
important contemporary sources and on four modem accounts chiefly, Carlyle, A History 
of Mediaeval Political Theory in the West, vol. iv (ipsa), part iv, vol. v (1928), part i, chap, xo, 
part ii, chaps. x~7; ^vi^re, Le ^oUhne de Vi%Use et de Vitat am temps de Philippe Is 
Bel, Louvain and Paris, xpafi, IniroducUon; Albert Hauck, Der Gedanke der pdpsUkhen 
WeUherrschaft bis oufBonifaa VIII, Ldpadg, X904; tnd PoUticcl Theories of the Middle Age 
by Dr. Ctto Gierke, translated by Frederic William Maitland, Cambridge, X900. 

General acknowiedgment is here made of the great debt to these adoiirable treatments 
of this subject. Dr. Hauck’a paper is dilefly valuable for the esilier part of the devdop* 
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cerned with the institutional rights of the Church as such than 
with the obstacles placed by princes in the way of his great reforms. 
If he could be said to have any very definite theory on the relation 
of the two powers, it seems to have been the theory of his great 
predecessors rather than the more legalistic conception which 
became current later. He was primarily a man of action rather 
than of theory, unflinching in the face of difficulty and opposition, 
determined at any cost to bring about the reformation of the 
Church which he believed necessary for the accomplishment of its 
great mission. It was this rather than any institutional theory 
that actuated him, yet the very boldness of his acts and the great 
extent of the authority he enforced in practice make the years of 
his incumbency one of the great stages in the development of the 
theory of the Papacy. If in the writings of his own time and 
immediately after statements are to be found here and there 
among his adherents which seem to anticipate the views which 
became definite later, they are seldom carried to their logical 
conclusion. But in the years ensuing, the plenitude of Hilde¬ 
brand’s actual power became the basis of a theory justifying that 
power, which was developing rapidly both as to its comprehensive¬ 
ness and its definiteness, and the changing political conditions of 
this time all tended to hasten the process. 

It is in England in this particular period that the influence of 
these conditions may probably be first seen most clearly, because 
in England, largely as a result of the Conquest, the administration 
of government and law became more concentrated in the Crown, 
and the royal administration further extended at the expense of 
the competing jurisdiction of the courts Christian, than can be 
found elsewhere at so early a date. The great struggle between 
Henry II and Becket was a dramatic trial by combat between 
the champions of two rival institutional systems each of which 
could expand only at the expense of the other, and it was a struggle 
for the potesias jurisdictionis; it had less to do with sacramental 
matters. Two powers, expanding rapidly and becoming more 
and more conscious of their ** rights,” stood face to face, each 

menti the other accounts cover it a!l» that in Carlyle in considerable detail and including 
valuable extracts from contemporary sources. A useful selection of extracts chiefly from 
official documents is contained in Call Mirbt, QwUen mr Gesekichte des Papsttum md des 
ritmisehen KathoUnsmuSt 4th edition, Tubingen, 1924; a still fuller one, espeaally for 
Imperial documents, is to be found in Kad Zeumer, QueUensammhmg eur GesckichU der 
iniiteken Reicksvepfassung, 
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demanding its share of a government which was more temporal 
than spiritual. The effects of such a contest on the development 
of the institutional theory of the Church are incalculable, but they 
must have been very great, and they were heightened by the 
frightful circumstances of Becket’s brutal murder in 1170, by the 
wave of horror unparalleled in medieval history that swept over 
western Europe as a result of it, and by the withdrawal of some 
of Henry IPs most important claims which followed. But Mil- 
man does Becket scant justice in designating him “the martyr of 
the clergy, not of the Church; of sacerdotal power, not of Chris¬ 
tianity ; of a caste, not of mankind.** ^ It is true that the distinct 
claims for which he died were more institutional than truly spirit¬ 
ual, more immediately affecting the clergy than the Church as a 
whole; and in this lies the great influence of Becket*s martyrdom 
on the further development of the Church’s institutional theory. 
But it is exaggeration and injustice to intimate that he himself 
clearly distinguished between the clergy and the Church and laid 
down his life only for the former. He was no more a theorist 
than Hildebrand. “I have loved justice and hated iniquity, and 
therefore I die in exile.** These were the dying words of the great 
Pope, and they are not far different either in their meaning or in 
their deep and sincere conviction from the words of Becket just 
before he was struck down: “I am ready to die, choosing the 
assertion of justice, the liberty of the Church, instead of life.** * 

In these circumstances it is not surprising to find in England 
and in the midst of the controversy between Becket and Henry II, 
or near it, some of the most distinct evidences of the growth of 
ecclesiastical theory in this general period. For example, Becket, 
while in exile, wrote in 1166 to the English king, reminding him 
that kings “receive their power from the Church while the Church 
receives hers not from kings but from Christ.** * 

One of the most distinct assertions of the growing conception of 
ecclesiastical and papal authority in this period comes from one 
of Becket’s closest friends, his companion almost to the moment of 

* History of Latin Christianity, vol. iv, Bk. VIII, chap. viii. 
* Radidfi de Dketo . . . Opera Historica {Rolls Series), vol. I, p. 343. 
* Materials for the History of Thomas Bechet, edited by J. C. Robertson {RoUs Series), vol. 

V, p. aSi. Sec also Ibid,, pp. 485-486. 

A generation before, Ivo of Chartres, one of the staunchest but most moderate defenden 
of clerical tights, had warned Heniy's grandfather, Heniy I, to bear in mind that he was 
*'the servant of the servants of God, not the master; the protectpr, not the poisetsor,’’ 
Ivonis Episcopi Camotensis Epistolae, Paris, isSs* No. 51, folio 53^ 
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his martyrdom, the famous John of Salisbury, probably the most 
accomplished man of his day in western Europe; an assertion so 
clear and definite that some consider it the first explicit claim of a 
direct power in temporal things existing in the Pope.^ It runs as 
follows: “This sword, then [coercive jurisdiction in temporal 
matters], the prince receives from the hand of the Church, although 
she herself in no sense holds the sword of blood. She nevertheless 
possesses this sword, but she uses it by the hand of the prince 
on whom she confers the coercive power over the body, reserving 
the authority over spiritual things for herself in the pontiffs. 
The prince, therefore, is in a sense the minister of the priestly 
office, and one who performs that part of the sacred functions which 
seems unworthy of the hands of the priesthood. For every office 
concerned with the sacred laws is religious and holy, yet this is a 
lower office because it consists in the punishment of crimes, and 
seems to bear something of the character of the executioner.” * 

It was the fashion in John of Salisbury’s day to use the figure 
of the sword in referring to the administration of law of any kind. 
The sword had a symbolic sense, like the crown, the throne, and 
the sceptre,* and its use can be found in the great argument con¬ 
cerning the two powers as far back as the time of the Emperor 
Henry IV; but the terms “spiritual sword” and “temporal sword” 
had been gaining a more definite meaning in the twelfth century 
and they were playing a constantly greater and greater part in 
the contest between the two powers. If we may trust the citations 
of the time, this was in large part the result of some famous words 
of St. Bernard of Clairvaux addressed to Pope Eugenius III. 
“You are urging me to feed serpents and scorpions, not sheep,” 
St. Bernard represents the Pope as saying in answer to his own 
fervid appeals, to which Bernard replies, “All the greater reason, 
I say, to go to them, but with the word not the sword. Why 
should you try to draw again the sword, which you have once 
been ordered to put back in the sheath ? And yet if any one 
denies the sword to be yours he seems to me not to have noted the 
word of the Lord when he said, *Put up your sword in the sheath.* 
Therefore the sword is yours, and to be unsheathed, perhaps, at 

1 For example, Gosseliii Pouvoir du Pape au moyen Age, English translation (London, 
x853)» vol. ii, p. 360. 

* jfohn of Salisbury, Pclicraticus, edited by C. C. J. Webb, Oxford, 1909, Bk. IV, chap. iii. 
* Jacob Grimm, Deutsehe RechisdtertkUmer, 3d ed. pp. 165-170; Von der Poesie im Rtcki 

IZoUschrift/Ur geschUhtUche Recktswissenschajftf vol. ii, part i, p. 25 ff., 18x5). 



230 THE GROWTH OF POLITICAL THOUGHT 

your command though not by your own hand* For were it not 
to belong to you in some way, when the Apostles said, "Behold, 
here are two swords, ’ the Lord would not have replied," It is enough,’ 
but, "It is too much.’ So therefore to the Church belong both 
swords, the spiritual and the material, but the temporal is to be 
drawn indeed for the church, the spiritual in truth also by the 
Church; the spiritual by the hand of the priest, the temporal by 
the hand of the knight, but truly at the will {ad nutum) of the priest 
and by order of the Emperor.” ^ 

There may seem little room for doubt as to the meaning of 
John of Salisbury’s calm incisive statement, quoted above. It 
appears to be a clean-cut claim for the Church to the supreme 
authority not only in spiritual matters, but in temporal; and in 
the latter, kings and princes are nothing but the deputies of the 
bishop. But it is seldom possible to point to the exact time when 
the changing meaning of any symbol like that of the two swords 
first reaches its final definition, or to indicate with any certainty 
the first man who uses it with full consciousness of all its later 
implications. To say with confidence that John of Salisbury was 
the first to do so would seem unwarrantable; yet his does seem to 
be a more distinct formulation of these papal claims than any earlier 
statement of them surviving to modern times. In cool precision 
it is in contrast to the earlier rhetorical passage from St. Bernard’s 
De Consideratione. It seems by no means clear from his words 
that St. Bernard believed that kings were merely the Pope’s 
agents in the administration of their realms, as the words of John 
of Salisbury might seem to mean. 

It is possible that he may have held no very definite view on the 
subject at all, since his mind was of a mystical rather than a legal 
cast; but of one thing we may be certain. These words of his 
were taken up and interpreted in such a way within the next 
hundred years or so, that they must be considered one of the chief 
literary sources of the extreme views of papal supremacy expressed 
by the supporters of Boniface VIII in the early fourteenth century. 

By the middle of the twelfth century it is evident that views 
somewhat like John of Salisbury’s have spread widely among the 
clergy. In 1157 the Emperor Frederic Barbarossa felt it neces¬ 
sary to declare that anyone saying that the Emperor had received 
the imperial crown as a gift of the Pope was ’"an opposer of the 

> SancU Bemardi M<Uis pHmi ChfoeoaUemit, Dt Cmuiiiirafhne, Ub. iv, tap. Ui, 7* 
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institution and doctrine of Peter and guilty of falsehood.” ^ 
The idea was greatly strengthened and extended by the dramatic 
and forceful exercise of papal authority by Innocent III in the 
earlier part of the thirteenth century, the period of the Papacy’s 
greatest actual power, though the Pope himself, as was usually 
the case, made his contribution through his vigorous enforcement 
of papal “rights,” rather than by any new or more advanced 
theory of his own in support of them. Lack of space makes it 
impossible to set forth here in any detail his pronouncements. 
Over the Empire he asserted a power that was practically without 
limit, especially in the matters of election and coronation,^ but as 
his interference in these cases was in part based on historical mat¬ 
ters such as the Donation of Constantine and the “translation of 
the Empire,” they furnish less definite illustrations of his general 
ecclesiastical theory perhaps than his relations with France and 
England. It is noteworthy that even in England, which King 
John had surrendered to the Pope as feudal overlord. Innocent 
Ill’s annulment of Magna Carta in 1215 was not based on feudal 
grounds. “It is upon his ecclesiastical rights that Innocent 
founded his action and upon them alone.”® It is probably in 
his famous decretal Per venerabilem of 1202, and in his claim of the 
right to dictate terms of peace to France and England, that the 
clearest indications of his general ecclesiastical theory are to be 
found. “It is not alone in the patrimony of the Church where 
we have full power in temporal things,” he says, “but even in 
other territories, that we exercise a temporal jurisdiction inciden¬ 
tally {casualiter) and on investigation of certain cases {certis causis 
inspectis); not that we wish to prejudice another’s right or to 
usurp a power not due us.” “Three kinds of jurisdiction are to 
be distinguished,” he says, in interpretation of the words in Deu¬ 
teronomy, chapter seventeen, “first, inter sanguinem et sanguinenif 
and therefore called criminal and civil [civile^ i.e. belonging pri¬ 
marily to secular jurisdiction]; lastly, inter lepram et lepram, 
and therefore known as criminal and ecclesiastical [ecclesiasticuniy 
as distinguished from civile]; and intermediate, inter causam et 

1 Mirbt, QuetUn, p. 169. 
* For example* in his decretal Venerabilem fratrem of 1202, Mirbt, op. at., pp. i74’‘i75< 

There is a masterly review of this subject in Carlyle, op. cit., vol. v, part ii, chap. ii. 
* George Burton Adams, Innocent III and the Great Charter {Magna Carta Commemora^ 

tion Essays)t 1917, p. 40. Professor Adams* paper is an admirable treatment of this phase 
of the subject. Innocent’s buQ annulling the charter is printed by B^mont, Chartes des 
Uhertis anglaises, pp. 4<~44* 
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causamy which belongs to either^ ecclesiastical or civil; and when 
an3rthing difficult or ambiguous arises in these [ue. in things 
falling within the jurisdiction concurrently *‘civir* and ‘‘ecclesi- 
asticaU’] recourse must be had to the judgment of the apostolic 
throne^ and one who in his pride disdains to submit to its sentence, 
is ordered to die and to receive the plague of Israel, that is, by the 
sentence of excommunication to be separated from the communion 
of the faithful as one dead.” ^ 

In demanding jurisdiction in the quarrel between the kings of 
England and France Innocent protests that he intends no infringe¬ 
ment or diminution of the jurisdiction or power of the King of 
France. “Why should we wish to usurp another’s jurisdiction 
when we are not able to exhaust our own ?” In this case it is not 
of the fief that the Pope proposes to pass judgment, but to deter¬ 
mine a matter of sin {decernere de peccato) “and of this without 
doubt the judgment belongs to us and we can and ought to pass 
it on any one whomsoever.” “For we depend on no human con¬ 
stitution but rather on divine law, for our power is not from man 
but from God, and there is no one of sound mind but knows that 
it pertains to our office to correct mortal sin of whatever sort and 
to inflict an ecclesiastical penalty on any Christian whomsoever 
if he refuses to submit to correction.” * 

In one of his sermons, Innocent says the Church has conferred 
on him both a plenitude of power over spiritual things (spiritu- 

1 Decretal Per venerabiUm (iao2), Mirbt, op, cii., pp. 176-177. If this interpretation of 
this important passage is the correct one the Pope is here claiming a right to determine on 
final appeal only those matters which are in the first instance concurrently within the juris* 
diction of both temporal and spiritual courts. He is not yet making quite the sweeping claim 
set up later by Innocent IV that the Pope is tht judex ordinarius of every man. If the words 
**in these’* (as I have translated iit qu^s in the clause in guibus cum oHquidfuerii difficile 
pel ambiguum) refer back to all three kinds of jurisdiction, then the interpretation above is 
wrong, and Innocent IV later added practically nothing to the claim of his predecessor. 

That the true antecedent of quibus in this sentence is the jurisdiction inler causam el 
causam alone, and not all three jurisdictions, seems to me probable, mainly from the fact 
that Innocent III has altered the order of the text of Deuteronomy to place the ^’interme* 
diate” jurisdiction in the last place and immediately before the words in quibus. Why he 
should thus have changed the original order, it is hard to imagine, if not for the purpose of 
bringing antecedent and consequent as close together as possible. On the other hand, the 
canonist Alanus, whose apparatus is thought to date from the pontificate of Innocent HI, 
refers very definitely to a different doctrine: the Pope **iudex ordinarius est et quoad 
spiritualia et quoad temporalia” (F. Schulte, Literaturgeschichte der CompUationes aniiquaet 
Sitsungsberichte der K. Akademie der Wissenschaftent Pbilosophiscb-historische Klasse, vol. 66, 
pp. 89-90); and if such a doctrine were alr^y accept^ by canonists it would not be 
strange if a skilled canonist like Innocent III riiould give official expression cff it. It Is, how¬ 
ever, generally true that official statements of the Pope’s potestas fall short of contemporary 
claims made by the canonists with refer^rce to Its scope and extent. 

*Mirbt, 177. 
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alium plenitudinem) and a latitude in temporal things {latitudinem 
temporalium)} 

From these and from other writings of his it seems clear that 
the jurisdiction claimed by Innocent III was almost illimitable and 
his exercise of it without parallel either in extent or effectiveness. 
Yet it was a jurisdiction in its nature primarily spiritual, and 
temporal only incidentally (casualiter)^ a power grounded on the 
Pope^s duty as Vicar of God to judge of the sins {de peccato) of 
all Christians, not on his right as a temporal ruler to administer 
law for his subjects. Innocent then in his official utterances 
appears to have made no explicit claim to a direct power in tem¬ 
poral matters, but it remains none the less true, as Dr. Carlyle 
has pointed out, that “it is in the Decretal letters of Innocent III 
that we must look for the ultimate sources of the extreme view 
of the papal authority in temporal matters which was developed 
in the second half of the thirteenth century.” * 

From the death of Innocent III, in 1216, to the end of the cen¬ 
tury, the chief struggle lay between the Papacy and the Empire 
and the period of its greatest intensity was the reign of the Em¬ 
peror Frederick II. In this period the claims of the Empire 
remained much as before, defensive rather than offensive, negative 
not positive; they did not go, officially at least, beyond a demand 
for the recognition of the independence of the Emperor in the 
administration of his Empire, and of the direct concession of his 
authority by God himself without the mediation of the Pope; 
they admitted the jurisdiction of the Pope in spiritual matters, 
even the supreme jurisdiction in matters of sin, but they denied 
that it extended to temporal things. 

It is probably in the answer to these imperial claims made by 
Pope Innocent IV that we find the first definite official adoption 
and elaboration of the words of John of Salisbury, the doctrine 
that the Pope has by divine ordinance a jurisdiction over all tem¬ 
poral matters directly and of course, which he may delegate to 
princes as his subordinates to be exercised at his will and if need 
be under his direction, and that princes have no lawful authority 
which has not been thus delegated. So, Innocent declared, in a 
sentence involved |)ut significant, . the Lord Jesus Christ, 

iMigne, Patrohgia, Series Latina, tom. szr, ool. 66s, quoted by Carlyle, cU,, voL 
V, p. 153- 

vot. V, p. 3x8. 
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the son of God, as very man and very God, so remaining true 
king and true priest according to the order of Melchisedech, just 
as He makes clearly manifest the dignity of the pontificate in the 
eyes of the Father now by employing before men the honor of 
royal majesty, now by executing it before them; has established 
in the apostolic throne not only a pontifical but a regal monarchy, 
committing to the blessed Peter and his successors the government 
of both an earthly and a celestial empire, which is duly signified 
by the plurality of the keys; in order to make known by the one 
key which we have received applicable over the earth in things 
temporal and by the other over the heavens in things spiritual, 
that the vicar of Christ has received the power of judgment.” ^ 

If this and other official statements of Innocent IV seemed to 
lack somewhat in clear definition of the vast powers he was claim¬ 
ing, this lack was supplied in the cooler and more explicit words of 
his glosses on the Decretals, for he was a great canonist as well as 
Pope. For example, he says, **We believe that the Pope who is 
the vicar of Jesus Christ, has power not only over Christians, but 
also over all infidels.” ^^For all, the faithful and infidels alike, 
are the sheep of Christ through the creation, though they may not 
be of the flock of the Church. And so from this it appears that 
the Pope has jurisdiction over all and a power of right, even if 
not in fact. Wherefore by the power which the Pope has, I 
believe that if a gentile who has not the law, except of nature, if 
he acts contrary to the law of nature, may be rightly punished by 
the Pope,” ® He also claimed the same right over Jews. The 
Pope was in fact nothing less than the normal judge over all men 
(Judex ordinarius omnium).^ 

In the latter half of the thirteenth century, proofs increase that 
this was becoming the view of many of the supporters of the 
Papacy in its contests with the secular rulers. In one tract, 
written in support of the Pope against the Emperor, certainly before 
the year 1298 and probably about 1281, under the title, Determi^ 
natio Compendiosa de Jurisdictione Imperii^ the doctrine of Innocent 
IV is applied in terms free enough from ambiguity.^ Its modern 
editor attributes it to Tholommeo of Lucca, the probable continua- 

i Mirbt, op. eU.t pp. iQ7-ig8. 
•Quoted by Carlyle, op, eit., vol. v, p. 323. •/Wd., p. 3*0. 
• Edited by Marius Krammer, Hanover and Leipsic, xgop {Fontes Jurit Gemaniei AnHgui 

... ex Monumentis Germaniae Historicis seporaUm eiiti). In the preface the editor sets 
forth the evidence, mostly internal, Indicatbg its date and authorship, 
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tor of the treatise De Regimine Principum begun by St. Thomas 
Aquinas. By arguments drawn chiefly from history and scripture, 
the author sets about to disprove the claims of the Emperor and 
to prove that the Imperial authority is derived from the Pope, 
but some of his statements are of a more general character, fore¬ 
shadow the universal claims of the papal party in the next century, 
and employ some of the same arguments in their support. In 
many ways it may be shown, says the author, that the supreme 
pontiff “in his authority, whether spiritual or temporal, excels 
the power or domination of any one whomsoever.” ^ 

“While in temporal matters the Emperor has no superior in 
the person of any temporal lord, yet the validity of his jurisdic¬ 
tion comes from the Pope’s jurisdiction as from a fountain of 
authority, from which as in the place of God all jurisdiction 
arises.” ^ Such statements are further explained and amplified 
by chapters lo and 19 of the third book of the De Regimine Prin-- 
cipum which deal with the Pope’s plenitudo potestatis. This pleni¬ 
tude, its opponents say, does not extend beyond the spiritual 
power, “but this cannot be, for the corporeal and temporal ever 
depends on the spiritual, as the movement of the body depends 
on the power of the mind.” * 

The views of St. Thomas Aquinas himself on this important 
question are not given at length in that part of the De Regimine 
Principum generally attributed to him. In others of his volumi¬ 
nous writings however he deals more than once with this subject, 
but in such a way that it is not easy to say precisely whether he 
accepted outright the whole of Innocent IV’s doctrine or not. 
No detailed examination of these passages is possible here, but a 
comparison of them has led to the conclusion that on the whole, 
St. Thomas, while he concurs in advocating z, ,plenitudo potestatis 
as sweeping in its supremacy as that of Innocent IV, probably 
does not mean to include within it any direct power in matters 
strictly temporal. Possibly his most distinct utterance on this 
point occurs in his commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard 
in which he says that both spiritual and secular power have a 
common divine origin and it is necessary in strictly civil matters 
to obey the secular rather than the spiritual authority (/n his 

> op. eU,, cap. V, p. 12. 
cap. *v, p, 33. 

Rfiiimtne Frincipmih Bk. m, chap. 10^ S. Thma$ A^idnaHs OpUMik SdectOf vol. 
Ul ^ Faria, 1881. 
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auUm quae ad bonum civile pertinent est magis obediendum potestati 
saeculari quam spirituali). But he hastens to make one exception: 
— “unless perchance the secular power is joined with the spiritual) 
as in the Pope who stands at the top of both,” {qui utriusque 
potestatis apicem tenet) as both priest and king. Probably no 
keener analysis of this passage has ever been made than by Car¬ 
dinal Bellarmine, and he concludes that this “conjunction” of 
the two powers is either in the states of the Church, where it proves 
nothing, or that it can be explained as including only an indirect 
power.^ St. Thomas’s “normal and mature judgment was that 
the Pope had an indirect rather than a direct authority in temporal 
matters.” * 

The contrary theory that papal power should directly control 
all temporal administration, was mainly a logical development of 
the institutional conception of the Church rooted in Roman legal 
ideas, and one naturally fostered and elaborated by canonists rather 
than by pure theologians. As one might expect, therefore, it is 
in the glosses of the canonists rather than the works of a great 
theologian like St. Thomas, that we find the most exact definition 
of the Pope’s plenitudo potestatis and the clearest assertions that 
it rightly extends over the whole field of human law. The canonists 
are the chief authors of the theory of the direct power of the Pope 
in temporal matters, and in this period it developed rapidly under 
their hands. They are the ones, Dante declares, who strive 
against the truth, “known as ^Decretalists,’ ignorant and devoid 

^ De Romano Pontijice, Lib. v, cap. v. In the same chapter he argues against St. Thomas's 
authorship of Bk. Ill of the De Regimine Principum. See Riviere, probUme de Viglise et 
de Vitalt pp. 48-50^ where this passage of St. Thomas is quoted and the commentary of Bel' 
hmnine briefly referred to. Eitracts from the same passage are given by Carlyle, op. 
cit., vol. V, p. 353. 

* Carlyle, op. cit., vol. v, p. 354. This view seems not inconsistent with St. Thomas’ 
statement in the Summa Theologica. 

**The secular power is subject to the spiritual as the body to the mind . . . and therefore 
it is not a usurpation of jurisdiction if a spiritual official interfere in temporal matters to the 
extent ci those in which the secular power is subject to him or those which have been sur* 
rendered to him by the secular power." Secunda Secundae Partis, Quaestio LX, art. vi. 

This also seems to have been the general position taken by another great churchman of the 
thirteenth century, Robert Grosseteste, Bishop of Lincoln. His courageous defiance of 
Innocent IV, "filially and obediently I refuse obedience, I resist, I rebel" has sometimes 
created the impression that he repudiated the papal claims. Other passages in Ids letters 
show omclusively that he accepted them in thdr fullest extent, — but apparently as a spirit¬ 
ual rather than a material pknitudo poteslatU, For example, Robirti GrossOeste Bpistoku^ 
Ed. Luard {Rotts Series), pp. 90-94» 34^349> 43<^437' On Grosseteste, see Frauds ^ymour 
Stevenson, Robert Grosseteste, Lcm^n, 1899, ei^^ally ig>. I7p-x8s, 306-3x8; also A. 
L. Smith, Church and State in the Middle Ages, Oxford, 19x3, Leeture HI. This author 
sees such a discrepancy between the other letters of Grosseteste and his famous defiance 
that he is inclined to regard the latter as a fabrication of Matthew Parts. Pp. xoz-*xxi« 
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of theology and philosophy alike/* ^ Meanwhile, he says, “your 
Gregory lies covered with spiders* webs, Ambrose is hidden away 
in forgotten closets of the clergy, Augustine is ignored, Dionysius, 
Damascene and Bede rejected, and they prate of a certain Specu- 
luniy and Innocent, and Hostiensis. And why? Those were 
seekers after God as the end and the supreme good, it is gifts and 
benefices that these are pursuing/* * 

The glossed editions of Gratian*8 Decretum show a tendency on 
the part of the canonists of the earlier thirteenth century still to 
adhere to the older and less ambitious view that papal power 
extends directly only over spiritual matters,* but in the second half 
of the century this rapidly gives way. The views of Innocent IV 
as canonist have been briefly noted already.^ The complete and 
final exposition of these newer views in their most developed form 
is to be found in the famous Summa super Titulis Decretalium^ 
popularly known as the Summa Aurea^ of Henricus de Segusia, 
Cardinal of Ostia (Hostiensis) who died in 1271, one of the most 
famous of all the glosses on the canons, of which some eleven edi¬ 
tions appeared after the invention of printing;* and in the 
Speculum Juris equally important, of Willelmus Durandus, the 
“Speculator** (died 1296), of which no less than thirty-nine editions 
were printed.® In Hostiensis, as Riviere truly says, we find the 
germ of the theories so fully elaborated a half century later by 
Egidius Romanus.^ So, Hostiensis declares, although the two 
jurisdictions are distinct as to their administration, “yet the 
Emperor holds his imperium by the Roman Church and may be 
termed its official or vicar.** “For the enactment of the Emperor 
can have no binding force except over those bound by the laws of 
the Romans and the authority of the Catholic Church.** As to 
superiority, there is but one head, namely the Pope. “And we 
ought to have but one head, the lord of things spiritual and tem¬ 
poral, since the earth is his and the fulness thereof.*’ Not without 

1 De Monorchia m, 3, cited by Riviere, p. 53. 
* Epistoia CardinaUbus Italicis, TuUe k opere di Dank AUihieri, edited by £. Mooie, 

Oxford, X004, p. 4x2. 
* See Rivi^, op, cU., pp. 53’-s6» where some extracts are given. 
* Ank, pp. 233^234. 
* A. Tai^, Histoiro des sources du droU canoniqust p. 323. The edition used here was 

published at Lyon in 154s. Carlyle prints the most important of the glosses with valuable 
oommentaiy, vol. v, pp. 33$*-333» ftlM Extracts from the Speculum of Durandus. Ibid,, 
PP* 335*337* See also Rivike, op, dt,, pp. 56-50. 

< A. Tar^, op, cU,, p, 595* 
^Op,oU„p.s7^ 
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reason, did the Lord of Lords say to Peter, “*I will give you the 
keys of the kingdom of Heaven/ He did not say ‘key* but ‘keys,* 
namely two keys, one which shall close and open, bind and loose 
as to spiritual things, the other which he shall use as to temporal 
things/* 

“The spiritual power is prior to the earthly in three ways, in 
dignity or rank ... in institution . . . and it is prior also in 
power or authority, for it belongs to the spiritual power to call 
the earthly into existence and to judge whether it be good.** ^ 
As Riviere remarks,* the canonists go further than the theologians. 
To them the extension of the Pope*s plenitudo potestatis over the 
temporal is no longer a debatable question, it is asserted without 
reservation, hesitation, or even discussion, as a matter of fact. 
In the canonists of the later thirteenth century, papal authority 
reaches a height beyond which it is difficult to go; but, adds the 
same author, at the very hour of that triumphant expansion, its 
decline begins. We must turn, in the next place, to the dramatic 
struggle of Boniface VIII and Philip the Fair, in which that decline 
was most marked and most sudden. 

It is unnecessary here to recount at length the steps in the contro¬ 
versy between Boniface VIII and Philip the Fair, They are given 
in all the histories of the period, long or short.* We shall confine 
ourselves to the reaction of these quarrels on the great problem of 
Church and State and their influence in defining and amplifying 
the political doctrines of each. Roughly the controversy is divis¬ 
ible into three parts, first the years 1296 and 1297 when the main 
question at issue turned on the temporalities of the clergy and 
whether contributions should be made from these to King or to 
Pope; a later struggle, from 1301 to 1303, just before the Pope*s 
death, when wider issues came in to add to the bitterness of the 

1 Catlyle, op. cii.t vol. v, pp. 328r-329. 

s^S9- 
* An excellent account is given by Langlois in Lavisse's Histov^e de PtiMce, vol. iii, part it, 

Bk. II, chap, ii, pp. 127-173. The older treatment of this subject by Milman in his History 
of Latin Christianity, vol. vi, Bk. zi, chaps, ft-io, is still vahiable, espedally for the author’s 
summaries of the documents that issued from both sides. The fullest collection of these 
documents still remains the great mass of prouves added to Pierre Dupuy’s Bistoire du diffi- 
rend d*enire U Pape Boniface VIII et Philippe le Bd Hoy de Prance, Parts, 1655. Some addi¬ 
tional ones are g^ven in Adrien Baillet’s Bistoire des dimeskz dn Pape Boniface VIII avee 
Philippe le Bd Roy de Prance, Paris, 17x8; and in Les Registres de Boniface VIII, edited by 
Digaid, Faucon and Thomas, Paris 1884. See also, Carlyle, Bistory of Mediae^ PoUHcal 
Theory in the West, vol. v, part ii, chap, viil; Jean Riviere, Le prehUm de VigUse et de Vital 
au temps de Philippe le Bd, chap, i; and Rlt^ard Scholz, Die PMimtHh snr Zeit PhUipps 
des ScMtm tmd Bonifae YIII, Einkitiiiig (pp. 1*31}. 
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conflict, and thirdly the continuance of these quarrels after the 
death of Boniface, in the early part of the period of the residence 
of the Popes at Avignon.^ 

In earlier medieval struggles between the supreme pontiff and 
the secular rulers ecclesiastical property had always been a con¬ 
tributing cause of great importance, but hitherto the specific 
cause of trouble had mainly lain in the conflict between the feudal 
obligations devolving upon the clerical tenants of such property, 
on the one hand, and on the other the legitimate needs of the 
Church itself. By the end of the thirteenth century the steady 
accumulation and the vast extent of this church property had 
become a source of great uneasiness to most of the secular 
rulers in western Europe; and in addition, in those realms in 
which the consolidation of royal authority had gone furthest, 
notably in England and France, the old problem was rapidly 
assuming a changed form with every step in the advance of royal 
power and with each stage in the decline of the economic and politi¬ 
cal importance of feudal institutions. It was no longer merely 
the proprietary rights of a feudal overlord in the Church’s property 
with which the prelates had to contend; these were gradually 
becoming demands of the king as head of a nation for the financial 
contributions of subjects, both clerical and lay, toward the support 
of a national government which exacted these contributions as 
the price of the protection afforded by its laws, its courts, its 
administrators, and its armed forces. The Papacy at the centre 
of the ecclesiastical system, which had now become thoroughly 
institutionalized on the principles of monarchy, therefore now 
found itself face to face with a new competitor, the national 
monarch, and one of the newer questions at issue between them 
was whether the property, within a kingdom but devoted to pious 
uses, must or must not be exempt from a levy made by the king 
with **the common assent of all the realm and for the common 
profit thereof.” The answer of Boniface VIII to this question 
was unqualified.’ Such property must in every case be wholly 
exempt, unless the Pope himself should order otherwise, an answer 
that applied to England as well as to France, and one that received 
much the same reply and had much the same practical conse- 

1 Sdbols, op. eU., pp. 2-3. 
* la the famous bull CUrioh hieos (1^96), printed in many places, see, e.g. Mirbt, Quettet$f 

p. 908. 
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quences In both kingdoms. In France, however, the royal replies 
to this contention of the Pope were somewhat more general in 
character, probably because prompted by civilians and based so 
largely on Roman law principles, and this gives them an excep¬ 
tional importance in the development of political ideas. 

“Before there were any clerics,” Philip the Fair declared in his 
answer to Boniface, “the King of France had the custody of his 
realm” and was able to enact statutes for its defence against 
enemies, and he has now enacted therefore that no horses, arms, 
or moveable property of any sort shall be withdrawn from his 
kingdom without his own special license, and this property includes 
the goods of the clergy. The Church, the document goes on to 
say, does not consist of clergy only, it was not for them alone that 
Christ died, and it is an abuse that laymen should be excluded from 
the liberty that Christ by his grace conferred on his Church. It 
Is true that there are special liberties of the clergy necessary for 
the edification of the people contained in statutes of the Popes 
conceded by the grace or at least by the permission of secular 
princes, and having once conceded these, princes cannot destroy 
them. But neither can they destroy those things adjudged 
necessary and expedient for government and defence by the mature 
counsel of good and prudent men. The clergy who may not fight 
need special protection from others, and no one will fight for 
others at his own charges. If the clergy will not contribute with 
the rest for the protection of all they become “a useless and as it 
were a paralyzed member” of the State. It is a right and not an 
abuse therefore to demand a subsidy from the clergy. It is an 
abuse in the clergy to refuse It, especially when they are wasting 
their substance on feasting and gay clothing and the like, while 
they neglect the poor. It is in fact nothing less than the crime 
of Lese^Majeste and as such we intend that it shall be punished.^ 

Boniface was warned by the French clergy that he had gone too 
far and he hastened to explain that he was not questioning Philip's 
rights as king or feudal overlord but aiming only at the notorious 
abuses and extortions of the king's agents. 

But a far-reaching question had been opened, In the remarkable 
document summarized above, and some momentous assertions 
made which were destined to have decisive results. Most impor- 

> Dupuy» Bistoire du diffirend, PrtuveSf pp. ax-33. There is no evidence that this docu¬ 
ment, preserved among the French archives, was ever actually delivered to the Pope. 
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tant of all these assertions perhaps is the announcement that 
there are in the kingdom of France certain things adjudged requi¬ 
site for the government and defence of the realm which even the 
king may not destroy, an early and indistinct reference to ‘‘the 
fundamental laws of the French monarchy’’; and that these 
include rights exercisable over the clergy, the basis of later Galli- 
canism. It is interesting, too, to note that the sanction, threat¬ 
ened in this document, for these rights is the penalty in the Quaestio 
laesae majestatis of Roman law. In determining what those 
things are that should be rendered unto Caesar, the law in France 
is to be the law of the Roman Emperor, not merely the canons 
of the Roman pontiff. This is one of the first definite instances 
of the employment of the Roman civil law against the canon law 
in the defence of any secular ruler except the Emperor, and as 
such it marks an epoch in the history of the controversy between 
the two powers. This particular document was probably the work 
of Peter Flotte, a layman, a doctor of the civil law, and a man 
apparently in no way connected with the feudal nobility, one of 
the first in the long line of eminent men to rise to the highest 
station in France by virtue of legal ability and legal services alone. 
Their rise is one of the important political by-products of the 
renewed study of the civil law of Rome in France. 

We have already noticed the chief reason for the availability 
of Roman law as a weapon in the hands of the temporal prince 
against the Pope; its principles had been originally formulated 
in a state in which the jus sacrum was no more than a part of the 
jus publicum and the whole jus publicum subject to the Emperor’s 
exclusive control. But on the same reasoning, if Roman law 
exempted the King of France from the Pope’s authority in secular 
matters, why did it not at the same time make him subject to the 
authority of the reigning Emperor, who in theory had succeeded 
to all the rights as well as the laws of Justinian i The chief results 
of this embarrassing dilemma came only in the second phase of 
the controversy between the Pope and the King, after the turn of 
the century, and can best be treated as a part of it, but Philip 
apparently foresaw the difficulty and attempted to meet it in his 
firm declaration mad^ in 1296 that *‘the control over the temporal¬ 
ities of his realm belongs to the King alone and to no one else, 
that he recognizes no one as his superior in it, and that in things 

pertaining to the temporal administration of the realm he is not 
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bound, nor does he propose, to* subordinate or subject himself 
in any manner whatsoever, to any living man/* ^ 

The first phase of the controversy had closed with the advantage 
evidently on the King’s side; Boniface had so explained his earlier 
demands as almost to rob them of practical effect so far as the 
realm of France was concerned. But before the fighting died 
away it had called out at least one important writing in defence 
of the King’s position, the Disputatio inter Clericum et Militem^ as 
it is usually entitled,® a brief and very interesting discussion in 
dialogue form between an ecclesiastic and a knight, in which the 
knight has, and is obviously intended to have, somewhat the better 
of the argument. This short writing is apparently the first of its 
kind and it is clearly based on the document summarized above 
at page 240, beginning *‘Antequam essent cleri” (Before there 
were any ecclesiastics). The times are out of joint, groans the 
cleric, in the beginning of the dialogue. In these days justice is 
buried, laws are overturned, rights are trampled underfoot. Big 
words, answers the knight and I only a layman of little learning. 
If you wish to have talk with me. Reverend Sir, you must adopt a 
plainer style. I can remember, explains the cleric, when the 
Church was held in high honor by princes and all others, but now 
she is utterly wretched, with her rights torn from her and her 
liberties broken through. I can hardly believe it, the knight 
answers. What do you call right {jus) ? Why, the decrees of the 
Fathers and the statutes of Roman pontiffs, of course. What 
they ordain, if for temporal matters, may be **rights” for you, 
but they are not for us, says the knight. No one can make 
ordinances aflTecting things over which he has no dominion. The 
King of the French can’t do it for the Empire, nor the Emperor 

^Dttpuy, Prewtes, p. 28; also reprinted in Isambert, Recueil general des anciennes Ms 
frangaises, II, p. 705. 

*Text in Goldast, Monarchia (Frankfort, 1668), vol. I, pp. 13-18; Schard, De Jurisdie* 
Hone A uiorUafe et Praeeminentia ImPeriaU ac Potestate Ecclesiastica (Basel, x 566), pp. 677-687. 
For discussions as to date, authorship, and contents, see S. Riezler, Die Literariscken Wider- 
sacher der Pdpste, Leipzig, 1874. PP-145-148, who attributes it to Pierre Dubois; R. Scholz, 
op. cU., pp. 333-352, the fullest account; J. Riviere, op. cit., pp. 128-132; Carlyle, op. cit., 
vol. V, pp. 379-382, who gives extended extracts. The book was popular and appealed in 
a numb^ of editions. In at least one of the Mss. it is attributed to Occam, and Goldast 
attributes it to him. Schard says it is by an **undetermined author,’* and that is the view 
of Scholz, Rivi^, Carlyle, and most scholars. An English translation was printed in the 
sixteenth century by Berthelet, of which there is a copy in the British Museum — A Dialogue 
betwene a knygkt and a ckrke, concemynge the power spirUual and temporaU. Langlois places 
the book in 1296 (op. cit., p. 133), S^ol^ probably to 2296 or 1397 and certainly hot after 
X300, Rivike, probably to 1302. The eaitier date seems preferable. 
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for France. And if princes are not able to make enactments for 
your spiritualities, over which they have never received any power, 
neither can you make them for their temporalities, over which you 
have no authority. What you have enacted about temporals is 
worthless, for you have received no power from God to do it. 
So it lately seemed utterly ridiculous to me when I heard that it 
had been enacted by ‘‘Lord Boniface VIIL* that “he is and ought 
to be placed over all principalities and realms” and can so easily 
obtain for himself a right over anything whatsoever. For all he 
needs to do is to write, since everything will be his when he has 
written; and so everything will be yours, and to ordain will be 
nothing else than to will to hold for oneself. So then to have a 
right will be nothing else than to wish it, and if he should wish to 
possess himself of my castle, or town, or field, or money and treas¬ 
ure, he would have nothing more to do than to write “I will that 
this be the law (jus).** 

The knight then goes on to prove that all of the power of Peter 
and his successors came from Christ's human character only, and 
therefore cannot extend to temporal matters. But, Sir Knight, 
you won't deny that the Church has jurisdiction over sin, will you ? 
By no means, for that would be to reject penitence and confession. 
Well then, if to act unjustly is sin, one who has jurisdiction over sin 
has it over matters of justice and injustice. And if the just and un¬ 
just belong to temporal things, then it follows that he ought to judge 
in temporal causes.^ It may be so in some cases, objects the knight, 
but this jurisdiction never extends to crimes or to property. And, 
he says, when you contend that the Pope is superior in everything 
you become utterly absurd. If when he was created Pope he 
was made lord over everything, then in like fashion to create a 
bishop would be to make him lord of his diocese, and my priest 
would be the lord of my castle and lord over me; for each of these 
will have the same power in the district subject to him which the 
Pope has in all. So stop talking this nonsense which is the laugh¬ 
ing-stock of everybody and is refuted by reason as well as 
Scripture.* The knight then enlarges upon the debt the clergy 
owe to princes in return for protection, and declares, almost in the 
words of the document quoted above,* “But if kings and princes 
at their own cost and risk are bound to defend you and expose 
themselves to death without recompense, while you lie in the 

1 Goldost, op. eii., I, p. 14. p. x5* ^Ank^ p. 340. 
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shade, dine sumptuously” etc., “then you are truly the only lords, 
while kings and princes are indeed your slaves.” ^ Concessions, 
it is true, have been made to the clergy, but if they become dan¬ 
gerous to the state the prince may withdraw them, for he may 
change the law to meet changing circumstances. Yes, replies the 
Clerk, good Emperors may in some cases change the law, but 
not kings. That answer is blasphemy, declares the knight, the 
result perhaps of ignorance but more likely of envy. History 
proves that the kingdom of France is an independent subdivision 
of the old Frankish monarchy and a coequal sharer with the Empire 
in its sovereignty. “Therefore, just as all things within the bound¬ 
aries of the Empire are acknowledged to be subject to the Empire, 
so those within the boundaries of the Realm are to the Realm.” * 

The second phase of the controversy between Boniface and 
Philip was more bitter than the first, it ranged over a wider field, 
and brought to light many more written defences of the position 
of both King and Pope. These defences also go further in their 
claims than ever before, and on the papal side they reach a height 
never exceeded afterward.® A long series of difiiculties between 
King and Pope culminated at the end of 1301 in the issuance of 
the bull Ausculta filiy in which papal authority was asserted in 
very high terms, but no definite claim of a direct control in secular 
matters was included. In France a false bull appeared which 
made a distinct claim to direct secular authority, and early in 
1302 the Estates were called together by the King, to a meeting 
from which the French clergy issued a letter to the Pope, and the 
nobility to the college of cardinals. From these letters it is clear 
that both the French clergy and the French nobility interpreted 
the combined acts and utterances of Boniface as a demand for a 
direct temporal authority in France, and that both estates emphat¬ 
ically refused the demand. In both the letters referred to this 
is first and foremost among the complaints — that the Pope 
is claiming over France a direct authority in temporal matters 
in which it is known to the whole world that the King and the 
people of the Realm have always been considered to be subject 
to God alone,* a claim “wonderful, novel, and unheard of” for a 

»Goldast, op, cit., I, p. i6. p. 17. 
* The best authorities for this part of the struggle are as before, Scholz, Riviere, and Car- 

brie, to which one more must be added, Heinrich Finke, Aus don ragen Bonifon VIJI, 
Milnster i. W., zgoa. The chief sources are as before. 

^ Letter of the nobility to the Canfinals, Dupuy, Pteum, p. 60. 
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century among the people of France, in the significant words of 
the clergy themselves.^ Both the Cardinals and the Pope hastened 
to make answer to these assertions. The answer of the Cardinals 
addressed to the communes of France denies absolutely that the 
Pope had ever written making the claim that the realm of France 
was subject to him temporally, or that it was held of him, or mak¬ 
ing any other claim in violation of the rights, liberties, and honor, 
of the king and the realm,^ and the denial is equally explicit in 
their reply to the nobility.* The statements of the Pope himself 
are not quite so definite. He places the blame for the whole 
trouble upon “that Devil” Peter Flotte, who had deceived the 
King and the Estates and made them think his demands included 
the recognition of his authority in temporal matters. “For forty 
years now we have been trained in law, and we know that there 
are two powers ordained by God. Who then ought to believe 
or can believe that such fatuity,, such folly ever entered our head. 
We declare that in nothing are we wishing to usurp the jurisdic¬ 
tion of the King, and so our Brother of Porto has declared.^ The 
King cannot deny, nor any other of the faithful whosoever he is, 
that he is subject to us on the ground of sin.” ® But he ends on a 
somewhat different note. Preceding popes have deposed three 
kings of France. We might depose this king who has committed 
all the offences they have, and more, as we would dismiss a water- 
carrier.® 

All these explanations are of great value for the historian, but 
their value consists chiefly in the light they throw on the meaning 
of the bull which issued soon afterward, on November 18, 1302, 
the famous Unam sanctamy which concludes, ^'Moreover we 
declare, we affirm, we define, and pronounce that for every human 
creature it is absolutely necessary for salvation to be subject to 
the Roman Pontiff.” It is one of the most important documents 
of the middle ages. 

* Letter of the French clergy to Boniface VIII, Dupuy, Preuves, p. 68. 
* Dupuy, PreuveSf p. 71. • Ibid,, p. 63. 
* This is a reference to a sermon in the same consistory delivered by Matthew of Aquas- 

parta, Cardinal of Porto. In it he explained that the Pope really has a temporal jurisdiction 
for he has power to judge in all temporal matters on the ground of sin {ratione and 
this is a temporal jurisdictiom It is his de jure, but its exercise does not belong^'to him. 
In the sense of use therefore, this jurisdiction bdongs to the Emperor and to other kings. 
Boniface’s reference to the Cardinal does not prove that their theoretical views are identical. 
Dupuy, Pfernes, p. 76. 

»/Wf., p. 77. , *Ihid,, p. 79. 
^ In Blirbt, Qudkn, pp. sro-sxx, and many other plam. 
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Before turning to the next subdivision of our subject, the more 
important books whose appearance was occasioned by the duel 
between Pope and King, it may be worth while briefly to note 
certain impressions arising from a study of the bull Unam sanctam 
and its antecedents. In the first place, it is clear, that not a 
single assertion or claim made in th^ bull is new, and some of them 
are very old; even the oft-quoted statement about the two swords 
is no more than a rearranged quotation from the De Consideratione 
of St. Bernard with scarcely a change in the wording. In the 
second place, however sweeping its demands, there is in the bull 
no explicit claim to a direct power in temporal matters. This is 
very significant, but no one can doubt it who reads the whole bull 
with attention. 

In the third place, if Boniface’s claim to forty years’ experience 
in the canon law was true — and it was — he well knew that the 
canonists insisted on a papal power far stronger than the one he 
put forth in the bull. Did he, therefore, agree with the canonists ? 
Was he actually trying to exercise direct powers in France as the 
French clergy thought ? And if so, why did he see fit to make a 
formal claim that fell so far short of this ? Was it wholly misrepre¬ 
sentation which led the French clergy to interpret the Pope’s 
words and actions as an assertion of a direct power? In short, 
may not the false bull, though a forgery, have indicated pretty 
accurately what Boniface was actually setting out to do before 
the extent of the opposition forced him to draw back ? May it 
not have been an appreciation of this accuracy which accounts in 
part for the Pope’s evident excitement whenever he refers to this 
forgery? It is obvious enough that he had not ofHcially said 
that he possessed a direct power, and he does not say so afterward 
in the bull Unam sanctam. But had he been acting on a different 
principle, as a canonist did he hold a different principle, which the 
French clergy had reason to fear and distrust ? It is certainly not 
without significance that the Cardinals in their answers to the 
French nobility and communes are very careful to protest only 
that the Pope ^'never wrote** (numquam scripsit) that he had a 
direct power,^ and Boniface’s own admission that there are two 
powers ordained by God^ is in itself no distinct disavowal of the 
canonist doctrine which completely subordinates one of these 
powers to the other, even in temporal matters. 

1 Dupuy, Preuves, p. 71. * Ante, p. 745 
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It is obvious that at this time probably most of the leading 
canonists were holding a very advanced view of the institutional 
character of the Church and of the unlimited power of its head. 
It is equally obvious that many ecclesiastics did not share this 
view, that some were violently opposed to it, and that there were 
many of the latter among the clergy of France. It would be 
natural to suppose that a well-known canon lawyer like Boniface 
would share the views of his fellow canonists, yet his official 
utterances as Pope set forth a view considerably short of these. 
Was this moderation due to conviction or to motives of expediency i 
The answers to these questions cannot be safely given until we 
have considered some of the views expressed in the writings which 
appeared in defence of the papal claims just before and just after 
the issuance of the bull Unam sanctam. That famous definition 
of the Church’s power does not expressly or necessarily go beyond 
Innocent Ill’s decretal Per venerabilemy which grounds it upon the 
Pope’s jurisdiction ratione peccatiy a position which, as we have 
seen, the canonists had left far behind in the latter half of the 
thirteenth century. But we can only appreciate the bearing and 
the importance of matters like this for the development of political 
thought as a whole when we can look at them in connection, not 
only with the earlier expressions of churchmen and legists, but 
with the treatises and pamphlets strictly contemporaneous with, 
or closely following the struggle. To these we must now turn.^ 

The first of these pamphlets to be noted is one written in defence 
of the Pope in 1301 by Henry of Cremona, with the title De Potes-» 
tate Papae^ and first published in 1903 by Richard Scholz in the 
appendix to his book.* It is a very high statement of papal 
authority, supported by many of the usual arguments, and proving 
that the Pope has an undoubted direct power in temporal matters. 
The book seems to have attracted, some attention at the time, but 
it does not impress a modern reader as an exceptionally able 
argument. The author’s reply to the civilians, whom he refers 
to significantly ^isjuriste, is characteristic. One of their arguments 
was that if the Church exercised an authority after Constantine 

1 Scholz, in the book already referr^ to, is the primary authority for the facts connected 
with this literature. It is an admirable treatment. Riviere, on the basis of these facts, 
is more concerned with the interpretation of them. His interpretation is candid: and thor¬ 
ough, a most important contribution. Carbrie's treatment of the subject is, as usual, 
searching and wholly unbiassed. Finke gives important discussions of certain points. 

* Scholz, op. dt., pp. 450-47X. See fu^er, Scholz, op. eii., pp. X5a-x65; Rivi^, op. eU^ 
pp. is8r-X4t; Carlyle, op. cif., v, pp. 308-'4oa, 
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which it did not exercise before, this authority must have come 
from the Emperor. Yes, the author admits, the Church did 
things after Constantine which it had not done before, ‘^but it 
was not defect of right but defect of power, which led the Church 
to refrain from doing these things before.**^ In like fashion he 
dismisses the historical argument that the Pope has never actually 
exercised both powers. ‘*It is not because the power is lacking but 
arises from the Pope’s dignity and the meanness of temporal juris¬ 
diction.” It was for this reason that the Lord said to Peter, Put 
up the sword in its sheath.” ^ 

Apparently before the end of the same year, 1301, two much 
more important books appeared, which are now generally conceded 
to be the two most influential statements on the Pope’s side in this 
controversy and among the most noteworthy defences ever written 
of the extremest papal claims: the De Ecclesiastica Potestate of 
Egidius Colonna, referred to usually as '^Romanus,” and the 
Regimine Christiano of James of Viterbo (Giacomo Capocci ?). 
It is very curious that neither of these two important books was 
ever printed before the beginning of the twentieth century. 

I Egidius Romanus was one of the most eminent men of his day, 
a doctor of both laws. Archbishop of Bourges, the former tutor of 
Philip the Fair himself, head of the Augustinian Order, and author 
of many well-known books in theology and philosophy, including 
one of the ablest and most interesting political treatises of the whole 
middle ages, the Regimine Principum^ written before the death 
of Philip III in 1285, for the instruction of Philip the Fair, trans¬ 
lated into many languages and printed several times, the last 
edition appearing as late as the seventeenth century.* 

The contribution of Egidius to the controversy between Boniface 
and Philip was his book De Ecclesiastica Potestate appeared in 
1301.^ There is abundant evidence of the importance of this book 

1 Schols, op. cit., p. 467. * Ibid., p. 469. 
• For the life and works of Egidius, see Scholz, op. cit., pp. 32-45. 
* The first complete edition of this important brok was published at Florence in xpoS, 

Un Traitaio In^Uo di Egidio Colonna, edited by Giuseppe Boffito and Gius. Ugo Qxilia. 
Tte passages given here were originally taken from this edition, but it cannot be called a 
critical one as it is based on a single manuscript and is marred by a number of obvious mis¬ 
prints. ^ In 1929 a much better edition appeared, based upon four of the manuscripts, 
— Aegidins Romanus De EccksiasUea Potestate herauagegeben von Richard Schola, Weimar. 
The translations and paraphrases have been compared with this edition and corrected where 
necessary. For discusrions of the book see especially the introduction of Oxilia to theedition 
of Boffito and Oxilia; R. Scholz, Die PuHiwistik wsar Zeit PkSUpps des SckPnen und Bonifask 
VIII, pp. 4^x39; and the shorter ones in Cariyie, op. eit., V, 402-409, and Rlvi^ e>. ci$., 
chap. V. 
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at the time of its appearance and in the later phases of the con^ 
troversy.^ £gidius> says his admirer, Durand the younger, deals 
with his subject 'Vith profundity and sublimity,’’ and no candid 
modern inquirer trying to put this book in its proper place in the 
development of political thought can deny its truly ‘‘profound” 
character. The book is not always pleasant reading. It is 
marred by frequent repetitions, by many long arguments that 
carry little weight according to present-day standards, and by a 
dogmatism that sometimes tries to overwhelm opposition by mere 
weight of repeated assertion. Its lengthy discussions are occasion¬ 
ally irritating and frequently tiresome to a modern reader, and 
the book on the whole is far less agreeable than the Regimine 
Principum of the same author. Notwithstanding all this, it is an 
epoch-making book, original in conception and powerful in treat¬ 
ment. It is certainly “copious” as well. Every argument, 
every text of Scripture, every analogy employed at any time in 
preceding controversies, is again pressed into service and carried 
to its furthest logical conclusion, and these conclusions are of the 
extremest kind. In short, we have in this book the completest 
and the most thoroughgoing of all the theological and philosophi¬ 
cal defences of the furthest doctrines of the canonists, that the 
Pope is supreme lord in his own right over all the world and in all 
matters temporal as well as spiritual, and that all princes are his 
mere subordinates even in the secular administration of their 
own realms. This position is here explained and defended from 
every point of view and for the first time completely and exhaus¬ 
tively. The later treatment of the same subject by Agostino 
Trionfo and Alvaro Pelayo may have proved to be more popular, 
but they went no further in the exaltation of the political authority 
of the Papacy, for further it could not go. With Egidius this 
authority reached its highest point and apparently for the first 
time. This makes this book one of the first importance in the 
history of political thought. An examination of it would also 
show that its central theme is profound, and, though its roots run 
far back into the past, original in the truest sense. 

^ For example, GuUdmus Ourandus, tke younger, in his famous Tractaius deUodo Ge- 
neraUs ConciUi Cetebrandit written probably about 1310, omits all discussion of themportant 
questions concerning the authority of princes over the temporalities of the clergy and the 
authority of the Church over temporal princes, because brother Egidius*’ has dealt with 
them ’’copiously and usefully” in a treatment In which ’’profundity and subliiiiity vie with 
knowledge.” Part Ui, titlea 3 and ad (Paris, X545t PP* <88). 
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Unfortunately no such examination in any way commensurate 
with its importance can be attempted here. The entire discussion 
in the book> and the whole of the political thought of Egidius, 
turn about one great central principle, the idea of dominium; and 
for Egidius dominium has a meaning no less comprehensive than 
for Fitzralph, Archbishop of Armagh, and John WyclifFe, who 
probably borrowed this conception from him later in the century. 
In the compact phrase of WyclilFe, it is habitudo nature racionalis 
secundum quam denominatur suo prejici servientiy^ or, in the apt 
paraphrase of Professor Dunning, ‘'The abstract relation of the 
being that is served to the being that serves.” ^ All created things 
are related to each other in a certain order established by their 
Creator under which some are placed above others and in virtue 
of this superiority must be served by them according to the meas* 
ure of their superiority. This preordained relation of superior to 
inferior is dominiumy and if it is that of a person to a person it is 
government or authority, whether in the state or on a smaller 
scale in a household; if it is that of a person to a thing it is pro- 
prietas or property. Anyone may be actually exercising some 
power over another as a matter of fact, but if this exercise is 
not of eighty then it is not a true authority, it is not dominium; 
nor is mere control over a physical object or thing proprietas; if it 
is not accompanied by right, it falls short of true dominium. 
This dominium God possesses over his whole creation animate and 
inanimate, therefore such men only can be truly said to have 
either legitimate authority or true proprietas as have received it 
from God through his grace, and all these have it in a measure 
which exactly corresponds to their place in the hierarchy of created 
things as established by God himself. These seem to be the essen* 
tial points in the famous and profound conception of dominion 
founded in grace which controls the whole of the political thought 
of Egidius, and was taken up later by Wycliffe as the basis for 
conclusions widely different. In the De Potestate Ecclesiastica 
Egidius sets forth in detail the relative position of the Church with 
the Pope as its head and the secular rulers of the world, as parts 
of this divine plan. In the elaboration of it one suspects that the 
order is the converse of the original one in Egidius’s mind; that 

1 Johannis Wydiffe D$ Dominio Divino Libri Tres, edited by R. L. Poole, London, xSgo^ 
P*4. 

• A History of PoUtka Tkoorkst Anekni end MoUaoooH, pp. edo-sdx. 
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in the latter the doctrine of papal omnipotence was the terminus a 
quo, not the terminus ad quern as in the book, but this in no way 
lessens the power or the importance of the discussion. All political 
thought of the period and for long afterward had the same char¬ 
acteristic : in the middle ages it was usually only a by-product of 
ecclesiastical theory. 

In chapter VII of Book II of his treatise Egidius sets about to 
prove that there can be no true dominion {dominium cum iusticia) 
either over temporal things or over lay persons, except one held 
subject to the Church and instituted by it.^ He explains it thus: 
Reason and authority both prove that no man is fit justly to have 
dominion over any other man or to possess anything, by virtue 
alone of the fact that he has been begotten (generatus) by his father; 
he must be begotten again, ‘‘born again,” regenerated {regeneratus) 
spiritually by the Church. Without such regeneration he cannot 
justly succeed to his inheritance nor obtain any true dominium 
by succession. As one begotten of his father, he has only the 
first and lowest qualification (initium) to inherit, the completion 
and perfection of his capacity to do so only comes from his being 
regenerated by the Church. If on feudal principles the father 
has the dominium over the inheritance in conjunction with the 
son and has it more fully than the son, so the Church has dominion 
over every inheritance and over all things and has it in a fuller 
and a higher sense than any of its members themselves can have. 
Succession to an inheritance on account of birth is only the begin¬ 
ning of justice, succession because of regeneration is its perfection 
and consummation; this perfect and complete justice is richer 
and wider, and if it is wanting there is no justice at all. No 
son can justly succeed to his father’s inheritance unless he is born 
again spiritually through the Church.* If then there is no just 
dominion of any kind, whether it Is a mere dominium utile, or the 
higher dominion that implies jurisdiction (l^ter dominium eminens), 
if it is not held subject to God — which is possible only through the 
sacraments of the Church — then you are lord over your holding 
and over ever5rthing that you have more because you are the 
spiritual son of the Church than because you are the son of a father 
in the flesh. You must therefore derive your title to your inheri¬ 
tance, to your whole dominium, to everything you possess, from 

1 Edition of Boffito and Oxilia, p. $7; Schob, p. 70. 
* Dt Fotestate EccksiasHca, Bk. II, chap, iiii, Boffito and Oxilia, pp. 57*58, Scholx, 70-71* 
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the Church, through the Church, and from being a son of the 
Church, rather than from your earthly father, or through him, or 
because you are his son. For if your father, during his own life, 
is lord of your inheritance in a higher sense than you, so the 
Church, which does not die, is more lord of your possessions than 
you are yourself. But it should be noted that when we say that 
the Church is the mother and has the lordship over all possessions 
and all temporal things, by so saying we are not taking from 
men their dominion or possessions, for the Church has dominion 
of this kind and the faithful have the same; but the Church has 
such dominion as the universal and superior dominion, its mem¬ 
bers have it only as the particular and inferior. We do then ren¬ 
der unto Caesar that which is Caesar’s and unto God that which 
is God’s, when we concede to the Church the universal and supe¬ 
rior dominium over temporal things and bestow on the faithful 
the particular and inferior dominium} 

This explanation is ingenious and profound, and it furnishes a 
solid basis for all the later deductions as to the Pope’s plenitude 
of power. In it can be seen directly or by implication practically 
the whole of Egidius’s doctrine concerning the two powers and 
his entire political philosophy. 

So the author in applying his general doctrine to government, 
one of the two main divisions of dominium^ goes on to say, *‘So 
you see clearly that kings are more worthy possessors of their 
realms, princes of their principalities, and all the faithful of their 
possessions, through their mother the Church by which they are 
regenerated spiritually, than through their fathers and hereditary 
succession, for from those earthly fathers and through them they 
are born in original sin, not subject to God but estranged from Him. 
If, then, a prince or any fidelis says he has any inheritance, whether 
it is a principality or any other kind, from his father by whom 
he was begotten in the flesh, he ought rather to say that he has a 
principality of this kind and an inheritance from his mother the 
Church by whom he has been regenerated spiritually and absolved 
sacramentally; since one so regenerated and absolved begins to 
be worthy of his inheritance and possession, who was unworthy 
of it before, and from that time begins justly to possess that of 
which before he could justly be deprived.” * 

> Di PoiesUUe EeelesiasHca, Bk. II, chap, vli, Boffito and Oailia, p. 6x, Scbols, p. 75« 
* lUd*, Bk. II, diap. viii, Boffito 1^ Oxilia, p. 64, Scbolz, p. 70. 
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The deductions which Egidius makes from this general principle 
regarding the effects of excommunication are interesting for 
themselves and for the way by which he reaches them. He wishes 
to show that if the Church through her power of binding and loos* 
ing should excommunicate one of her members, such a person could 
have nothing which he could justly call his own. It should be 
understood, he says, that in the beginning the rightful possession 
of this thing or that which enabled one to say, *‘This is mine,*^ 
came only from a convention or agreement which men had with 
each other, and that this agreement or pact dealt merely with the 
distribution and division of land, so that the sons of Adam in this 
way had appropriated certain possessions and held them as their 
own in proportion as they had parcelled out the lands, and accord¬ 
ing to conventions and compact had agreed that this thing should 
belong to one and that to another. But in course of time some 
men began to dominate and to be made kings, and also laws were 
desired securing the observance of these voluntary compacts and 
agreements under which men could say ‘‘this is mine, this is yours.^^ 
So laws were added beyond the conventions and pact. Therefore 
these laws and “rights’’ were the only ground on which one 
might say “this is mine,’’ for they included the agreements and 
the rules by which one is adjudged the just possessor of property. 
It was from this perhaps that the maxim was derived, that if the 
laws were destroyed no one could say “this is mine, this is yours.” 
But when the foundation is overthrown, the whole building falls. 
The foundation of all these is the communication of man with man, 
from this arose partitions, and then grants, transfers, and pur¬ 
chases. If men had no communication with each other, but each 
lived to himself, laws to distinguish the just from the unjust would 
be entirely unnecessary. For if there were no communication 
between man and man, there would be no partitions, no buying 
and selling, nor anything of the kind. So then if the Church is 
able to shut one out from the communion of men, it can take 
from him the foundation upon which all those things rest. Thus 
to one so deprived, partitions, sales, grants and the like, and laws 
of every kind are of no benefit. An excommunicate in being 
deprived of the communion of the faithful is deprived df all the 
goods he possesses as a member of the Church and in relation to 
other members. And if one were a non-Christian and in the midst 
of other infidels he would be deprived all the more, because infidels 



THE GROWTH OF POLITICAL THOUGHT ^S4 

are unworthy of all possession and all dominium. There is there¬ 
fore nothing in the nature of either authority or property which 
an excommunicate or an infidel can ever rightly call his own.^ 

At the end of his book Egidius applies the conclusions about 
dominium to the burning problem of the day, whether the Church, 
that is the Pope, has any immediate authority over matters strictly 
temporal. The Church, as Church, he says, has a superior and 
primary dominium in temporal things but not immediate jurisdic¬ 
tion and execution. The secular ruler holds the temporal sword. 
Nevertheless, the spiritual sword is over the temporal, since the 
dominium of the Church is superior and primary while that of the 
prince is inferior and secondary. Therefore the prince has a 
large right in temporal things, as a right of use {i.e. in revenues 
and returns) it is larger than the Church’s, though as a right of 
lordship or control (dominativum ius) it is less. The prince even 
has a right of authority and control in addition to this right of 
use (ius utile et dominium utile) over his cities, castles, and lands, 
in the jurisdiction in matters of blood (iustitiam et iudicium 
sanguinis), — [where the penalty is loss of life or limb]. But 
this dominium of the prince, whether it is of use (utile), or directive 
(potestativum), in no case destroys the dominium of the Church 
which is superior and primary. This dominium of the Church 
then is a dominium more controlling and higher even in temporal 
things than that of the prince or of any temporal lord, since it is 
superior and primary, and the Church by virtue of it receives 
from the faithful and their possessions a census or tribute,^ from 
the faithful, oblations, and from their possessions, tithes. From 
this it follows that the^ Church has the rights of lordship over all 
and claims the powers of lord and master. 

Therefore we do not claim that Caesar has no dominium utile 
in temporal matters, but we do claim that the Church’s is higher 
and that Caesar’s right ought to be disposed according to the 
right of the Church. We do not even say that Caesar has no 
directive power or jurisdiction over the persons of men or their 
temporal goods. We do say that the Church’s directive power 
is far higher than Caesar’s since she has the power to judge of the 
person of Caesar and of his temporal goods and can even reach his 

^De Potestate Ecclesiastica, Bk. II, chap, zii, passim, Boffito and Oxilia, pp. 83-86, 
Schoht, pp. 103-106. 

* For the Census EceUsiae Rmanae see Ducaage’s Glossaiy, s.t, census. 
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person by ecclesiastical censures, and can hand over his goods to 
the dominium of another. The directive dominium or jurisdiction 
of Caesar, and even the material sword which he uses, must be 
exercised through the Church and at her will, for though the 
Church does not herself employ the material sword she does punish 
others by the material sword in that this sword though not wielded 
by the Church is wielded jor the Church and at the Church’s nod. 
There can be nothing temporal under the control of Caesar which 
is not under the control of the Church,^ and every lawful adminis¬ 
trative act of the prince is in reality *‘by commission” of the Church 
his superior.* 

In chapters seven and eight of book three Egidius comments at 
length and in a most interesting way on Innocent Ill’s decretal 
Per venerabilemy showing that the papal jurisdiction claimed in it 
is no less because casualitety but in fact far greater than if it were 
ordinary and regular, and indicating to what cases the jurisdiction 
in this way extends. Nothing could show more clearly than this 
discussion how long a step had been taken in the development of 
the theory of papal omnipotence in the century between Innocent 
III and Boniface VIII. 

All these great powers are claimed as powers of the Church. 
The only remaining link therefore in the chain of Egidius’s reason¬ 
ing is the establishment of the principle that what belongs to the 
Church, belongs of necessity also to the Pope. This argument 
occupies a considerable portion of the book, and is enforced by 
the usual appeals to Scripture, history, and analogy, and it goes 
without saying that the conclusion reached is one which denies to 
the Pope no power to which the Church itself may lay rightful 
claim. 

In the supreme pontiff is a plenitude of power, not any power 
whatever, but whatever power rests in the Church itself, for the 
whole of the power of the Church is embodied in the supreme 
pontiff.* This part of the discussion, though second to none in 
practical importance, is perhaps less original and certainly less 
distinctive than the arguments noted above, and must be passed 
over entirely here, except for a single but very significant point, the 
question whether the Pope as head of the Church is or‘is not a 

^ De Potestate Ecdesiasiieat Bk. Ill, chap, sd, Boffito and Oxilia, pp. x6a-x64, Scholl, 
pp. 203-a05. 

Bk. n, chap, ziv, Boffito and Qzilia, p. X07, Scholz, p. X33. 
•Ibid,, Bk. m, chap, is, Boffito and Ojdlia, p. xsSi Schols, 193. 
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monarch legibus soluius^ free of the law. This was a question on 
which there was much dispute, and many of the clergy, even some 
who conceded the most extensive powers to the Pope over temporal 
princes, in matters which were strictly ecclesiastical, regarded him 
as a constitutional monarch rather than an absolute one, bound in 
matters of legislation and administration, including dispensation, 
by ‘*the common law’* of the Church.^ This was not distinctly 
a question of Church and State, it was one concerning the true 
constitution of the Church, the old problem as to the true extent 
of the Pope’s power as judex canonum;^ yet it was related very 
closely to the former question, and in France particularly, the two 
were never separated. Egidius, as might be anticipated, goes as 
far as anyone of his time in the direction of absolutism, but he does 
not go quite the whole way. He admits as a general principle that 
the s plenitudo potestatis is to be exercised according to the 
common law,”* but in special cases he may ^^go beyond” that 
law in temporal matters*^ It is true that judges are bound to judge 
** according to law,” not to judge of the law itself, but to the maker 
(conditor) of laws this restriction does not in all cases apply.® So 
in dealing casualiter with temporal matters the Pope may go beyond 
the law. Thus these matters are brought within the Church’s 
power, not as a power without bound or limits, but as a power 
regulated by certain rules. ^*For though the supreme priest is an 
animal without halter and bridle and is a man above the positive 
laws, yet he ought to put a halter and a bridle on himself and’live 
according to the laws established, and unless necessity requires 
and particular cases demand it, he ought to obey those laws.” ® 
But just as God in certain cases may go beyond the laws of nature 
by a miracle, so his vicar, in imitation of Him may do likewise in 
special cases, and rarely, when it is necessary for the government 
of the Church, as for example in the Pope’s appointment of a 
bishop, whose election ordinarily belongs by the common law of the 
Church, not to the Pope but to the chapter.’^ If it was true that 
the Pope could exercise every power belonging to the Church, this 

1 For example, Gulielmus Durandus the younger, in Us book, Tractatus de Mode Gentrdhs 
Cencm CeMrandi, part i, title ill. 

* See ante, pp. 217-219, 
*Z)e Patestate Ec^iastica, Bk. Ill, chap. Boffito and Ozilia, p. 122, Schols, p. xgs. 
^lbid„ Bk. Ill, chap, iv, Boffito and Oxilia, pp. 133^x34, Schols, p. x66. 
^IHd,, Bk. ni, chap, viii, Boffito and Oxilia, pp. x3x-xsx, SchoU, pp. xSp-xpo. 
* lUd., Bk. Ill, chap, viii, Boffito and Oxilia, p. 153, Schols, p. xoo. 
’ Bk. Ill, chap. lx. passim, Boffito and Oxil^ pp. isaris6, Scholg, pp. xg^xps* 
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deduction of practical absolutism — practical rather than theo¬ 
retical — from it was natural if not inevitable. Yet there were 
many among the clergy who refused to accept it, and the outcome 
of their opposition was the constitutional theory of the councils 
of Constance and Basel. 

This remarkable book of Egidius Romanus raises some interest¬ 
ing historical questions on which modern historians are not always 
in agreement. We may ask, for example, to what extent these 
extreme papal powers asserted by Egidius are merely elaborations 
and explanations of a doctrine already held by the canonists, 
and how far they are new. Dr. Carlyle points out the difference 
between Innocent IV's view that infidels may justly hold property 
and jurisdiction, and the doctrine of Egidius that they can have 
no legitimate claim to anything, and this is important; but if 
instead of comparing Egidius with Innocent IV, we were to com¬ 
pare him with later canonists like Hostiensis and Durandus, the 
contrast would not be so sharp. Some of the brief but definite 
statements of the latter, and even a few of Innocent IV himself, 
seem to fall very little short, if short at all, of the plenitudo potes^- 
tatis which Egidius expounds and defends afterward at so much 
greater length. We may easily agree with Dr, Carlyle that Egi¬ 
dius is setting out a new theory, not only of government but of 
property” ^ and regard this as his chief claim to a high place in 
the history of thought, but a reading of Hostiensis and Durandus 
makes it hard to believe it equally true that he is setting out a 
new doctrine of the plenitudo poUstatis of the Pope. 

In another place Dr. Carlyle speaks of the way in which the 
doctrine of Egidius’s treatise ‘^runs counter to his earlier doctrine” 
as expressed in his De Regimine Principum^^ and Scholz notes the 
same conflict, which he explains by the exasperation caused by 
Philip IV^s treatment of the clergy after he became king; • but 
Riviere, on the other hand, is able to see between Egidius’s views 
of 1301 and those of the De Regimine a great difference perhaps, 
but nothing that could be called a real inconsistency.^ He finds 
in this difference no evidence whatever of any fundamental change 
in the author’s views on the central question of the relation of the 
two powers. The view of Riviere is strengthened somewhat by 
a comparison of Egidius’s De Regimine Principum with the other 

1 Op* V, p. 406. PMUisHkt pp. 40, zzS-zip. 
*/M., p. 4P5. p. aa6* 
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De Regimine Principum most of which was written probably 
nearly twenty years later. The former of these two books was 
finished by Egidius before the death of King Philip III of France, 
which occurred in 1285, the other was a continuation written, as 
its references seem to indicate, between 1301 and 1303,^ of a book 
begun by St. Thomas Aquinas, who died in 1274; and this con¬ 
tinuation is thought to be by Tholommeo of Lucca. The two books 
are alike in object, somewhat alike in manner of treatment, and 
they have something in common in their arrangement. It is 
interesting that they both end with a detailed discussion of the 
military arrangements of a realm. But there is one singular and 
significant contrast. Tholommeo in his third book, as we have 
seen above,^ has an important discussion of the relation of the two 
powers in which he asserts very definitely the Pope^s direct jurisdic¬ 
tion in temporal matters. Though the book of Egidius is longer and 
more comprehensive, there is not to be found in the corresponding 
place nor in any other place, any treatment whatever of the rela¬ 
tions of the two powers. Egidius may have had very definite views 
on this subject; but there were excellent reasons for omitting them 
from a book written at Philip IIPs order for his son^s instruction. 
The undoubted secular tone of the treatise is noticeable not on 
account of any denial of the rights of the Church, for there is none; 
but in the entire absence of any discussion of them. The impres¬ 
sion one gets is that this omission was no accident; the views of 
Egidius if expressed would not have been acceptable, but there 
was no need to express them. It is entirely possible to think with 
Riviere that Egidius may have held the same general views of 
papal power then as Is^er; but he was dealing here only with the 
actual administration of a realm, which to the end he held to be 
within the province of the prince; it was not necessary in this 
particular treatise, and it might even be embarrassing, to include 
a discussion of the higher authority on whose will {ad nutum) he 
believed this administration ultimately to depend.’ 

pother question that arises in connection with the book of 
Egidius is its possible relation to the famous bull Unam sanctaftif 

1 For the date oC the continuation of the De Begiminet see Die Annakn des Thehfnetts tem 
Lucea edited by Bernhard Schmeidler (IfeHumenia Gemamae Histarkat Scriptores, N. S., 
vol. vtii, Berlin, 1930), Preface,** p. sod, note a. 

*Ante, p. e$s, 
*The edition of the Regimim Prkicifmit of Egidius used here is the one published at 

Rome in X48a. 
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and on this too, the well-matured views of Riviere seem to furnish 
a very probable explanation. He holds that the book was written 
before the appearance of the bull, and that it had much to do 
with some of the most important statements of the latter, but 
that there is no sufficient evidence for the belief sometimes held 
that Egidius was its real author.^ In connection with this, how¬ 
ever, the important fact should be noted in addition — what¬ 
ever its explanation may be — that Egidius believed and had 
expressed without equivocation the doctrine of a direct papal 
authority in temporal matters, while the bull certainly does not 
in words contain it. 

When all is said, it must appear that Egidius Colonna is one of 
the greatest names in the history of political thought in the later 
middle ages. He was author of one of the closest and most com¬ 
prehensive if not the earliest medieval adaptation of Aristotle's 
political ideas, in his De Regimine Principum; a quarter century 
later he combined these same ideas with the extreme canonist 
views of papal omnicompetence in what appears to be the first 
comprehensive defence of the plenitudo potestatis of the Pope on a 
philosophic basis; and in the theory of dominion set forth in his 
De Potestate Ecclesiastica at that time he made a further combina¬ 
tion of these two sets of ideas with a third, the feudal conception 
of tenure and its parcelling of proprietary rights among lords and 
vassals. As long as feudalism retained its vitality, this synthesis 
of human rights and powers kept its hold upon the minds of men. 
That it was one of the most vital principles of the political thought 
of the fourteenth century none who reads the political literature 
of that time can doubt; that Egidius was its first formulator can¬ 
not be equally certain, for its roots run far back toward the begin¬ 
nings of western political thought; but the theory of dominium 
in its complete form implies a combination of ideas which could 
not have occurred much before his time, and he seems to have 
been the first of whom we have any knowledge to see and to take 
full advantage of all its implications as an argument for papal 
claims.^ 

> See Rivi^, op. cit,, *'Appendice II/* pp. 394-404, GiUes de Rome et la UtUe **Unam 
sanctam** See also Finke, Aus den Tagen Bonifa% VIII, chap, iv; J. Berchtold^ Die Bulk 
Unam sandam, Mttndien, 1887. 

* St. Thomas Aquinas in his Summa Theologica had set forth some of these conceptions 
in less complete form. *^God/* he says, **has the principal dominion over all things, He in 
his providence ordained certain things for the bodily sustenance of man, and through this 
man has a natural dominion over tldnga {nalurak rerum dominium) to the extent of the power 
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The book of James of Viterbo ^ is in some ways much like the De 
PotestaU Ecclesiastica of Egidius; its main conclusions are fully 
as extreme and the papal authority is no less exalted and complete. 
But the whole plan of the book is different; both books are deduc¬ 
tive, but this one is a deduction of the relations between spiritual 
and temporal powers drawn from a central principle differing 
entirely from the dominium of Egidius, though the conclusions 
are in all essential respects the same and reached by many of the 
same particular arguments and illustrations. This book is also 
much the shorter and more compact of the two and the absence 
of repetitions and digressions gives it the effect of greater coher¬ 
ence, and makes it on the whole more readable. In detail it also 
leaves the impression of being somewhat less dogmatic in tone, 
and on some particular points less extreme but more subtle in 
treatment. For example, Egidius will not admit that the Church 
is not prior to the state, even in time as well as in essence and 
thought, while James on the other hand accepts the priority of the 
state to the Church in time^ but ingeniously makes this itself one 
ground for holding the latter prior and superior in essence, by 
applying to Church and State Aristotle's conception of the relation 
of the polis to the village or household; and thus making the 
Church the societas perfecta of which the state is only an earlier, 
partial, and undeveloped approximation. 

Instead of developing his philosophy of Church and State from 
dominium as its underlying principle, as Egidius does, James of 
Viterbo starts with the central conception of the world as one 
single universal regnum or realm, and that realm he identifies 
completely with the Church. By divine ordinance the Church 
is a true regnum^ in the highest sense the one and only true regnum^ 
and the government of it is regal. His whole theory of Church 
and State is drawn out of this great principle. 
to use them/’ Apparently, too, there were gradations in this right, for, as he says, '*the 
imperfect exist for the sake of the perfect.” Secunda Secundae Pards, Quaestio LXVI, art. x. 

For the significant contribution of Tholommeo of Lucca to the development of the 
theory of dominion, which may have preceded that of Egidius, see post^ pp. 336-338. 

theory was much influenced by Aristotle’s four-fold classification of government, 
(PMies, I, i), William of Moerbeka’s translation of it, and St. Thomas’ commentary. 
See Appendix n. 

> Th^ book was first printed at Rome in 19x4 under the editorship of G. L. Perugi, but 
in an uncritical, edition based on a single manuscript. The edition us^ here is the far supe¬ 
rior one edited by H. X. Arquilli^re, Paris, xpsfi, Li pku ancien traiU de VigUsif Jacquu ^ 
VUerbet De RnMne Christiano (isoi-1301). Etude des sources et Edition critique. 

For commentary see Arquilli^re, as above, ih>< 13^1; Sriiols, e^. cii., pp. 1x9-152; 
Cariyle, pp, cit., V, pp. 409-417; Rivlke, ip. dt., chap^ vi. 
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The book of James like that of Egidius is dedicated to Boniface 
VIII) and consists of two main divisions. In the first part the 
author treats of the nature of the Church as a whole, **the most 
ancient treatise on the Church/’ as its editor terms it. In the 
second and much longer portion of the book, the primacy of the 
Pope in the Church is considered, and his plenitudo potestatis 
established, as a result of the conclusions reached in Part I. In 
Part I James shows that the Church is a realm or regnumy and that 
it is orthodox, one. Catholic, holy, and apostolic. It is '^most 
rightly, most truly, and most properly called a rcgnuniy for it is a 
community, since it is a congregation or union of many of the 
faithful.” ^ Here the influence of Augustine and of Cicero is 
clear. James was an Augustinian and the influence of Augustine 
as well as of St. Thomas and Aristotle is prominent throughout his 
whole treatise. Thus he completely identifies the civitas Dei of 
Augustine with the visible Church, and most of his conclusions 
follow from this identification. But the Church, though a regnuniy 
is different from and superior to all other regna in that it is no mere 
community ”of nature,” but a community ”of grace.” * Like all 
true communities, however, it is one, and in the chapter dealing 
with its unity, James seems almost to define it as a corporation. 
He appears to come closer to the corporate idea of the state — 
for the Church is a true state — than any other writer of this time.* 

The Church is a regnuniy and in it, as in every regnuniy there are 
two powers, the regal and the sacerdotal. These powers are dis¬ 
tinct and they may be entrusted to different persons or both 
conferred upon one. There have been three forms of the priestly 
power, first that existing by natural reason among almost all 
peoples, but Imperfect and incomplete, second the one estab¬ 
lished by the law of Moses, and third the priesthood proceeding 
from grace, under the new law. The last priesthood exists not 
through the destruction of the two earlier forms but as the con¬ 
summation of them — an interesting application of an Aristotelian 
conception. This final form, however, has completely replaced 
the earlier and less developed ones, and it Is perfect, divine, and 
perpetual. This priestly function is sacramental in character 
and equivalent to the potestas ordinis, 

1 Dt Regimine CkrisUanOt p. 8g. 
* /Wrf., p. 04. 
* Tbid, p. to6. Ostcndum est autem prjbaot quod regnum ecclesie est unum. Quod ex 

hoc patet: nam otiMis mMiuio portidpai dliquaHkr uno. 



262 THE GROWTH OF POLITICAL THOUGHT 

Regal power like the sacerdotal is either of a lower kind created 
by human law alone, or the higher spiritual kingship, created by 
God, which is the perfection and consummation of the other and 
necessarily superior to it. This divine kingship, therefore, includes 
a priestly power, but it is also a truly royal or judicial power, for 
it contains the power of binding and loosing. Under the regime 
of the old law this spiritual kingship {poUstas regia spiritualis) 
was entrusted to priests, under the new it is given to Peter and his 
successors alone. In sacramental power all priests are equal, in 
royal or jurisdictional power they are unequal and the Pope is 
above them all as he is above all kings. Thus it is clear “that 
the pastors of the Church are true kings, and among them the 
highest, the successor of Peter, is king of kings both secular and 
spiritual” as well as king of all the faithful. “Like Christ, whose 
vicar he is, he is called chief of the kings of the earth, which means 
those who are upon the earth.” ^ 

There is a short but very interesting tract written probably about 
1308 by Augustinus Triumphus ^ in which the influence of some of 
these ideas of Jameses may probably be seen. In this tract there 
is the same emphasis on the Pope’s regal power and the fullest 
account to be found anywhere at this time of the difference be¬ 
tween the potestas ordinis and the potestas jurisdictionis. The latter 
power the clergy have only through the Pope, whose jurisdiction 
is complete over all laymen and all princes; to deny it is to fall 
into the heresy of the Manichaeans. In the Pope as king rests the 
power over both spiritual and temporal things, but the immediate 
execution of this power in temporal matters he entrusts to secular 
kings and princes, “who ought to be his organs and instruments 
in obeying his commands in everything, and in administering the 
temporal power at his order.” * 

The answers to the extreme pro-papal arguments of Egidius and 
James roughly fall into two classes, those made by the civilian 
lawyers, who rely almost entirely on history and the texts of Jus¬ 
tinian for their arguments, and a small number of tracts written 
by ecclesiastics, in which the range is wider and the political 
importance greater. The latter are all characterized by a moder¬ 
ation lacking in the lawyers and lacking in their chief opponents 

1 De Rfgimine CkristianOt part, ii, chap, iii, p. xSa. 
* Tractatus Brevis de DupUci PotestaU Prdciorum ef Laicenm, Pint printed by Schote, 

op, cU., pp. 486-501. See also pp. 172-175, t84-x87- 
* Augustinus Triumphus, De DupUci PotesMe, Scholz, op, p. goo. 
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such as Egidius or James. Like all defences of temporal authority 
which preceded them, these arguments in favor of Philip IV are 
not aggressively anti-papal; they admit to the full the spiritual 
authority of the Pope and even an authority in temporal matters 
casualiter; all they insist upon is the absolute independence of 
temporal princes in the regular administration of their realms. 
In short they insist on the complete or almost complete separation 
of the spheres of the temporal and the spiritual and deny the sub¬ 
ordination of the former to the latter, holding that kings as well 
as bishops have a direct and independent mandate from God. 

At least three of these defences of royal authority appeared 
within a few months after the issuance of the books of Egidius and 
James and in answer to them, the so-called Quaestio Disputata in 
utramque Partem pro et contra Pontificiam Potestatem^ printed by 
Goldast and attributed by him without any evidence to Egidius 
Romanus. It is a short and not very significant anonymous tract 
which Egidius could not possibly have written.^ Another tract, 
somewhat longer and more important, is printed at the end of 
Dupuy’s Preuvesy beginning with the words Rex Pacificus.^ All 
the arguments contained in these two tracts, and many more, are 
to be found in the longest and much the ablest of all the writings 
which issued at this time on the king’s side, the Tractatus de Potes» 
tate Regia et Papali of John of Paris.® The position of the apolo¬ 
gists for secular monarchy will be illustrated here from this impor¬ 
tant book alone. John of Paris wrote as a philosopher and theo¬ 
logian and his political philosophy is largely based on Aristotle, 
and St. Thomas’s interpretation of Aristotle. Even a superficial 
examination of his book would also show that it is a direct answer 
to James of Viterbo and Egidius Romanus. 

He begins with a short preface in which he sets forth clearly 
two extreme doctrines, that of the Waldenses under which the 
clergy can have no property nor anything whatever to do with 
temporal things, and the other which turns the Pope into an 
earthly king — the error of Herod — and makes all other prelates 

* Goldasti Mfmarchiat vol. ii, pp. 95*^107. For commentary see Scholz, op. cU.^ pp. 224-251, 
Riviere, op. ril., pp. 274-281. 

* Dupuy, Bistoire du IHffirondt PreuvoSt pp. 663-683. Commentary in Scholz, op, cU., 
pp. 252-275; Rivlfcre, op, cit., pp, 262-271. 

*Goldastt Monarekiat vol. h, pp. 108-147; Schard, Do JurisdictioHe, pp. 142-224. 
Sdiols analyses this work and gives all the known facts about its author, op. cU.t pp. 275- 
333. For other eicellent accounts see Rivi^ op, cU,, pp. 281-300; Carlyle, op, at,, vol. v, 
pp. 422-437. 
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and all princes no more than deputies and servants entirely subject 
to his will.^ I think the truth lies between these extremes, he 
says. The clergy and the Pope at their head do have a true domin¬ 
ion in temporal matters, but they have it not as vicars of Christ 
or successors of Peter but from the grant or concession of princes.* 
He proceeds to prove this point, first by defining his two main terms, 
the regnum and the sacerdotium. A regnum is a government over 
a perfect multitude ordained by one for the common good,” as dis¬ 
tinguished from the less perfect household whose end and aim is less 
than the whole of life. This is according to nature, for man is a po¬ 
litical and social animal; but it also grows out of thtjus gentium. * 
John has discarded the belief of Seneca, the jurists, and the Fathers, 
in a primitive golden age and a decline from it into the later 
conventional state occasioned by violence or vice, for Aristotle’s 
doctrine of a progressive natural development with the state as its 
consummation. The view of James of Viterbo is similar, except 
that the consummation is in the spiritual monarchy of the Pope 
alone. In this evolution, the growth of a jus gentium is a normal 
stage, not a departure from nature, and it marks the gradual 
development out of the primitive association of men as gregarious 
beasts into a political association under laws and government. 
Monarchy is the highest and most developed form of such an 
association. The temporal monarchy, in short, is the natural 
consummation of man’s earthly life. The sacerdotium on the 
other hand, ‘‘is the spiritual power of the Church, conferred by 
Christ on its ministers for the administering of the sacraments to 
the faithful.” In chapter four the author asks which of these two, 
the regnum or the sacerdotium^ is prior in time, and he answers, 
like James of Viterbo and unlike Egidius, that the state is older 
than the true priesthood of the new law. In the next chapter 
he asks which is the higher of the two powers in dignity,.and con¬ 
cludes that the dignity of the priest is the higher. What is prior 
in time is less perfect in nature in all organic developments. But 
at this point John introduces an important distinction. Granted 
that the priestly power is higher than the royal in dignity, yet it 
does not follow that it is higher in everything, nor is the royal 
power for that reason necessarily derived from the priestly. The 
lower of two powers is sometimes derived from the higher, as the 
proconsul’s power is derived from the Emperor; but not always. 

1 Goldast, n, p. zoS. p. 109. */M.i p. xzP. 
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The power of a pater familias, for example, is lower in dignity 
than that of the magister militum^ but it is certainly not derived 
from it. Both are derived independently of each other from a 
power higher than either. So the secular power, though lower in 
dignity than the spiritual, is superior to it in temporal matters, for 
it is not derived from the spiritual: both powers are derived imme¬ 
diately from the supreme divine power. It is as unreasonable to 
argue the contrary as it would be to say that because a tutor rules 
the members of a household for a nobler end in teaching them 
virtue, than a physician does in looking only to their bodily health, 
therefore the physician should be subject to the tutor’s control in 
the prescribing of medicine. As a matter of fact the pater familias 
has installed them both in the household and has not made the 
physician subject to the tutor in this matter.^ 

“So the priest in spiritual matters is greater than the prince, 
in temporal matters the prince is greater than the priest, while in 
general the priest is the greater of the two in proportion as the 
spiritual is greater than the temporal.” 

From this the author passes to the point treated at such length 
by Egidius, the power of the Pope over the property of the clergy 
and the laity. Over the property of the Church the Pope has no 
dominium; he has the right and the duty only to administer it; 
he is dispensator universalis in regard to all the Church’s goods, he 
has no proprietary right in any.® Over the goods of laymen, on the 
other hand, the Pope is not even dispensator^ much less lord or 
owner. He has no rights of any kind with respect to such goods, 
beyond the exceptional one arising out of the extreme necessities 
of the Church, in which case he is acting not as an administrator 
but as a definer of right. The goods of laymen have never been 
granted to the community as the goods of the Church have been 
granted to the Church. They belong to the individuals who have 
acquired them by their labor and industry. These individuals 
have the only right to such goods, the only power over them, and 
the sole dominium in them, they alone may treat them as their 
own, no one else has even the power of a dispensator over them. 

Therefore **neither princess** nor popes have dominion or admin¬ 
istration of such goods. Even in the cases where the prince may 
interfere for the preservation of the peace, he does it not as an 
administrator of the property but as a judge determining what is 

^ Goldait, n, p. 113. * lUd., 11, pp. 1x4-115. 
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just and unjust either in case of necessity or for the common 
good. And the Pope likewise, as ** general instructor in faith and 
morals/* may interfere in matters concerning the goods of the 
faithful in cases of necessity and for the common faith, for example 
in demanding a tithe for defence against an attack of the heathen 
and prescribing its payment in due proportion. But even in so 
doing he is only declaring what the law is; he is no administrator. 

It is clear then that to have jurisdiction over external goods, 
to have authority of determining what is just or unjust with refer¬ 
ence to them, is not the same as having dominium in them. Princes 
have the former right over the goods of their subjects, but have no 
dominium in them. The Pope has no such dominium either; but 
has he jurisdiction as the prince has P Some say so, but it is 
untrue. He cannot have it from Christ, for Christ as man did not 
have it himself, and granting that He had it, He never committed 
it to Peter. Christ had the character of God and therefore king 
over all created things, but this character He conferred on none, 
not even Peter. He was also ^^king of men** in making them 
sharers in the kingdom of Heaven and by virtue of this his anointed 
may administer the sacraments. But that Christ as man was 
king of a temporal realm with royal jurisdiction over temporal 
goods, that ^Ss absolutely false.** ^ 

But granted though not admitted, that Christ had a temporal 
jurisdiction, did He endow Peter and his successors with it ? As 
man He conferred temporal power directly upon the prince, as 
man He conferred spiritual power on the priest, and there were 
some spiritual powers which as man He might have conferred on 
Peter but did not, such as the power to create a new sacrament. 
But if it is to be proved that Peter’s successor has a temporal 
jurisdiction an express grant of it must be shown. There is such 
an express grant of the spiritual power to the priest and of the 
temporal power to the prince, but none of the temporal power to 
the priest. 

All bishops have spiritual power and the Pope for the sake of 
unity is supreme in it, but none of them have any authority and 
dominion over the temporal goods of the laity. The temporal 
and spiritual powers are distinct, so that neither can be reduced 
to the other; both come immediately from God. The Pope 
does not hold his sword of the Emperor, nor the Emperor his of 

1 Goldast, H, p. 117* 
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the Pope. The Pope does not have both swords, nor a jurisdiction 
in temporal things, unless it is granted by the prince out of 
devotion.*' ^ 

John dismisses the papal arguments based on the relation of sun 
and moon and the scriptural texts concerning the two swords, as 
merely mystical and allegorical *‘on which no argument can be 
based." * It is a very able and interesting argument, and in many 
respects may be considered the first definite statement of the chief 
principles of later Gallicanism. Its actual influence on Gerson 
and other Gallican leaders is proved by their own citations. 

Before the second phase of this historic controversy was over 
another issue had been clearly defined which was to have a consider¬ 
able influence on all subsequent political speculation especially 
in France, the concrete question of France’s political relation to 
the Empire, involving the more general theoretical question as to 
the relation of all regna to the Empire, and to the Pope through 
his connection with the Empire. 

Innocent III in his decretal Per venerahilem took note of the 
fact that the King of France refused to recognize any superior in 
temporal matters; Boniface VIII also recognized the fact, but 
denied that it had any basis in right. In his confirmation of 
Albert of Austria as King of the Romans, Boniface claimed the 
superior right of the Pope but recognized a lower right in the Em¬ 
peror temporal and imperial, to rule the whole world" as 
“Emperor and Monarch over all kings and princes of the earth.” 
Nor is this affected by “Gallic arrogance which declares that it 
recognizes no superior. They lie, for de jure they are and ought 
to be under the Roman King and Emperor." * 

All the writers on the side of Philip the Fair took more or less 
notice of this claim,^ and tried to refute it, usually by historical 
arguments including a denial of the validity of the Donation of 
Constantine, or an explanation of it which excluded the kingdom 
of France from its operation. But it required more than mere 
matters of fact to answer the claim of right made by the Emperor 
over France or by the Pope through the Emperor. Thus a counter 

1 Goldast, n, p. xao. 
* pp. laS, X35. tlw author of the ftiat Pacificm does the same. Dupoy, Ptmoes, 

pp. 676-677. 
* De Marca, D« Cimmdia SacerdotH ei Imperii, Paris, X704, p. ixo. 
^Refemcestotheseaad to earlier expressions of the idea, running as far back as xso9t 

ate given by ep. cit., “ Appcndice IV.” 
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theory to that of imperial omnicompetence gradually grew up> 
and ultimately became one of the central principles of French 
public law, the principle that “the King is Emperor within his own 
realm”—Rex est imperator in regnosuo—a principle that obviously 
has a significance not for France alone and its law but for all regna 
and for the whole development of political thought in the West. 
Richard II of England invoked this principle at the end of the 
fourteenth century, and Henry VIII made a famous statement of it 
in the Statute of Appeals in 1534.^ “It was this phrase alone” — 
Rex est imperator in regno suo — “which could sever the connec¬ 
tion between the Empire and Imperial Law, and which could make 
arguments adduced for an Emperor applicable to other secular 
powers.” * Under cover of it, by a theory of prescription or other¬ 
wise, independence de facto was ultimately translated into a 
sovereignty de jure. The importance of the maxim in the history 
of western political thought it would be difficult indeed to overrate. 
Even at the end of the first third of the seventeenth century Lebret 
still considered these Imperial claims based on Roman law suffi¬ 
ciently menacing to French independence to require an elaborate 
refutation, and all the forms of the modern doctrine of the equality 
of states in international law show distinct marks of the influence 
of the theory that a king is an emperor in his own kingdom, and 
may be considered in large part an outgrowth of it. 

In an attempt to indicate generally the main currents of political 
thought and their course, it is unnecessary to dwell on the contro¬ 
versy between the Papacy and the French kingdom after the 
death of Boniface VIII. The main issues were already clearly 
defined. Probably the things of chief importance in this period 
for the history of political thought and institutions were the gradual 
definition of the rival jurisdictions of the courts Christian and secu¬ 
lar in the various kingdoms of the West,’ the discussions of the 

1 There is an excellent account of the development of this idea in France in Dedareuil, 
HistoUre ginirale du droit frangais (1925), pp. 427-441, with references to oontemporaiy 
statements and modem discussions. One of the most important thirteenth century state¬ 
ments of the principle occurs in the so-called ^Missements of Saint Louis: **car li rois ne 
tient de nului fors de Dieu et de lui.*’ — Les EkUditsments de Saini Louis, Llv. I, Ixxxtii, 
edited by Paul Viollet, vol. ii, p. 135; vol. iv, pp. 22-23. For the induence of the idea more 
generally, see especially C. S. N. Woolf, Bortolus of Sassoferrato, chap. ill. As early as 
1208 or before, the canonist Alanus declared ’^Unusquisque enim tantum iuiis habet la 
regno suo quantum imperator in imperio.’’ Rivttre, Le probUm do Pifiiso ei do Vitoi, 
“Appendice IV.” 

* Woolf, Bartolus of Sossoferrato, p. 379. 
* See pmlcularly E. Friedbergt Oe Finium in Sodeokm ot CMMm Rogimiorum tudkh 

QiUd MedU Am Doctoreo of Legos SMueHnO, Leipcig, x86s; Olivier Maithi, VAssonMo do 



THE LATER MIDDLE AGES 269 

Pope^s true relation to the rest of the clergy, and the disputes 
concerning the question of apostolic poverty.^ 

One additional writer of this period probably merits a short 
notice even in a brief sketch, though his contemporary importance 
was apparently slight, Pierre Dubois, author of the treatise De 
Recuperations Terre Sancte. Pierre Dubois is mainly a discovery 
of the nineteenth century. His personality and his advanced 
views, economic, social, educational, and political, are of great 
interest to the modem historian of medieval intellectual history, 
but on his own contemporaries there is no evidence that his rad¬ 
ical opinions had any marked influence. The De Recuperations 
belongs to the last phase of the great controversy, written between 
the election of Clement V in 1305 and the death of Edward I of 
England, to whom the book was dedicated. The author was a 
civilian and a determined enemy of the papal claims, and his 
practical proposals were the most radical of his time. He proposed 
among other things the destruction of the temporal power of the 
Pope, the secularization of ecclesiastical property, the substitution 
of schools for convents, the formation of a league of the states of 
Europe under the leadership of France for the recovery of the Holy 
Land, and a codification of the civil and the canon law. His 
book is a remarkable one and a most interesting disproof of the 
prevailing belief in medieval uniformity, but it had little influence 
on the actual course or development of political ideas in his own 
day, the principal subject we are trying to make clearer here.* 

As a whole the historic struggle between Boniface VIII and 

Vincennes de 1320^ Rennes, 1908; Paul Fournier, Les officuditis an moyen dge, Paris, 1880, 
part ii, chaps, i and 2; Leona C. Gabel, Benefit of Clergy in England in the Later Middle 
Ages (Smitk College Studies in History^ vol. xiv, nos. 1-4) Northampton, Mass. 

^ Tills question came up at the Council of Vienne, and was afterward debated more than 
once in the presence of the Popes at Avignon. In 1357 Richard Fitzralph, Archbishop of 
Armagh, delivered there a famous sermon against apostolic poverty which is reprinted in 
Goldast’s Monorchia under the title Defensio Curatorum (vol. ii, p. 1391 et seg.^ edition of 
1668). Its principles are developed at greater length in his book De Pauperie Salvatoris (of 
which the first four books are printed as an appendix to Wycliffe’s De Dominio DivinOt edited 
by R. L. Poole for the Wydif Society, London, 1890, in which the general theory of dominion 
as set forth by Egidius Romanus is adopted and expounded at length. From Fitzralph, 
apparently, it was in turn taken over by Wycliffe himself and made the central point of bis 
jl^losophic system. For Fitzralph, see the article in the Dictionary of Natiorud Biography 
by Reg^ald L. Poole. 

^De Recuperatione Terre Sancte, Traiti de potUigue ginirale, edited by Ch. V. Langlois, 
Paris, 1891. The editor gives most of the known facts about Dubois and his book in the 
introduction. An interesting estimate is also given by Professor F. M. Powicke, in Pierre 
Dubois^ a Mediaeval Radical^ Historical Essays edited by T. F. Tout and James Tait, Man* 
diester, 1907, pp^ 169-191; imother by EUm £. Power, in The Social and PdiHcal Ideas 
at Seme Medial Thinkers, New York, 1923, pp. 139-166. 
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Philip the Fair stands out as one of the most significant in all the 
middle age. In it we find the first important reaction on men^s 
thoughts about political relations — particularly the relations of 
the regnum and the sacerdotium — of the new national states 
whose further development accounts for the greatest difference 
between medieval and modern history. 

The struggle between Pope Boniface and Philippe le Bel had 
brought to direct issue the opposing claims of Church and State 
in their most general and most comprehensive form, stripped, for 
the most part, of considerations drawn from earlier history or from 
the supposed necessity for a political unification of all Christendom. 
But the particular problem of the Empire and the Papacy, though 
narrower in scope, was far older, and the conditions of the early 
fourteenth century brought on a renewed contest between these 
two powers as bitter as any of the preceding ones and productive of 
theories and writings — on the Imperial side especially — which 
went far beyond anything ever heard of before in the middle ages. 

Fully to appreciate the importance of this struggle in its influ¬ 
ence upon political thought as a whole it is necessary to bear in 
mind the more general claims of regnum and sacerdotium which had 
appeared already, and also to have some understanding of the 
peculiar problems which earlier events and theories had added to 
these in the case of the one regnum which was also an Imperium, 
These problems are concerned mainly with the so-called Donation 
of Constantine and with what was known in the later middle ages 
as the translatio Imperii or transfer of the Empire from the East 
to the West, a phrase whose various meanings will perhaps become 
clearer after we have traced some of the controversies which centred 
about it. 

The Donation of Constantine purported to be a document by 
which the Emperor, in prospect of the removal of his capital 
from Rome to Constantinople, delivered and relinquished to 
Pope Silvester ^'and to all his successors who shall sit upon 
the seat of the blessed Peter to the end of the world com¬ 
plete power and jurisdiction over the Lateran and over the provin* 
ciae^ loca^ and civitates of the city of Rome and all those of Italy 
**seu occidentalium regionum^ * The genuineness of this document 

^Test in Miibt» QueUen tur GesckickU de$ JPapstfyms, 4th ed», pp. toT^xfa; GalantCi 
Pontes Juris Canonid SdecH, pp. 89-96. In some of the later texts of the document the 
particle **or ” iseu) which connects the phrase covering the territory of the dty and of Italy 
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was seldom impugned during the middle agesi though the papal 
interpretation of it, the territories included, and even its validity, 
were often questioned by anti-papal controversialists; but since 
the critical examination and rejection of it as spurious by Lorenzo 
Valla in 1439 ^ it has been suspect, and is now regarded practically 
universally as a fabrication, probably of the eighth century. 
Nevertheless its importance in the controversy between Papacy 
and Empire is very great. The pro-papal interpretation of 
this document was progressive. In the beginning, apparently, 
it was held to apply no further than to the Exarchate of Ravenna 
and the other Italian portions of the Byzantine Empire,* but during 
and after the Investiture Controversy not only were these narrow 
territorial limits vastly extended, but the essential character of the 
grant itself received a new explanation menacing to the independ¬ 
ence of all secular powers in the West, regal and imperial alike. 
In short, the territories included were held to comprise the whole 
of the Empire of the West, and it was asserted further that in ‘‘relin¬ 
quishing” them Constantine had made no grant but had merely 
recognized a dominion which had been in existence before. If the 
Pope had not in fact exercised authority in this vast territory 
before the time of Constantine, it was on account of no defect of 
his right to do so, but only for lack of power, and Alvarus Pelagius 
and Augustinus Triumphus go even further. The former regards 
Constantine’s surrender of authority to the Pope as an admission 
on the Emperor’s part that he had never had this authority legiti¬ 
mately, because it had not been conferred upon him by the Church.* 
Augustinus says the Donation must be considered not as a gift 
but a restitution of powers “unjustly and tyrannically’’ wrested 
from the clergy.^ 

These far-reaching claims were countered in differing ways by 
supporters both of the Emperor and the King of France. Some¬ 
times the prior right of the Papacy was denied, as by John of Paris, 
who attributed all the Pope’s secular authority to the concession 

with **the regions of the West,” is replaced by **and.” See, for example, DOllinger’s 
Die PaPst-Fabdn des MittMters (English translation, Fobles Respecting the Popes in the 
Middle AgeSt New York, 1873, pp. 

^ De /also credita et ementUa Constantini donctione. It follows the text of Lupoid von 
Bebenburg’s Tractatus de lurihus Regm et Imperii (pp. 365-378) in the 2d ed. of die latter 
published at Basel (1562), and includes an introduction, by Ulric von Hutten (pp. 250-264). 
Both are reprinted in Schard, De Jurisdictione ImperiaU (x5b5)> p. 734 ^ 

* Carlyle, op. cit., vol. i, pp. 288-289. 
* De Phnetu Ecclesiaet Lfb. I, art. xiii. 
* Summa de RedesiasHea Potestale^ QuesHe I, art. i. 
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of princes alone. At other times, the territorial extent of the grant 
was narrowed, John of Paris, for example, refusing to admit its 
extension to France, others to Germany. And some even went so 
far as to reject the donation as altogether invalid, because it was 
beyond the legal competence of any Emperor to dismember the 
Empire, though, as has been said, the authenticity of the document 
itself was seldom if ever brought in question. 

These conflicting claims may possibly be best illustrated here 
first by contrasting briefly two writings of the late thirteenth 
century, on the papal side the Determinatio Compendiosa de Juris- 
dictione Imperii attributed by its editor to Tholommeo of Lucca, 
a noteworthy ecclesiastic, and historian, and the probable continu- 
ator of St. Thomases De Regimine Principum;^ on the imperial 
side, the Tractatus de Prerogativa Romani Imperii of Jordan of 
Osnabriick.* It is interesting to note that they seem to have 
appeared at almost the same time and possibly not entirely acci¬ 
dentally.^ The views of the Determinatio on the Donation are 
summed up in the statement that while Constantine did relinquish 
the imperium to Silvester, it was ‘*not in the nature of a gratuity 
but of a surrender to the vicar of the true and proper lord.” ^ 
Jordan on the other hand is not concerned with the Donation at 
all, but he is very much concerned with proving that the translatio 
Imperii was a transfer to the Germans and not to the “French,” 
and that this German imperium must be preserved if Christendom 
itself is to be saved from destruction. The Jews, he or his collab¬ 
orator declares, in their madness would have no king but Caesar, 
“but I have feared and I now fear that when the Roman Church 
shall come to that state where it can say *we will have no king but 
the Pope,' then tribulation will come upon the clergy like that we 
know came upon the Jews.” * For Jordan and for others who 
wrote on the same side at this time, as Mr. Woolf points out, “the 
* State’ does not really exist. Mankind or Christendom forms a 

< Edited by Marius Krammer, Hanover and Leipzig, 1909 {Fmtes Juris GemaniciAfiJtAr 
qui in usum scholarum ex Monumentis Gemaniae Htstorids Separatim EdUi), 

*Des Jordanus von Osnabrilck Buck ilber das Rdmiseke Reich, herau8gegd[>en von G. 
Waltz. Gottingen, 1868. 

Determinatio is placed by Krammer **about 1280 or a little later” (“FraeCatio,” 
p. lx). The conclusions of Dr. Wilhelm Schraub would seem to place the TracMns in 12S1 or 
a little before. Jordan von OsnabrIUk md Alexander von Roes, Heidelberg, 19x0 
berger Abkandtungen sur mittterin und neueren GesckUhte, No. 26), pp. 50-62. It is impossi* 
ble here to touch on the many doubtful questions connected witii this tract. See Schraub; 
and Woolf, Bartolus of Sassoferrato, pp. 227 ff 

^ Determinatio Compendiosa, cap. mi, * Pege 41, edited by Walts. 
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single Church) a Christian Republic or People, within which are 
different nations and kingdoms. Therefore the Imperiuniy for 
the maintenance of which in German hands they plead so earnestly, 
is not a universal ‘State,* but the ‘Gelasian* Imperium — a ruling 
power within the Church. Their thought was unaffected alike 
by the political theories of the Roman lawyers, as by political 
theories still newer.** ^ 

This tract of Jordan of Osnabriick is a good example of what 
Mr. Woolf aptly calls “the German answer** to the “problem of 
the Empire,** and it is true that for Jordan no Empire but a German 
one could possibly be the political centre of the Respublica Chris- 
tianay yet it would be a misinterpretation of Jordan's thought to 
find in him nothing more than a champion of German “nation¬ 
ality.** One cannot read his short treatise without being struck 
by his deep and disinterested piety and by the fact that it is not for 
Germany's sake that he pleads for a German imperium; it is 
because God has chosen the German nation to be the champion 
and savior of the whole Christian world, the only power that can 
avert or postpone the coming of Antichrist. His outlook may not 
have been cosmopolitan, but neither was it narrowly nationalistic. 
The boundaries of his political thought are to be found in the 
Respublica Christiana* 

In this respect his tract, and some other defences of the Empire 
of the same period, fall short of the breadth of view that marks the 
political writings of St. Thomas and his followers, owing to their 
acceptance of Aristotelian conceptions, universally applicable 
even if not cosmopolitan in their original form. There is little 
if any trace of St. Thomas or of Aristotle in Jordan's political 
ideas, though it is probable that he wrote after St. Thomas's 
death in 1274. But by the turn of the centUry the acceptance 
of these newer ideas seems to be all but complete. We have 
already remarked the prominence of Aristotelianism by the side 
of an older Augustinianism in the powerful defences of papal 
authority written by Egidius Colonna and James of Viterbo. It 
is equally prominent in'most of the writings on the Imperial side 
In the early years of the fourteenth century. One of the most 
important of these is by Engelbert, Abbot of Admont.^ 

p. a66. 
• Ahbatis Adnuntensis , . . de Ortu et Pine Pern. Imperiit printed in Goldast^s 

PeUtka ImPeHoHoy Fruicofurti, 1^x4, pp. 754^73* Mr. Woolf gives an excellent summary 
if tbe tract in BarMns 0/Sdsseferratey pp. 378-302. 
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The immediate occasion of his treatise, Engelbert tells us in 
the prefatory chapter, was a conversation he had had with some 
of his friends, ‘^prudent and mature men,’’ in which some of them 
contended that the Empire was now a complete failure and ought 
to come to an end, while others thought that the various realms 
and governments and nations should make war upon it until it 
was totally destroyed, because from the very beginning its power 
had been based on injustice and wrong in the subjugation of the 
various nations and peoples by mere force of arms. It is interesting 
that ‘‘prudent and mature men” could be found arguing in this 
fashion in the first quarter of the fourteenth century, and the 
character and moderation of the answer the author gives to their 
arguments are no less interesting. 

He holds that the Roman Imperium is both necessary and just, 
and he essays to show this by much the same historical evidence 
as used by Dante to prove its independence of the Papacy. His 
position is very like that of Jordan of Osnabriick, though his ex¬ 
position of it is more secular, and is influenced profoundly by the 
thought of Aristotle as well as by that of St. Augustine. The 
Empire was not built on injustice, and it is essential to the peace 
and justice of this world and to the defence of the Church, but 
there must be harmony and cooperation between Papacy and 
Empire if the reign of Antichrist is to be averted. This is the 
general theme of the treatise. It assumes the unity of Christen¬ 
dom and the helplessness of the Church without the Empire to 
defend it, but ‘‘outside the Church there can be no imperium/* * 
The author is no opponent of papal claims, not even an avowed 
defender of Imperial independence, as Dante was; he is an earnest 
apologist for the Empire who thinks of Empire and Papacy not as 
competitors but as collaborators. It is an important tract; but 
another more important still in some respects, though not in all, 
and the most famous of all, is the De Monarchia of Dante.* 

Though Dante was a layman, the political world for whose 
peace he pleads in the De Monarchia as in all his writings, was no 
less a “Christian Republic” than it was for Jordan of Osnabriick. 
The fundamental thought of the two men is essentially the same, 

* Cap. xxiil, p. 772. 
* TuUe U optft, edited by E. Moore, (Mord, xgo4, pp. 341-376; or the same separately 

published with an introduction by H. W. V. Reade, Oxford, 1916. There are severid trans- 
lations and many modem commentaifci; among the former the transladon ci FldUp li 
Widtsteed in the Temple Cloisks has been found very satlsfactoiy. 



THE LATER MIDDLE AGES ^75 

as well as the remedy proposed for existing ills> though Dante’s 
Emperor is more the successor of Caesar^ Jordan’s the successor 
of Charlemagne^ and though the logic and metaphysics of Aristotle 
mark the way by which one reaches the common goal, reached by 
the other by a different path. Thus Dante’s answer to the 
“problem of the Empire,” which is the problem of Christendom, 
might in a sense be called “the Italian answer,” as Jordan’s was the 
German, but a narrow nationalistic ideal was as foreign to his real 
thought as it was to Jordan’s. It was not Italy of which he 
dreamed and for which he argues, though Italy was its earthly 
centre and the successor of Caesar its rightful head; Augustine’s 
magnificent conception of “the City of God” is still the core of 
Dante’s political thought as it is of the thought of most of his great 
contemporaries. The similarity of his thoughts of Italy to Machia- 
velli’s has often been noted and with justice, but between the two, 
nevertheless, was “a great gulf fixed.” Dante loved Italy as 
fervently as Machiavelli, but he thought of her as the institutional 
and spiritual centre of a greater commonwealth of God which had 
for Machiavelli become meaningless or negligible. His ideal 
may have been of the past, it may have been, as has been hinted, 
only a splendid anachronism, but splendid it certainly was, and 
it might even be questioned whether the acuteness of Machiavelli’s 
cynical observations — if we could only search out the hidden 
thoughts of men — have really had more practical results in the 
world of thought and life than the moral grandeur of the glorious 
dream of Dante. * 

In the last chapter of the De Monarchtay Dante sums up his 
arguments concerning the burning question of “Church and State” 
and it may be best to give them in his own words: ^ 

“And now already methinks I have sufficiently reached the 
mark I set before myself. For the truth of that question has been 
searched out in which was asked whether the office of monarch 
were necessary to the well-being of the world, and of that in which 
was asked whether the Roman people acquired empire for itself 
by right, and also of that last question in which was asked whether 
the monarch’s authority depended from God, or immediately from 
some other. The truth concerning which last question is not to 
be received in such narrow sense as that the Roman prince is 

BL in, cap. ivl, the tiaiwlatlon It hr Fhflip H« Wkksteed. The italics are not in the 
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subordinate in naught to the Roman pontiff; inasmuch as mortal 
felicity is in a certain sense ordained with reference to immortal 
felicity. Let Caesar, therefore, observe that reverence to Peter 
which a first-born son should observe to a father, so that illumi¬ 
nated by the light of paternal grace he may with greater power 
irradiate the world, over which he is set by him alone who is ruler oj 
all things spiritual and temporal*^ 

The age-long duel between Imperium and Sacerdotium came to a 
head soon after the close of the similar contest between the Sacer¬ 
dotium and the regnum of France in the persons of Boniface VIII 
and Philip the Fair, in the bitter contest between Pope John XXII 
and the Emperor Lewis of Bavaria, “the last great struggle between 
the medieval Empire and the Papacy,^ in which “for the last 
time before the Reformation Emperor and Pope engaged in violent 
conflict with each other.” ^ In it were several new factors which 
contributed to make it one of the most acrimonious and the most 
far-reaching of all the phases of this long combat. One of the 
chief of these new factors was “the Babylonish captivity” of 
the Popes of Avignon which dates from the defeat of the Pope 
at the hands of the King of France. From that time till the begin¬ 
ning of the last quarter of the fourteenth century the Popes and 
the papal curia were mainly French, largely under the control of 
the French king, and located in a territory near enough to France 
to be dominated by her influence. These things could not but 
add new complications to the relations between Pope and Emperor 
already strained almost to the breaking point. Another special 
cause of discord was the question of “apostolic poverty,” which 
split the Franciscan order and forced the Pope to take sides, and 
thus to drive the Fraticelli or Spiritual Franciscans into violent 
opposition and even into a defensive alliance with the Emperor 
against him. Added to these were the violent political quarrels 
in Germany itself, and the vagueness and uncertainty of the 
constitutional provisions of the Empire concerning the election of 
an Emperor, which gave an opening for the assertion by the Pope 
of his disputed claim to render the final decision in case of a divi¬ 
sion, an opportunity of which he was not slow in availing himself. 

It is unnecessary here to retrace the history of the struggl^^ 

> Richard Sdiola, UnhekamU kirelmPclUiseke StreUsckriflm, vol. i, p. an. 
* C. Mttlier, Der K4mtf Ludwigs dss Baiem mU der r^misdm Cmk^ Tttbiiigciir 

tSSob I, p. vii. 
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between John XXII and Lewis or to set forth the particular 
claims of each, of which there were none that had not been asserted 
many times oven The specific claim of the Empire is well summed 
up in the famous enactment Licet iuris^ promulgated by Lewis 
of Bavaria in 1338: “We declare that the Imperial dignity and 
power is held immediately of God alone, and that it is approved 
by right and by the custom of the Empire from of old that after 
anyone is elected Emperor or King by the Electors of the Empire, 
unanimously or by a majority of the same, immediately and by 
virtue of the election alone he is to be treated and styled as true 
King and Emperor of the Romans, that obedience is due him 
from all subjects of the Empire, and that he has full power of 
administering the property and rights of the Empire and of doing 
the other things which pertain to a true Emperor; and that he 
requires no approbation, confirmation, authority or consent of 
Pope, Apostolic See, or anyone else.” ^ We shall turn at once to the 
contemporary writings which furnish evidence of the influence 
of this phase of the conflict between “Church and State” on the 
further development of the political thought that underlies it.* 

Among the earliest of the writings on the papal side was one of 
the most important, the Summa de Potestate Ecclesiastica of the 

> The fullest account of it is by Carl Muller, op. cit. 
*Text in Mirbt, QueUen zur Geschichie des Papsttums, pp. 223-224; Zeumer, QueUeth 

samnUung zur Geschichie der deuischen ReUhsverfassung, pp. 156-157. 
•The most important of these writings on the Imperial side are to be found in volumes 

I and II of Goldast’s Monarckia. Several, coming from both sides, were printed for the 
first time in Richard Scholz’s Unbekannk kirchenpolitische Streitschriften aus der Zeii 
Ludwigs des Bayern {1327^^354)* 2 vols,, Rome, 1911-1014, accompanied by a valuable 
commentary. The chief defences of the Papacy, by Augustinus Triumphus, Alvarus Pela- 
gius, and others, were printed in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. The Defensor Minor 
of Marsiglio of Padua was first edited by C. Kenneth Brampton from a Ms. in the Bodleian 
(Birmingham, 1922), and the first critical text of the Defensor Pads itself was published in 
load {The Defensor Pads of MarsiUus of Padua, edited by C. W. Pfevild-Orton, Cambridge). 
Sigmund Riesler’s Die literarischen Widersacher der Pupste zur Zdi Ludwig des Baiers prob¬ 
ably remains the best general account of this polemical literature (Leipzig, 1874), though 
some of his minor conclusions have been somewhat modified by later research. A list of 
the major political writings of this period is given in Gierke, Political Theories of the Middle 
Age, translated by Maitland (Cambridge, 1900), pp. Ixvii-lxx; and a much fuller one, of 
great value, by Schola, Unbekannte Strdtsdmften, vol. II, pp. 576-585. Only a few of the 
most important books appearing in this list can be dealt with in this outline. Probably the 
most important of those omitted are the writings of Konrad von Megenberg which were 
first published in 19x4 in Richard Scholars Unbekannte Streitschriften, his Planctug Ecclesiae 
in Germaniam in poetic form (1338), Streitschriften, II, pp. 188-248; De Trassslacume 
Rmani Imperii (1354)* opi cit., U, pp. 249-345; and Tractaius contra WUhdmum Occam 
(<354)> 4p. cit., II, pp. 346^30I' Koxuud of Megenburg was a supporter of the Papacy, 
but a German and one fully cognizant of the abuses in the Curia. Scholz gives a very satis¬ 
factory account of him a^ his writings in UnbehannU kifchenpditische Streitschriften^ L 
pp. 7i)^i40. 
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Augustinian» Agostino Trionfo or Augustinus Triumphus, of 
Ancona, which was dedicated to John XXII between 1324 and 
1328 as Scholz thinks, and printed two or three times before the 
sixteenth century.^ There are few significant assertions in this 
book which had not already appeared in the glosses of the canonists 
or the writings of Egidius Romanus and James of Viterbo, and for 
that reason it may be passed here with a notice incommensurate 
with the popularity it undoubtedly enjoyed in its own day, a 
popularity probably owing in part to the fact that the book is 
thrown into the most rigorous scholastic form then prevailing, 
of determining specific points after an examination of the argu¬ 
ments pro and con. It may be said to be one of the half dozen 
most influential and important books ever written in which the 
papal claims are pushed to their furthest extreme. In fact it 
seems impossible to find any power ever claimed for the Pope 
which Augustinus does not assign to him in largest measure. His 
is a power held immediately of God,* and therefore a potestas 
pexfecta which can lack nothing essential.* It is the highest of 
all powers in dignity, in causation, and in authority, and as a result 
of this supreme authority the laws or statutes of a king or Emperor 
can have force or validity only so far as they are confirmed and 
approved by the authority of the Pope.^ Like his great predeces¬ 
sors Augustinus considers this jurisdictional authority of the Pope 
in nature a regal power, a power exercised by Christ and conferred 
by Him upon his vicar in more noble and excellent form than that 
of any earthly prince, because in him it extends to the confirming, 
deposing, and correcting of princes themselves, while they have 
no more than the administration of it. This, therefore, is no 
merely spiritual authority: it extends directly to things temporal, 
and the well-known words of Christ, ** Render unto Caesar the 
things that are Caesar^s,” are no obstacle. They really mean 
that we are bound to render to each his due and no more. To 
the secular prince is due only **a certain legal justice** {quaedam 
iusticia legalis). This is his of right, but merely as the protector 
and minister of the Church and not otherwise.® 

* The edition used here is the one pubhshed at Rome in 1470. A convenient and valuable 
collecticm of extracts from the book is to be found in Gieseler’s Compendium of Ecdesiastkd 
Bistory (English translation), Edinburgh, 1853, vol. iv. pp. 31-34, 73*75* 76, Sg. 

* Do Potestate EcclesiasHcot (^uestio I, art. I. 
* Op. eit., Questio I, art. ii. 
^Op. eit., ^estio I, art. iil. 
* Op. eit., Questio 1, art. vil. 
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In his discussion of the important question of the obedience due 
to the Pope, the author distinguishes between the obedience of 
a Christian, a pagan, and a Jew. Christians are, of course, not 
bound to obey the Pope if he commands anything contrary to the 
law of God or the law of nature, but it belongs to no subject to 
judge whether they are such or no, if not palpably against custom, 
or the command of God, or the plain precept of the law of nature. 
If the command of the Pope falls within the sphere of the positive 
law {ius fosiUvum)^ though contrary to it, or to its usual interpre¬ 
tation, he must nevertheless be obeyed; for every positive law 
is derived from the Pope, either by his direct promulgation, as 
the canon law, or by confirmation and approbation, as the civil 
law. As it is his to establish {condere) all the precepts of the pos¬ 
itive law, to confirm or to interpret them, so it belongs to him to 
abolish them all in any part of the world or in the whole of it; ^ 
and none are exempt from his dominion. Ecclesiastics are sub¬ 
ject to it immediately, all laymen through the medium of the 
lay principality, which is subject to the spiritual superior in 
obedience, and as a minister.^ 

With pagans it is somewhat different. But they like Christians 
are subject to the power of the keys, for as Christ had a judicial 
power (iudiciariam potesiatem) over every creature, no man may 
de jure withhold obedience to his vicar since none may rightly 
withhold it from God. Actually or potentially all rational crea¬ 
tures are the sheep of Christ. To say that pagans, because outside 
the Church, are beyond the Pope's control, is beside the point, for 
*Xhurch” may mean more than one thing. To the Church in 
the sense of its judicial power, all belong, good and bad, faithful 
and infidel. They all have one God, and therefore must have one 
shepherd who rules in God's place.’ The limitations which Augus¬ 
tinus finds in the Pope’s relations to pagans do not affect his juris¬ 
diction, they arise entirely from the nature of the law applicable 
to such persons, and his discussion of this point is very significant. 
Law is of three kinds, eternal, natural, and positive; the first 
two are created and not destroyed, the third is made and unmade. 
Of the eternal or divine law the Pope should be imitator^ because 
all law, and justice for all, are derived through him; of the law 
of nature, he should be the observator: he cannot change it; of 

> Ih Poiisiak EedesiastUa^ Questio XXH, art i. * Op, cU,, Quastio XXn, art ii. 
*0p. cii,, Questio XXIII, art. x. 
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positive laws he should be both maker and destroyer/’ according 
as the needs of the time may require {lator et innitor pro temporum 
congruentia) \ he may both make and unmake them. Thus as 
observator of the laws of nature he is able, and even bound, to compel 
pagans as well as Christians to obey it; but pagans, unlike Chris¬ 
tians, may not be punished under the eternal or the positive law, 
**for they receive neither.”^ From such premises the author’s 
conclusions upon the particular questions disputed in his day could 
not be a matter of much doubt. The only true authority of the 
Emperor is as defender and agent of the Church, acting under the 
orders of the Pope, its head. All other imperial authority exercised 
before the conversion of Constantine was usurped and illegitimate, 
and the Donation is an admission of the fact. Without papal 
confirmation, therefore, the Emperor has no authority, and over 
Imperial elections the Pope has practically unlimited control. 
The Pope is the supreme temporal lord of the whole world, and 
all secular rulers are his inferiors, his creatures, and his servants. 
He is the supreme interpreter and executor of all law and the 
supreme maker and destroyer of all positive law. And this is as 
true of the canon law as of the civil. To Augustinus the Church 
is a regnum and the Pope, its king, is an ‘‘absolute” monarch 
not a limited one, absolute in the highest and fullest sense of that 
word current before the beginning of modern times. 

After the appearance of the Summa of Augustinus Triumphus 
the papal defenses apparently most read, and therefore most 
significant, were probably the Tractatus de Causa Immediata 
Ecclesiasticae Potestatis of the Dominican, Petrus de Palude, or 
Paludanus, Patriarch of Jerusalem, written about 1329 or 1330 
and published at Paris in 1506; and, above all, the De Planctu 
Ecclesiae of the Portuguese Franciscan, Alvaro Pelayo, or A1 varus 
Pelagius, begun, as the author tells us,^ in 1330 and finished in 1332, 
but revised in 1335 and again in 1340. The first part of this 
important book, which treats of “the nature of the Church, its 
foundation, jurisdiction, power, and sanctity, and those of the 
Lord Pope and of the other prelates,” • Gierke considers the most 
extreme of all the pro-papal writings; but the second part, and 
somewhat the longer of the two, dealing with “the sins of the 
corrupt members” of the Church,^ is equally remarkable as a 

t0^cil.,Que8tioXXin.art.iv. •/Wrf.,Ub.n,an,l 
• PhnOH EedeHae, folio ocb. * IH4. 
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denunciation, almost as scathing even if not as rhetorical as Pe¬ 
trarch’s, of the existing abuses among laity, and clergy both 
regular and secular, including the papal Curia itself; and i% is 
noteworthy that both these parts could come from the same pen. 
All further illustrations of papal claims included here will be taken 
from this book.^ 

The Church is a true regnuniy for it is a community, an assemblage 
of many of the faithful; * it is the Civitas Dei which St. Augustine 
distinguished from the Civitas terrena^ a monarchy in which the 
successors of Peter rightfully hold the regal powers of Christ, as 
his vicars upon earth. As such the Pope is universal monarch 
of the whole of the Christian people, and de jure monarch of the 
whole world” ^ {universalis monarcha toiius populi Christiani et de 
iure totius mundiYy with jurisdiction over it all, temporal as well as 
spiritual, though ordinarily the administration of the temporal 
sword is entrusted to the Emperor, the legitimate son of the 
Church, as its advocate and defender, and to other kings and 
princes of the world.® Alvarus does not agree with those papalists 
who derive the temporal power solely from the spiritual. They 
have distinct origins, and the former arises out of the natural incli¬ 
nation of men, and is to this extent derived directly from God, the 
creator of all. But like James of Viterbo he holds that all temporal 
power has its only perfection in a special act of God’s grace, which 
does not destroy the work of nature but forms and completes it. 
Without this grace, all temporal power is unformed and incomplete, 
though it may be legitimate among the infidels who have no true 
faith and can have no real justice. For its perfection and comple¬ 
tion the true faith is necessary, but not that alone. It requires 
the approbation and ratification of the spiritual power; for no 
secular power can be wholly true and perfect if it is not **ratified, 
approved, and confirmed” by the spiritual, as the unction of kings 
by the clergy clearly proves.® In reality, therefore, there is and 
there can be but ”one principate of the Christian polity,” and but 
one first prince. That first prince is the chief pontiff who is mon¬ 
arch in the ecclesiastical hierarchy.^ Beneath that princedom, for 
ends that are incidental and unessential {accidentaliter . • , ratione 

> The edition used is the one published by Johannes Cletn, Lugduni, 1517. 
> De Planetu Beeksiae, Ub. I, art. hd, f(^o liii a. 
* Folio Iv a. * Lib. I, art. M. 
<Lib. I, art. 3Datvii»foliosa. ^Lib. I, art.xL 
•UKLaitam. 
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extrinsicorum bonorum), there may be various princedoms, but they 
are subject to it and cannot rightly be separated from it. It 
cannot be true, therefore, that there is one principate which is 
spiritual and a distinct one which is corporeal and temporal, for 
no prince nor Christian subject can possess or acquire anything 
except in the service of the Christian princedom. Nor is it possible 
that there should be one prince at the head of the polity and others 
in control of its administration. In the Christian polity there must 
be one supreme prince ruling and moving or governing the whole 
polity. The supreme pontiff himself or through others, of his 
own authority institutes all who are connected with Christian 
politics in the administering of the sacraments by which the faith¬ 
ful are set apart and strengthened, and no excommunicate can 
justly serve in any office or place of authority in the Christian 
commonwealth. He who concedes that the supreme pontiff has a 
plenitude of power in spiritual, of necessity concedes the same in 
temporal and corporeal matters, for the whole of a Christian man 
is spiritual. 

From these things it follows, then, that the ecclesiastical mon¬ 
arch, that is the supreme pontiff, is the first and highest prince, 
ruling the whole Christian commonwealth completely in respect 
to everything {pUm quoad omnia), the spiritual immediately, 
because more worthy and of higher import, the temporal and out¬ 
ward, because of lesser worth and consequence, through rectores 
and temporal lords.^ The spiritual power, and the Pope at its 
head, therefore, includes the temporal, it institutes it, it directs 
and controls it, and it may judge it. This means that all men and 
all things which are immediately subject to a temporal ruler are 
through him subject to the supreme pontiff, and that every power 
belonging to a temporal ruler belongs also to the Pope, if not in 
the same way, in a *^yet more excellent” one.* It is, in fact, a 
sigh of the higher power of the spiritual ruler not to perform these 
less worthy acts in person, but to entrust them to a subordinate 
to be carried out at his will — ad nutum* ”For nutus is an indica¬ 
tion of will: the spiritual power makes it known that it wishes 
a"*penalty to be inflicted upon malefactors; and that nutus is a 
kind of command.”* But, though it is not customary for the 
spiritual power regularly to exercise this temporal jurisdiction 

^DePtanOu EcOetiae, Lib. I, tut 3d. eU., Lib. L ibfloisdls b-la. 
• 0^47^., Lib. L folio ximib. 
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directly, yet in certain cases — ceriis causis inspectis — he may 
and he will do so, as Innocent III declared.^ Alvarus derives the 
whole of this vast plenitudo potestatis from the necessary principle 
of unity. Christendom is the earthly kingdom of Christ and it 
must be one. Primarily it is the Church, only secondarily — 
“accidentally and for outward needs” — is it an Empire and may 
include regna. The Pope is necessarily the head of it all because 
he is by divine ordination monarcha ecclesiasticus ; the secular 
state is only a subordinate department of the Christian common¬ 
wealth {politia Christiana)* 

From such premises the deduction is inevitable that temporal 
rulers are no more than the deputies of the Pope, but a further 
deduction might be made, which may not be inevitable. The 
supreme pontiff by virtue of his ecclesiastical authority may 
appoint, control, judge, and remove all the temporal princes of 
Christendom. Is not, then, his authority as “arbitrary” over the 
Church and over Christendom, as it is “absolute” over Emperors 
and princes ? Must it not follow, as Riezler insists, that he “is the 
source of all right and of all laws, that he can declare to be right 
whatsoever he wills, and can deprive anyone of his right if to him 
it seems good.” * It might indeed seem so. For the Pope, Alvarus 
repeats, is rightful judge over all and can be judged by none, 
except for heresy, unless he voluntarily accepts the jurisdiction; 
and for no crime, not even for heresy, may he be lawfully deprived 
of the Papacy by a general council of the Church or by any lesser 
power upon earth. Though his decrees may be contradicted by 
the whole world, they must be obeyed, if not against the faith; 
for even the error of the prince creates right: the dignity or juris¬ 
diction or power cannot err though the man who holds it may.’ 
In the promulgation of law the authority of the Pope is higher than 
that of the whole Council, and he has the power of a king to enforce 
what he ordains. He acts in the place of God upon the earth and 
has a plenitude of power; his will stands in place of reason; what 
pleases him has the force of law; he may dispense with law, and 
positive law he may albrogate entirely; he is legibus solutus. His 
judgments are from Heaven and on earth he has no superior.^ 

Yet a pope nray be a heretic; only positive law is within his 
ei$,,Ub. Xpfotioxiva. 

* IHe UkraHsffkm Widersack^r Pdpste, p. 284. 
* De PknctH Bccksiae, lab. I, art. iv, vi, xlv. 
«/M.,Lib.l,art.xlv. 
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power to destroy; and there are things entirely beyond his right 
to dispense. Some hold, Alvarus says, that he may dispense in 
all cases, even with a rule laid down by the Apostles, because the 
Pope as vicar of Christ is greater than any Apostle. He himself 
upholds this doctrine in one specific case on the ground that the 
power of Peter’s successor must prevail against a prohibition of 
Paul, because Peter himself was greater than Paul; but he denies 
the power to dispense in another case where the prohibition was 
Christ’s instead of Paul’s. In general, he says, no Pope may dis¬ 
pense with the law of God clearly defined in either the Old or the 
New Testament, nor with the law of nature, and he cannot abro¬ 
gate the decree of a General Council. It is not within his power 
so to act as to bring a stain upon the Church universal, and what 
the holy fathers and Roman pointifFs have decreed as the doctrine 
of the Church universal must remain unaltered. 

If a Pope dispenses with the law without just cause, he commits 
sin and his dispensation is void in the sight of God, as for example 
a dispensation harmful to the Church. Alvarus closes his discus¬ 
sion of the dispensing power by quoting two rules laid down by 
Hostiensis; first, that no Pope may be accused or condemned by 
man of any crime but incorrigible heresy; and second, that the 
Pope may dispense in any case not contrary to the faith, provided 
it does not manifestly induce mortal sin, nor subversion of the 
faith, nor danger to souls. So against canon law dispensation may 
be made without distinction; against divine law, only where it is 
not prohibited, and where no sin is clearly involved.^ 

In our modern eyes, these considerable limitations are likely to 
seem contradictions of the claim made elsewhere of a plenitudo 

pQtestalls; and we are tempted to accept one of these to the exclu¬ 
sion of the other, as Ki^zler does. But to do so Is to substitute 
modem conceptions of law and government for those which really 
dominate the thought of Alvams and of all others in his age. We 
think of law primarily as a command, they did not. As a conse¬ 
quence we fix our main attention upon the penalty Imposed by 
the maker of the law for a breach of it and this we term its “sanc¬ 
tion.” To the medieval mind, on the contrary, law is primarily 
reason, and its promulgation is less essential. In fact for most 
“laws” there was scarcely any definite “sanction” whatever, but 
they were none the less laws. If, for example, a feudal lord in- 

1 D9 Planctu Ecdisiae^ lib. 1, art. xlvl. 
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fringed the “right” of his vassal, there was usually little remedy 
but a kind of feudal self-help — the vassal might “rightfully” 
renounce and disregard his obligations to that lord. There is 
little of the modern “sanction” in this, but in the vassal’s mind 
there was none the less, a “right” which the lord had violated and 
that right rested upon principles or precedents which to him were 
no less than true law. 

“If government as well as the individual was under a higher law 
it followed that governmental acts against the individual might 
well be illegal. In such case it would be obviously unfair to con¬ 
clude the individual by the illegal decision of the government in 
its own favor, and since there was no other agency to judge between 
them, they were in the same position toward one another as inde¬ 
pendent states under modern international law.” 

“John of Salisbury does not seem to have conceived that the 
community, or universitas^ could act except through the prince. 
If action was to be taken against him, it had therefore to be taken 
as private individual action. . . . The action . . . contemplated 
against the prince is public action; but public action not taken 
through the prince cannot be organized action; it can only be 
action by all or any, that is to say, action by separate individuals. 
This is the natural outcome of the patriarchal conception of society 
as an organized hierarchy. . . . Kings and governments and 
organized communities had no peculiar prerogative to know and 
enforce that [higher] law; it was binding upon them no less than 
upon private individuals, and knowledge of it was the result of 
grace and wisdom and not of official position. If this view was 
honestly and fully accepted there was nothing inherently objection¬ 
able in the idea that a private individual might enforce the law 
by private action; for its precepts were definite and uniform and 
were as accessible to private persons as to officials.” ^ This admira¬ 
ble statement was no doubt made with secular law primarily in 
mind, but the same general conceptions were applied in the later 
middle ages to law of every kind whether it was the law of the 
State or the law of the Church. When these medieval ideas of 
law are applied to kingship we get the solution of many things that 
seem to us strange. For one, it is the explanation of medieval 
and even some modem ideas of tyranny and tyrannicide. Even 

^ Tkt Statesman's Book 0/ John of Salishury, edited by John Diddnaon, New Yjork, tw> 
"Intfoductien/’ pi>. txt, kxviii. 
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such a respecter of law as John of Salisbury may admits as no 
reputable modern writer couId» that tyrannicide is necessary — on 
account of the lack of other sanctions and the absence of adequate 
machinery to enforce them. All this means that to the medieval 
mind ‘^government” is mainly an act of interpretation, and our 
so-called “executive” and “legislative” departments of it are 
subordinate to what we should term the “judicial.” For Bodin, 
and for almost all since his day the king is primarily a law-giver; 
for Alvarus and all of his time, every king is primarily a judge, and 
we have already seen that it is the kingship of the Pope and not 
his priesthood which accounts for the vast authority attributed 
to him in the Christian polity. 

In Book I, chapter lo, of his De Republican Bodin tells us that 
the primum ac praecipuum caput of sovereignty is to be able to give 
{dare) law to citizens collectively and individually; in Book I, 
article 53, of his De PlanctUy Alvarus says that “the first and 
highest act of royal power is to judge Judgment, he adds, “is 
the right determination of what is just, therefore to judge is to 
declare the law {ius dicere). And since judgment ought to be 
according to the laws, it pertains to kings who judge to set those 
laws in order (componere) or to accept them as established by 
others, to promulgate them, and to secure their observance through 
admonition, fear of punishment, and promise of reward; and, for 
this reason they are called legislatores'^ Legislation is incidental 
to adjudication, “the power of legislation depending upon the 
power of jurisdiction,” in the phrase of Nicholas of Cusa a century 
later.^ Augustinus Triumphus is referring to the same current 
idea when he speaks of the power inhering ex officio in every public 
person to enact leges for the government of the multitude com¬ 
mitted to his care.2 Nor was the conception a new one. Among 
the many proprietary rights which the Emperor Frederick Bar- 
barossa enumerated as regalia^ at Roncaglia in 1158, occurs only 
one mention of power or authority, the “power to constitute 
magistrates for the administering of justice.” * It is the multi¬ 
tude, says St. Thomas Aquinas, which possesses the coercive 
power, or a public person to whom belongs the inflicting of penal- 

^ ''Potestas statuendi dependens a potestate iurisdictionis.” De CctteordanUa Catkeika, 
Lib. II, cap. xiii, Schard, De Jurisdictione, AukriMe, et PraeeminenHa Imperielif Basileae, 
is^f p- 527. 

2 Summa de Eccksiastka PoUtMe, QuesUo adiv, art. 1. 
*Zeuiiier, Qudknsommiung far Guckkhte der denUctm Rekkmffoismg, p. xx, 
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ties, *^and therefore {et ideo) it belongs to him alone to make 
laws.” * 

The Pope is the sole monarch in Christendom and his chief 
powers as king are those of a judex canonum. When we fully 
grasp all that this meant to a man of the fourteenth century and 
succeed in forgetting what it would naturally suggest to a man of 
today, the apparent contradiction in the statements of Alvarus 
disappears for us. The Pope is indeed supreme, he has no peer 
upon earth, his power is absolute, and all the princes of the earth 
are his mere subordinate officers. Yet his power and authority are 
based on the law of God, atid his acts must conform to that law 
or they have no validity in the eye of God. “The laws which kings 
ordain should be such as make men good and virtuous, else they 
are not laws but corruptions of laws.” * His authority, however, 
is divine, and the acts done under it must be accepted, even 
though wrong, — error principis facit ius — unless against the 
faith.* Shall not the judge of all the earth do right ? To borrow 
once more a distinction from Bodin, it would seem that his con¬ 
ception of “royal” monarchy applies with equal force mutatis 
mutandis to the monarchy of the Pope as Alvarus thought of it: 
it was wholly “absolute,” but not truly “arbitrary.” 

If this is an accurate account of the political ideas of Alvarus 
and his times, it will be seen at once that very few of these ideas 
were new. There is scarcely a claim made for the Pope by Augus¬ 
tinus Triumphus or Alvarus which Egidius Romanus, James of 
Viterbo, or some preceding canonist had not made already; yet 
these books are of the highest importance, because these older 
ideas are presented here in a more systematic and elaborate form 
than ever before and supported by a vast array of precedents and 
authorities. They are treatises on the constitution of the Church, 
but much more than that: they are “political” in the strictest 
sense, because the Church is an aspect of the State; there is and 
there can be in Christendom no state outside it. And possibly the 
very fact that the ideas of the generation before are so faithfully 
reproduced in these books may serve to explain the comparative 

^ Summa Tkeotogiea, Prima Secundae Parda, Quaestio xc, art. iii. 
PtanOu EcctesUuf, Ub. I, art. Uii. 

* ** And yet in the iniquitous law itself insofar as it retains something of the similitude 
of law on account of the degree i&rdo) of the authority of him who made the law, in this 
respect it is even derived from the law eternal. For all authority is from the Lord God as 
•ays Romans 13.** St Thomas Aquinas, 5iMifMa7M^giea, Prima Secundae Partis, Quaestio 
xdii, art. lU. 
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neglect in after times of one or two remarkable writings of the 
early years of the century. 

When we turn from the defenders of the Pope to the authors 
on the Imperial side we find among them representatives of several 
different groups, actuated by a common antagonism to John XXII 
and therefore favored by Lewis; constitutionalists like Lupoid 
von Bebenburg, Spiritual Franciscans like William of Occam, and 
— harder to classify, but most radical and in some respects most 
important of all — the authors of the Defensor Pacts. All were 
employed more or less by the Emperor, and all made common 
cause with him against the Pope, but some were decidedly more 
ahti-papal than pro-imperial. The last was not true, however, of 
the first of them to be noticed here. Lupoid von Bebenburg, Bishop 
of Bamberg and former pupil of the celebrated canonist Johannes 
Andreae at Bologna, whose main motive in writing as he himself 
confesses was fervent zeal for Germany his fatherland.” ^ His 
book, Tractatus de luribus Regni et Imperii Romani^ was finished 
probably in 1340.* Lupoid contributed few if any new concrete 
arguments to the discussion of the great question of Church and 
State. His book is mainly historical in method, but it is a signifi¬ 
cant indication of the changing views as to the extent and character 
of the Empire and thus as to its relations with other powers. Like 
Dante, Lupoid is under the impression that he is dealing with 
questions which his predecessors had never handled, but a compari¬ 
son of his treatise with that of Jordan of Osnabriick shows that 
their general position is almost identical, though the later book 
alone is systematic and comprehensive. Bebenburg is the first 
systematizer of Gerrnan constitutional law, as John of Salisbury 
is of the law of the world.” • On the question of Church and State, 
Lupoid follows the general lines of all preceding writings on the 
Imperial side. He admits to the full the spiritual primacy of the 

1 TraetaUu de lurUms Regni et Imperii Rmani, p. aoS. 
* Hermaim M^er, Lupoid von Bebenburg, p, i. The edition of the Tractatus need here, 

which Meyer believes to be the second, was published at Basel without date, but as Meyer 
thinks, in 156a {Lupoid von Bebenburg, p. 93). The first edition was prinM in 1508, and 
the book was reprinted in Schard, De JurisdicHone (Basel, 1566, pp. 328-409, follow^ by 
another tract of Lupoid’s, LtbeUus de Zelo ChrisHanae Rdigionis Veterum Principum Ger- 
manorum, pp. 410-465). Of modem commentaries, Moyer’s {Lupoid von Bebenburs, Frei¬ 
burg Hn Bndsgau, 1909) is the most elaborate. There is another in Rieder, op. oU., pp. z8o- 
192, and still another, short but valuable, in Hermann Rehm, GeschUkte der Staaisrecldswissoih 
sehaft, pp. 182-185. Further discussion is to be found in C. MOUer, op.oU.; and In GMcs^ 
Johannes AUkusius, and PoliUeal Theories of tkeMiddk Age. 

*Rebm, op. clf., p. zSa, note 3. 
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Pope and denies only his authority over the Emperor in matters 
strictly temporal. His book is a defence of the Empire^ not an 
attack on the Papacy, but as such it is without an equal in clear¬ 
ness, cogency, and comprehensiveness. 

The author begins with a consideration of the nature and effects 
of the translatio Imperii, The transfer of the imperial authority 
was effected through the coronation of Charles the Great by Pope 
Leo III in 800 A.D. '*By this I believe that a transfer of the 
Imperium was made from the Greeks to the kings of the Franks, 
and as a consequence to the Germans,** ^ But the results of it were 
little more than nominal. No actual authority was transferred 
because there was none to transfer. It had all been lost by the 
Eastern Emperor long before the time of Charles through the con¬ 
quests of the Lombards and others, and therefore the translatio 
had no effect in exempting Charles from any real subjection and 
obedience to the Emperor at Constantinople. His own authority 
Charles obtained by right of succession or by his own conquests; 
he had it before his coronation as Emperor, and it extended to all 
the kingdoms or provinces which the kings or Emperors of the 
Romans now (in 1340) hold, besides others which they no longer 
possess.^ Therefore all the Emperors following Charles held these 
lands by the same right as Charles, and as his successors, by 
virtue of election by the electoral princes. From this It follows 
that one chosen king or Emperor of the Romans by unanimous 
election of the prince electors or by a majority of them, *^may 
Immediately and by virtue of that election rightly assume the 
name of King and administer the rights and property of the King¬ 
dom and Empire in Italy and in all the other provinces of the 
said realm and Empire”; * and that he has the same power there 
as an Emperor,^ without any nomination or approbation of Pope 
or Roman Church. The name of Emperor and whatever right 
he may have beyond his right as King of the Romans, these and 
these alone follow upon the unction and imperial coronation; ^ 
and though they are received after and through unction and corona¬ 
tion, they come not by virtue of ity but by virtue of the translation 
of the Empire to Charles the Great.* Thus Lupoid does not claim 
as some of the imperialists do that the translation in conferring the 

1 Tractatm de IvHhui Regni et ImperH, diap. !ii» p. 52. 
*Op, cit,, chap, iv, pp. 5a-S4* 
• Op, cit,, chap. V, pp. 64->65; chap, vl, p. 78. »Op. cii,, chap, viii, pp. 
^Op, cU*t diap. vii, pp. *0^ cU,, dbap. xvi, pp. igSrtoSk 
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name of Emperor, added nothing but an absolutely empty title: 
he admits that there are some rights which are strictly imperial. 
But he does insist strongly on two important points: (a) that the 
King of the Franks — which now means the King of the Germans 
— as elected King of the Romans has complete sovereign authority 
over the whole western Empire merely as successor to Charles the 
Great and before he obtains the additional title and rights of 
Emperor; and (b) that the name of Emperor and the additional 
rights connected therewith, though added at the time of his coro¬ 
nation as Emperor by the Pope, are not added because of that 
coronation, but as a direct result of the original translation to 
Qiarles, the predecessor of the reigning King. 

Several corollaries to this main conclusion have a direct practical 
bearing on the contemporary problem of Church and State, and 
some of them have an historical and theoretical importance which 
is even wider. In the first place, the Emperor has no superior 
and no partner in the secular administration; the power of the 
clergy is ordinarily confined to matters spiritual, and an election 
to the Kingship is to be finally determined by the prince electors, 
or by a majority of them, thus excluding the right claimed for the 
Papacy by some canonists, of deciding in case of every division 
among them; and this results from the constitution of the Empire 
based on ancient precedent. Even the kings of Christendom 
other than the King of the Romans, **who for the most part today 
do not recognize the Roman Emperor,” have no superior in 
temporal matters except him, and do not hold their kingdoms, 
their jurisdictions, or their regalian rights, of the Church of Rome 
or of any other church.^ The spiritual and the temporal jurisdic¬ 
tion are ^Mistinct and divided,” and the one does not depend upon 
the other.* Of the different views concerning the Donation of 
Constantine, Lupoid gives almost the clearest contemporary 
account that I have seen,* but he himself will express no judgment 
in favor of any. Which opinion among these is the best, I 
confess I do not know, but I have said that the decision of this 
doubtful point ought to be left to my betters.” * 

One of the most interesting portions of Lupoid’s whole discussion 
is his reasoning in support of the principle that a majority vote of . 

1 De luribus Rcgni ei ImperU Rmani, cfaftp. la, p. xoS. 
* Op. cU., chap. X, p. XX3. 
* Op. cU., chap, ziii, pp. 164 Jig* 
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the prince electors shall be decisive. He bases this conclusion on 
the ground that the electors vote not as individuals^ but as mem¬ 
bers of a body which represents the people as a corporate whole. 
^‘The populus of the Roman Empire may enact law today if the 
prince is absent or the Empire vacant for the populus is higher 
than the Emperor and for just cause may depose him.” He ex¬ 
plains the passage of Justinian’s Code which concedes the power of 
promulgating law to the Emperor alone as an exclusion of inferiors, 
not of the populus which is greater than the prince, and the populus 
— *'taken not simply as the populus of the city of Rome but as the 
whole people subject to the Roman imperium*' — this, he says, 

conceive of as including the electoral princes, as well as the 
other princes, counts and barons of the realm and Empire of the 
Romans.” ^ 

One last point may be added. Bebenburg admits that it was 
zeal for ‘*the land of Germany” (patria Germaniae) which first led 
him to undertake his treatise. The subject matter of it is really 
the right of the German nation to control the Kingdom and Empire 
*‘of the Romans,” and the chief basis of this ‘‘right” is for him, 
not the transfer of the Imperial title to a Frankish prince, but the 
fact that the Franks themselves had already gained and held the 
sovereignty of the West, and that this had become incorporated 
in the constitutional law of the Empire. The additional title of 
Emperor first came by the act of Leo III to a Frankish prince, 
rather than to any other, because the Franks were already masters 
of the Roman people; it did not make them so. And the true 
successors to the Franks by legitimate descent are the Germans 
alone. This is the gist of Lupoid’s historical argument, and one 
of its chief points of interest for the historian of political thought 
is the indication it affords of the growing influence of the new 
nation-states in the political thought of the West. Bebenburg 
seems to be the first political writer who frankly avows himself a 
champion of German rights, though his position is essentially the 
same as that of Jordan of Osnabriick. It may perhaps not be too 
much to add, as Meyer does, that he is “the first author of this 
time who saw clearly the fundamental distinction between the 
Empire in the narrow sense, and the government of the world.” * 
But if so, it is necessary to note that in doing so Lupoid did not 

> De lurihus RefM et Imperii Romani, chip, zii, p. 149; chap svii, pp. aoo-aox. 
*Li$pM von Be^en^it P* 134* 
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entirely renounce the rights of the German Emperors of his own 
time over any of the provinces formerly under the sovereignty of 
the Caesars. Yet on the basis of Lupoid’s own reasoning, if the 
Franks by their own efforts could sei25e and hold the sovereignty 
in Italy independent of the Emperor at Constantinople, why might 
not the Kings of the French in like manner legitimately secure and 
maintain in France their own independence of the Emperor at 
Munich ? If the Emperor of the Roman people is and must be a 
German, what of those kings and peoples who ‘‘for the most part 
today do not recognize the Roman Empire” ? The problem of 
the relations of Empire and regna could not be avoided, and Lupoid 
shows that he saw it distinctly. 

His own opinion seems to have been that the source of the 
Emperor’s jurisdiction is the populus Romanus and that his 
authority extends de jure as far as the Roman people itself extends, 
and over the whole of it without exception. But in fact the King 
of the Romans is and must be a German actually deriving his 
authority from an election by the German nation; and Lupoid 
was too much of a realist to blink altogether the other great fact 
in part resulting from this: there are kings and peoples within the 
“Roman people” “who do not recognize the Roman Emperor.” 

Such startling paradoxes between law and fact are not altogether 
unlike the modern political fiction under which the British Empire 
is assumed to be an Imperial Commonwealth ” — “of autonomous 
nations!** The modern as well as the medieval combination of 
fact and law is wholly illogical, both growing out of the juxtaposi¬ 
tion of an older law too firmly rooted to be discarded, and a newer 
state of fact inconsistent with it, but too important to be ignored — 
the fact of nationality; and both are necessarily temporary in 
character: the older law must eventually give way when its utter 
unreality finally becomes too evident. Nevertheless one of these 
two fictions actually lingered on for centuries till its death in 1806, 
the other is still playing an important, and — to most minds — a 
useful part, in the modern political world. Both alike are natural 
incidents of the general conception of the state as an association 
held together by a bond of law {vinculum juris)^ and by consent to 
law {juris consensu)^ which, as we have seen, has been prevalent" 
ever since Roman times. It required no small amount of pene* 
tration to see all this as clearly as Bebenburg saw it, ^ early as 
1340. 
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The difficult question of the actual relations between Imperium 
and regna which resulted from the conditions just mentioned was 
one for practical jurists rather than theorists like Lupoid von 
Bebenburg. The chief attempts to answer it were made by Lu¬ 
poid’s great contemporary Bartolus, and — though in a sense 
widely different — the great lawyers in the service of the French 
King. The fact of French independence of the Empire had been 
noted more than a century before by Pope Innocent III; and a 
generation before Lupoid another Pope, Boniface VIII, had denied 
its validity as a matter of law. Lupoid himself recognized both 
positions though he made small effort to reconcile them, but even 
the recognition, in an avowed defender of the Empire writing 
before the middle of the fourteenth century, is much. 

The obvious, or it might almost be said the inevitable, repre¬ 
sentative of the Fraticelli among the supporters of Lewis of 
Bavaria is the famous nominalist, the “invincible doctor,” William 
of Occam or Ockham, so named from his birth-place, Ockham in 
Surrey. As might be expected of an English member of the 
Franciscan party condemned of heresy by John XXII, William’s 
main motive in writing his polemics is not zeal for Germany as was 
Lupoid of Bebenburg’s, but rather hostility to what he regarded 
as the unlawful and tyrannical acts of the Papal Curia at Avignon, 
whether directed against members of his own order, the rest of the 
clergy, the Emperor, or the laity in general. Lupoid was a canonist 
defending imperial claims, William, a theologian attacking papal 
abuses. His principal works of political interest are the short 
Tractatus de Jurisdictione Imperatoris in Causis MatrimonialibuSy^ 
the larger Decisions upon Eight Questions concerning the Power of 
the Supreme Pontiff (Super Potestate Summi Pontificis Octo Quaesti- 
onum Decisiones)^ the Compendium Errorum Papae^ the long 
Work of Ninety Days (Opus Nonaginta Dierum contra Errores 
Johannis XXII Papae)y* and longest and most important of all, 
the enormous Dialogusy which though incomplete covers between 
five and six hundred of Goldast’s folio pages.® All these have long 
been known, but they are discouraging in their length and dis¬ 
cursiveness. Recently, however, a short “compendium” by 
Occam of his views on Church and State has been made available 

> tn GoMast, Mmatehia, vol. i, pp. 3X-34. * Goldast, Monarekta, vol. if, pp. 00^x338. 
* GMdast, M^narekia, voL il» pp. 3x3-393. • Mpnarddo, vd. ii, pp. 
* Gddtst, Umarekhf vol. H, pp. 957*978. 
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for the first time in the De Imperatoruin et Pontificum Potesiatef^ 
written apparently at the very close of his life when he was under 
the ban of the Pope, probably in 1346 or 1347. This tract gives 
in small compass the conclusions defended at such portentous 
length in his longer works, the Dialogus especially. It contains 
“the sum of Occam^s political thought“ expressed with evident 
care in clearer and more compact form than in any of his earlier 
writings,^ and seems therefore the medium giving most promise of 
a clear and concise exposition of it here. 

After a short introduction in which he makes a remarkable 
declaration of his intellectual independence — “Evident reason 
alone, or the authority of sacred Scripture reasonably understood 
shall weigh more with me than the assertion of the whole world of 
mortal men’^ — he plunges at once into the heart of his subject 
with the fundamental assertion, that Christ in setting up the 
blessed Peter as the head and chief of the whole body of the faithful, 
did not grant him such a plenitude of power in temporal and spirit¬ 
ual matters as would enable him to do de jure as a matter of course 
everything not forbidden by divine or natural law, but assigned 
certain bounds to his power which he might not exceed.* It 
follows, therefore, that papal authority by no means extends 
regularly to the rights and liberties of others so as to be capable 
of destroying or disturbing them, especially the rights and liberties 
of emperors, kings, princes, and other laymen, since rights and 
liberties of this kind, as in the case of most, are reckoned as among 
secular things to which papal authority in no wise extends as a 
matter of course. Thus the blessed Ambrose, commenting on the 
epistle to Titus says, “The Christian religion deprives none of his 
right.” So the Pope cannot deprive any of their right, especially 
the right which they hold not from him, but from God or from 
nature, or from another man; and in like manner he is unable to 
deprive any of their liberties conceded to them by God and by 
nature.^ As Christ did not come to take away from the world its 
goods and rights, Christ’s vicar, who is less than he and in nowise 
his equal in power, has no power of depriving others of their goods 

has been published twice from an apparently unique manuscript in the British 
Museum, by Richard Scholz, Unbekannte hinkmpoUtucke StreitsckHften, vol. ii, Rome, 
19x4, pp. 453-480, with a brief introduction {op. cU,, voL I, Rome; xpxs, pp. X76^x^); and 
by C. Kenneth Brampton, Oxford, 1937. 

* Schoiz, Unhekann(0 kirckmpoUUscke StniSsckriftm, vol I, p. zS7* 
Imperaiorum d PmtdfidmPdettak, cap. i. 

*Op, eU., cap. Iv. 
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and rights.^ If the Pope, by virtue of the power granted by 
Christ to him, were able, in those things which pertain to him, 
to make more burdensome for those subject to him the things 
which are easy, he could lay a heavier burden upon them than they 
would be bound to bear under the old law; and so the Pope could 
impose upon Christians a servitude heavier than that of the old 
law, which he says, “I think, ought to be adjudged to be heresy.” * 
The principality of the Pope was instituted for the utility and 
advantage of its subjects, not for the honor, or glory, or utility, 
or temporal good of the prince, and so it should rightly be called 
a principality of service, not of power.* In so far as it exists by 
Christ’s ordinance, it extends only to those things essential to sal¬ 
vation and to the government of the faithful, saving the rights and 
liberties of others, for Christ never entrusted to his apostles a 
despotic power over slaves, but the far higher power of ministering 
to free men.^ 

But it may be asked, what are those ^^rights and liberties of 
others” ordinarily exempt from the Pope’s authority? William’s 
answer is interesting. They include all the rights of non-Chris¬ 
tians, which they justly and admittedly enjoyed before and after 
Christ’s incarnation. Under the Christian law of liberty these 
could not be taken from Christians without making their status 
lower than that of infidels, and in the case of laymen In particular 
they include everything necessary to the disposing of temporal 
and secular affairs. The disposition of temporal things belongs 
to laymen.® To what, then, does the papal authority extend, if 
not to these ? It extends, he says, to the reading, speaking, and 
preaching, of God’s word, to divine worship, and to all the things 
necessary and proper to Christians for obtaining eternal life, which 
do not exist among the Infidels. These belong to all bishops but 
in a special sense to the Pope who has a care over all churches. 
Moreover in case of necessity, or of utility which may amount to 
necessity, when all those fail to whom temporal matters belong, 
he might and should mingle in temporal affairs when the culpable 
and dangerous negligence of others makes it necessary, and this 
would be held to be a plenitude of power in which the Pope excels 

* D0 Imperatonm a PonHficum PcIeskOe, cap. Iv. 
*0p, cii., cap. V. 

*Op. cit,, cap. vl. 
cU*t cap. vii. 

*0^.dl.,cap. is. 
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and shines forth^ by which he can do regulariUr or casualiter all 
things recognized to be necessary to the ordering of the faithful. 
But those things which are not necessary, in any particular case 
in which they remain not necessary, these the Pope has no power 
to command, even though they be spiritual matters, lest he should 
turn the evangelical law into a law of slavery; though he may be 
able to bring some about by persuasion.^ The words of Christ to 
Peter, ‘‘Whatsoever ye shall bind,*^ etc., ought to be understood 
with their exceptions, and that portion of the Pope's power which 
he derives from human law solely must be understood as extending 
only as far as the faithful have conceded it, no further. If a doubt 
arises as to how far that is, the decision must be left not to the 
Pope, but to him who granted the power or his successor; or else 
— and this is important — “to the prudence and counsel of a wise 
man of honest intent, whether he be a subject or a ruler.” * More¬ 
over the decree of the vicar of Christ need never be feared if it is 
against divine law or the law of nature, and if all these limitations 
apply even to a true vicar and pastor, how much the more must 
they apply to one who is reputed to be a true pastor but is not! * 

Occam’s own conclusions as to the actual extent and limits of 
ecclesiastical power are conservative enough and his ideal of the 
Papacy is a very high one; the part of his thought most unusual 
and most noteworthy is his reservation of the ultimate decision 
even on the deepest questions of faith and practice to the Gospel 
alone, and the Gospel interpreted not by the Pope or apparently 
even by the clergy alone, but by ‘^the discretion and counsel of the 
wisest men sincerely zealous for justice without acceptance of 
persons, if such can be found, whether they be poor or rich, sub¬ 
jects or superiors.” ^ In many parts of Occam’s thought may be 
seen anticipations of the position of the conciliar party of the next 
century, in this part an anticipation of something much more 
radical: it is little less than the “private judgment” acted upon 
though disavowed afterward by the Protestant leaders of the 
sixteenth century. Occam’s statement of it, however, is no more 
explicit than the remarkable words of the unknown author of the 
York Tractates nearly two centuries and a half before.* 

1 De ImperaUmm et PotOificrm Potettate, cap. z. 
*0^. cii., cap. zi. 
* Op. cU.t cap. ziv. 
< Op. cit., cap. xitt. 
* Ank, pp. 214-916. 
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Last, but not least in importance, among the books written on 
the Imperial side, and one of the earliest of them all, is the remark¬ 
able Defensor Pacisy which appeared in 1324.^ 

The admirable coherence of the general argument running 
through the whole of this book has led a number of the chief 
modern commentators on it to the conclusion that it must be in 
everything but detail the work of a single mind, notwithstanding 
the well-known fact that two men were marked out for the papal 
censures and the imperial favors incident to its publication, Mar- 
sigHo of Padua and John of Jandun; and these critics therefore 
attribute the book generally to Marsiglio alone and reduce the 
collaboration of John of Jandun to proportions relatively insignifi¬ 
cant. The evidence on which this conclusion is based is internal 
entirely, and from the same evidence other investigators have 
drawn inferences of a very different character. The question of 
the authorship of the Defensor is an open one, of considerable 
importance in estimating the character of the book as well as its 
place and importance in political thought, and it may not be 
entirely ignored. Is it practically the work of Marsiglio alone, 
or a joint production of his and John of Jandun^s; and if the 
latter, for which parts of the book should we conclude that each 
author is ultimately responsible ? Any answer given can be only 
personal and tentative in character. Dogmatically stated my 
own is briefly this: The Defensor Pacisy as we have it, Marsiglio 
constructed, by combining two separate treatises, one an inter¬ 
pretation by John of Jandun on Aristotelian principles, of political 
institutions in general, somewhat after the manner of the De 

^ Though a critical edition under the editorship of Richard Scholz has long been promised 
as a section of the Monumenia Germaniae Bistofica^ the only one to appear thus far (1930) 
is that published at Cambridge in 1928, Tht Defensor Pacts of MarsHius of Padua, edited by 
C. W. Previt^-Orton. All other complete or partial editions in print have now been super¬ 
seded by this excellent edition based on the manuscripts, and need not be mentioned here. 
The book has been translated into English only once, by William Marshall in 1535. with the 
omission of a few chapters and passages for the obvious reason that they were thought to 
be inconsistent with the royal authority of Henry VlII. or with his title of ** Supreme Head 
in Earth of the Church of England.” The nu^em commentaries are numerous, and an 
excellent bibliography of them is appended to Felice Battaglia’s MarsUio da Padova a h 
fUosofia poUtica dd medio evo, Firenze. 1928. pp. 363-270 (Studi fUosoJici diretti da Giovanni 
Centih, Seconda Serie. IV). One 6ther paper, omitted by Battaglia, might be added with 
pro6t: The Au^ship of the dxyenbor pacis by Miss Marian J. Tooley (Ttansactions of 
the Royal Historical Sodety, Fourth Series, vol. ix. pp. 85-106). London. 1926. My indebted¬ 
ness to many of the papers included in Uie bibliography just mentioned will be evident to 
every reader conversant with this subject, especially to the discussion of the question of 
authondiip by M. Nol9 Valois; but It is possible to refer to them here for the most part 
only genmUy instead of specifically. 
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Rigimine Ptincipum of Egidio Colonna or St. Thomas Aquinas. 
This is the substance of Dictio Prima^ or the first of the three books 
into which the Defensor is divided. The other treatise was a dis¬ 
cussion of the question of Church and State, written by Marsiglio 
himself. It furnished the material of Dictio Secunda or Book II 
of the Defensor. In editing these, Marsiglio prefaced the whole 
with a short introduction, touched up the text of both treatises 
here and there by necessary omissions, additions, or changes, 
wrote a chapter, the last in Dictio Primay to serve as a link con¬ 
necting the two, and added the brief summary and conclusion 
which constitute Dictio Tertia. 

The crux of the whole question really is as to who originally 
wrote Dictio Prima. Two main arguments tell against John of 
Jandun as its author, the numerous references in it to institutions 
which might seem to be exclusively Italian, and the complete 
unity in design and construction exhibited in all parts of the 
finished work. 

On the other hand, one might point to the striking difference 
between Book I and Book II in manner of treatment, in provenance, 
and in language. On almost every page of Book I occur citations, 
repeated citations often, of Aristotle’s ethical and political works 
which the writer professes to follow and even to reproduce, and 
invariably interprets with exceptional knowledge and keenness. 
Book II, almost three and one half times as long, contains, all told, 
about twenty direct references to Aristotle’s works, only three of 
which are to the Politics. This great difference is, of course, 
accounted for, and possibly sufficiently, in Marsiglio’s own state¬ 
ment that Church and State” constitute a problem which Aris¬ 
totle never considered.^ But Book I is also full of some strange 
unidiomatic phrases corresponding exactly with those in William 
of Moerbeka’s Latin translation of Aristotle’s Politics.^ These 

* Defensor Pacist I, i, 3; I, i, 7; I» 3* 
* The strangest as well as the commonest of these is the use of the Latin conferens as a 

mere adjective and even as a substantive, as for example **non debent communia conferentia 
impediri vel omitti” (I, xii, 5). Other political writers of the time occasionally show the 
same peculiarity, though usually less often. See, for example, Occam, Diaiogus (Goldast, 
Monorchia, II, p. 794), where he speaks of the royal monarch as ruling “propter commune 
bonum, et non principaliter propter propriam voluntatem et conferens or Egidius 
Romanus, De Regitnine Prineipum, Bk. Ill, Part 1, chap, iv, in a passage proving that man 
is superior to the lower animals on account of speech by which “distincte significatur quid 
conferens, quid nodvum, quid iustum, quid iniustum.“ All these follow Aristotle in their 
thought and almost alt knew him chiefly if not entirely through the medium of William of 
Moerbeka's translation, which is much more literal than literary. This particular expres¬ 
sion and a few others apparently come from this source. In the tranilatto of the PctUks, 
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are almost totally lacking in Book 11, but the statement of Mar- 
sigiio just mentioned might conceivably be accepted as adequate 
explanation of this fact also. Lastly, the supposed ^^Italianate*’ 
character of the institutions described in Book I, although there 
are undoubtedly some very close parallels in Italy, turns out on 
examination usually to differ in no very important way from the 
political institutions and ideas prevalent at the time in France or 
in any other of the more advanced parts of the West; and where 
differences do occur they seem more often to come from Aristotle 
than from Italy. Some of these points may receive incidental 
corroboration later. 

Now John of Jandun was a Frenchman and he was also one of 
the most celebrated of Aristotelian scholars, whose various com¬ 
mentaries on Aristotle were in every one’s hands then and are not 
entirely unknown even now; and he undoubtedly participated in 
the papal censures and the Emperor’s approval. The Italian 
Marsiglio, on the other hand — to judge from his other surviving 
writings — was neither specially versed nor deeply interested in 
Aristotle, and his style is free from the peculiarities noted above.^ 
It was Book II of the Defensor^ the work of Marsiglio, whose con¬ 
clusions against the Church alone directly touched the great con¬ 
troversy of the age, which naturally attracted the chief attention 
of contemporaries, and this in time may easily have given rise 
to the habit of referring to the entire work as Marsiglio’s. But 
be this as it may, it in no sense explains away, rather it tends to 
accentuate the fact that both men while they lived were sharers in 
equal degree in the penalties and the rewards which directly 
resulted from the publication of this book. 

To contemporaries Dictio I of the Defensor may have been arrest- 

conferens simply stands for **rvfti^4pop** For example, **6 84 XAyoi M rif Si/XqOp im 
TO ffvfi^pop Kal r6 p\ap€p6p " is rendered by William of Moerbeka “Sermo autem est in 
ostendendo conferens et nodvum.” Poliiics, I, 2, 10, edited by Franz Susemihl, Lipsiae, 
187a, p. 9- 

^ For example, in the Dtfensor Minor, written by Marsiglio some time after the appear¬ 
ance of the Defensor Major, there is not a single instance of the peculiar use of the word 
conferens Just referred to, although a small portbn of the work deals with the same subjects 
discussed in Dictio I of the larger treatise, where It occurs so frequently. There is but one 
reference in the Defensor Minor to any writing of “that famous philosopher called Aristotle'* 
(The Defensor Minor of MarstUns of Padua, edited by C. Kenneth Brampton, Birmingham, 
xgaa, p. 41) and this is 4 reference to the Nicomachean Btkks. Aside from the occurrence 
ot spedfic peculiarities like the one mentioned above, style is a very uncertain criterion In 
matters of this kind, and yet 1 must record a distinct impr^on of a much closer resemblance 
in the Defensor Minor to the style of ZXdjs Socunda of the Defensor Major, than to that of 
DkHoPrima. 
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ing chiefly as a preliminary to the argument of the part followings 
but for us today it has a great added importance of its own as one 
of the most interesting of all medieval treatises on pure politics. 
After an account of the growth of political institutions which closely 
follows Aristotlcs the author comes to his main theme, the analysis 
of political relations and a description of the human institutions by 
which they are controlled. Following Aristotle, the State is con¬ 
ceived of as a natural whole composed of elements — partes in the 
words of William of Moerbeka — whose functions combine for the 
attainment of their common end, the life and the good life of 
the whole; and these elements or partes are the same economic or 
social classes, six in number, as enumerated by Aristotle, agricul¬ 
turists, artisans, warriors, fiscal officials, the priesthood, and last 
and most important, the pars iudicialis sen principans et consilia- 
tiva.^ The material cause of these partes or functions (officio) in 
the state is to be found in the natural inclination of men for one 
pursuit or another, the formal cause lies in the precepts or com¬ 
mands of the moving cause which consists of *^the minds and wills 
of men,’’ and the immediate or efiicient cause in almost all cases is, 
in the phrase of William of Moerbeka, the legislator or legislator 
humanus. This legislator creates, distinguishes, and separates 
these various classes or orders, by first forming or establishing the 
ruling class or pars principans; and then, through it as an instru¬ 
ment, moulding all the others, including the sacerdotium or priestly 
order. 

The ruling part thus set up by the legislator^ and referred to by 
the author under various names as pars principans^ principativa^ 
iudicialisy consiliativoy principatuuniy or simply as principatusy may 
be either well tempered — ruling in the interest of the subjects, — 
of which there are three varieties, royal monarchy, aristocracy, 
and a Polity in which each citizen participates in his turn in 
government according to station, faculty, or condition; or it may 
be * Vitiated,” as in a tyranny, oligarchy, or democracy. Democ¬ 
racy is a form of rule in which the mob or the mass of the poor 
establishes a principatus and rules alone against the will and con¬ 
sent of the rest of the citizens and not for the common good in 
proper proportion. 

Every form of government is therefore created by the ordinance 
of the ligislatory whether that government be good or bad, monai^ 

< ComsMue Azistotle’s PMiciy UT, ^ I. 



THE LATER MIDDLE AGES 301 

chicaU aristocratic, or something else. But the author is thinking 
of his own time primarily and is therefore concerned almost wholly 
with monarchy, and monarchy as he conceives it truly to be, not 
a tyranny, nor even a principatus despoticus, but regal monarchy, 
a well-tempered form of government established by the legislator 
under forms of law framed for the common good of the subjects. 
The monarch is the administrator or ruler, but the establishment 
of both ruler and rule is the work of the ^Hegislator^* who is also 
**principatuum institutor/^ Even hereditary monarchy, though 
inferior to elective, is an institution ‘‘chosen” by the legislator for 
particular reasons. In a “royal monarchy,” as well as in other 
forms of government, the pars principans is the ruler or adminis¬ 
trator created and chosen by the legislator “to regulate the political 
or civil acts of men,” but in this most perfect of all human govern¬ 
ments, to do so only according to the rule which is and ought to be 
“the form” of the ruling office. This rule or “form” the legislator 
alone can establish, and it is commonly called law (lex), whether 
it consists of custom or statute, and in all perfect communities it is 
assumed to be self-evident. Nevertheless, in its most proper 
meaning, it is a coercive command proceeding from the legislator 
alone, and binding upon ruler and subjects alike, by which all 
judgments shall be determined if possible, instead of by the arbitra¬ 
ment of a judge.^ 

It thus appears that the source of all political authority, the 
ultimate institutor of all magistracies, “the effective cause of the 
laws,” is what our author calls the legislator^ or sometimes the 
legislator humanus. In chapter XII he tells us who this legislator 
is. “We declare, according to the truth and the opinion of 
Aristotle, Politics III, chapter 6, the legislator^ or prime and proper 
effective cause of law, to be the populus or body of citizens, or the 
dominant portion thereof, through its choice or will expressed 

> The exact contemporaiy meaning of such words as tyrannical/’ **regal/' ’’politic/’ and 
’Vdespotic” must be kept clearly in mind if one is to understand the various distinctions 
drawn in the Defensof Pacts or in other political writings of its time. One distinction espe- 
claliy, drawn by them very sharply, between a ’’tyrant” and a ”de^t” has become so 
bluri^ as to be almost non-existent now. 

This change is comparatively recent, apparently the result of the egalitarian principles 
of the period of the French Revolution. Before that time a ’’despot” could lawfully rule 
men as slaves, but he was no ’’tyrant” imless he abused them in Ms own inteniit instead of 
theirs. TMs depravation of the ’’despot” had apparently not become common even as 
late as Bodin’s time though his definition is colored by the conceptions of feudal law. The 
Gteeks in the period of th^ freedom commonly appli^ the word to the gods. InAppouBx 
in X have fainted a few estnds wMdi iUustinad osedievM distinctioiB more dearV than 
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verbally in a general assembly of the citizens, commanding or 
determining that something be done or not done which concerns 
the civil actions of men, under a temporal punishment or penalty 
— I say 'the dominant portion^ {valeniiorem partem)^ having in 
mind the number and the quality of the persons in that community 
for which the law is enacted — whether the body of the citizens 
aforesaid or its dominant part does this directly and in its own 
person, or entrusts the doing of it to some other person or persons.” 
In the latter case those persons to whom it is entrusted are not 
and cannot be the legislator properly speaking: they are such 
merely ad hoc, and subject to the authority of the original legis¬ 
lator.^ In every case the establishment of the authority of human 
laws belongs solely to the body of citizens, or the dominant part 
of it which stands for (repraesentat) the whole, because it is seldom 
possible or convenient for the entire body to meet together. If 
one person or a few of the citizens by their own authority were to 
make a law for the whole body, they would be despots (despotes), 
and the government would be what Aristotle termed a despotism 
or servile dominion {servile dominium); it would not be a govern¬ 
ment of and for free men, and free men would obey it either 
grudgingly or not at all.* "The things that may t6uch the advan¬ 
tage and disadvantage of all ought to be known and heard by all 
in order that they may be able to secure the advantage and avoid 
the opposite.” * 

1 Dejensor Pacts. I, xii, 3. 
* Op. cU.. I, xii, 6, 
* Defensor Pacts. I, xii, 7. **Quae igitur omnium tangere possunt commodum et 

incommodum, ab omnibus sciri debent et audiri, ut commodum assequi et oppositum 
repellere possint.” This should be compared with the phrase of Edward I of England 
in his writs for the Parliament of 1295 issued to the archbishops, “Sicut lex iustissima 
proWda circumspectione sacrorum prindpum stabilita, hortatur et statuit ut quod 
onmes tangit ab omnibus approbetur, sic et innuit evidenter ut communibus periculis 
per remedia provisa communiter obvietur.'* (Palgrave, Parliamentary Writs. 1. p. 30.) 
The **lex*’ referred to in these writs comes from Justinian’s Code. 5, sq, 5 — '*ut quod 
onmes similiter tangit, ab omnibus comprobetur,” but it has no reference to political’ 
matters, merely directing that where **cO‘tutores** have been appointed under a will or other- 
wise their joint action is necessary. Boniface VIII in the conduding title to the Sext. De 
XegnHs Juris, in Regula XXIX, quotes the same law — *’Quod omnes tangit, debet ab 
omnibus approbari.” The Sext was added to the corpus of canon law in 1298, three or 
four years after the issuance of Edward I’s writs. It is interesting, and entirely character¬ 
istic of the late thirteenth century, to 6nd this private law provision thus used in a new and 
a political sense. In the fifteenth century Nidiolas of Cusa invokes it as an argument for 
the authority of a General Coundl of the Church. (De Cancardantia CatMica. Lib. Ill, 
**Praefatio,” Schard, De JurisdktUme. p. 603.) I cannot express too strongly my dissent 
from the view of the late Professor G. B. Adams, when he says, *’No weight should be allowed 
... to the quotation of the maxim. . . . Some one who was writing writs in the rdgn of 
Edward had a love for proverbial and banal phrases and a very go^ opinion of his own 
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This Chapter XII of Dictio Prima is probably the most inter¬ 
esting and important in the whole book» and notwithstanding the 
very emphatic form of the author’s statements, modern commenta¬ 
tors have found in it a number of things to differ about. To take 
the easiest first, the author — usually assumed to be Marsiglio — 
has been hailed as an advocate of the modern political expedient of 
assuming, contrary to fact, that a majority of the members or 
units in a political body constitute the whole of that body — the 
'^majority principle”; and the author’s phrase, ^^valentior farsy* 
is therefore translated “the majority.” Many things in the con¬ 
text make this improbable, and, in my opinion, the corrected text 
of Mr. Previte-Orton now shows it to be impossible. “I call it 
*valentiorein parteniy^* says the author, “having in mind the 
number and the quality of the citizens.” The additional words 
“and the quality” {et qualitate) were omitted in all the texts 
printed before 1928. We now know that they were included in 
most of the manuscripts, and in all of the best of them. I have, 
therefore, with little hesitation translated these words by the 
phrase “dominant” part instead of “major part,” or “majority.” 
In fact this is not a modern touch at all, it is strictly medieval in 
character and antique in origin, corresponding in its nature much 
more closely to the maior et sanior pars of a cathedral chapter 
which took account of “quality as well as number,” in determining 
the election of a medieval bishop, than to the mere numerical 
majority which enacts a law in the name of a modern legislative 
body.^ This author is not thinking in terms of modern individ¬ 
ualism to which the majority principle belongs, but has in mind 
the populus as a medieval universitasy in which quality is con¬ 
sidered as well as number: he conceives of the populusy like Lupoid 
of Bebenburg, “as including the electoral princes, as well as the 

Latin style.’’ The Origin of the English Constitution, p. 336. Mr. Adams himself gives 
English instances beginning as early as z 225 and others might easily be added. He seems to 
mgard these frequent contemporaiy expressions of the idea as proof of its banal ” character 1 
For an interesting instance of the use of the maxim in 1249, see note 1 below. There is an> 
other equally clear in the statutes of the English Benedictines in the year 1225. Dugdale, 
Monasticon (ed. of 1817). vol. i, 1. See also Matthew Paris, Chronica Majora (Rolls 
Series), IV, p. 37 (1240). 

^ Compare the following passage from the statutes of the Benedictine order in England, 
dated 1249: Moreover it has been provided that if any business shall arise the realm 
which touches all the prelates of monasteries, when this comes to the notice of the heads, 
they shall call the prelates together if it can be done; but if not, they shall call those who, 
on account of the character of the business, they think ought to be called, so that what 
touches all should be done by all or by their semior pars** {Mattkaei Parisiemis Chronica 
Uajora {JMls Series), vcA. vi. {Additamenla)^ p. 
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other princes, counts and barons of the realm and Empire of the 
Romans/’ ^ Thus the members of a general council, composed 
of important men, as the pars valentior of the Christian populuSf 
may represent,” or act for the whole, just as the electoral princes 
act for the Empire, or the Roman Senate in place of the whole 
populus. The pars valentior is in fact in much closer correspond¬ 
ence with the anti-democratic ideas of Aristotle than with the 
political conceptions of our modern time. The author of Dictio 
Prima agrees with Aristotle in designating democracy as a “viti¬ 
ated” form of government, and he does it for precisely the same 
reason: the multitude of the poor rules the whole body of the 
people “not according to the proper proportion” (secundum pro-^ 
portionem convenientem).^ Absolute, not proportional equality, 
is the essential doctrine of modern democracy and it is implied in 
the principle of majority rule. It was as abhorrent to the author 
of Dictio Prima as to Aristotle himself; he has in mind the quality 
as well as the number of the citizens. This pars valentior is no 
mere numerical majority. But neither is it any one of the six 
partes or classes, agricultural, artisan, etc., into which the state is 
divided according to the dictum of Aristotle, although the author 
uses the same word, pars, here as he did for them. The context 
shows that pars is used here in a more general sense to mean a 
definite portion of the populus^ which by consent of all may act 
for (repraesentare) it all, because it is difficult or impossible for 
all to agree on anything. In this Mr. Previte-Orton sees a very 
close parallel to some medieval Italian institutions, and so it is; 
but the parallel to the relations between the Roman Senate and 
Comitia Centuriata in the later Republic is even closer, Justinian’s 
Institutes tell us almost in this author’s exact words, that Senatus^ 
consulta were allowed to have the force of law because of the incon¬ 
venience of convoking the whole populusy^ and we know from other 
references that Roman constitutional history furnished many of 

^ Ante, pp. 290-291. Early in the fifteenth century Cardinal Zabarella makes use of the 
phrase» p<trs valentior, in such a way as to leave no doubt that it means for him, as I think 
it does for the author of Book I of the Defensor, **the representative part,” which in a 
general council of the Church is Pars poHor. De Schismatibus authoritate Imperatoris 
teiUendis, Schard, De Jurisdictione, p. 689. Sudi a **part” must not only be large but it 
must be made up of ** representative ” men. 

* Defensor Pacts, I, viii, 3. 
^Institutes, I, 2, 5; ante, p. 128. The reason as given in the Defensor runs, **quoitiam 

non fadle, aut non possibile, omnes personas in unam oonvenire sententiw.” (I, xii, 5), 
The reason as given in the Institutes is thus given: — **ut dificUe sit in unum oum 
Romanum) convocare legfs saneiendae causa.'* 
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the precedents for Dictio Prima and that Cicero was one of its 
writer’s favorite authors.^ 

Even more disputed than the meaning of the pars valeniior^ and 
probably more important practically, is the exact sense in which 
we must take the term legislator which this author uses so fre¬ 
quently. From the whole context it is clear that ‘legislator” is 
a very bad translation of the Latin legislator. The legislator is 
principatus institutor ^ as well as legis lator^ and the lex which pro¬ 
ceeds from him has little in common with the annual output of a 
modern “legislature”; the author even speaks of it as forma 
principantisy^ which might be translated without much forcing as 
“the frame of government.” He clearly has in mind something 
very different from our conception of the routine output of a regu¬ 
lar law-making organ of the state. It may be of some help to note 
that legislator, like so many other technical terms used in Dictio 
Prima, is a word regularly used by William of Moerbeka, and in 
this instance used always to translate Aristotle’s vo/io-denys. 
Now the Greek nomothete was not a “legislator.” Aristotle some¬ 
times applies the term to individual law-givers like 
Solon, Lycurgus, or Cleisthenes, and William calls them legisla- 
tores, Moses no doubt was one. The legislator is primarily the 
institutor of the government and the framer of the main rules 
under which it must be conducted. A clear-cut conception of such 
a “constituent” function, distinct from those of every-day govern¬ 
ment, was habitual among the Greeks as it is today in the United 
States or on the continent of Europe. Under the Roman constitu¬ 
tion, however, the two functions were more or less fused as they 
are in the modern British constitution, and in post-Roman times 
the two ideas tended to coalesce as. well. During the middle ages 
consuetudines tended to take the place of leges in the normal con- 

1 Rehm rejects the view of Bezo\d, Riezler, and Merkel which, like that of Previt6-Orton, 
ascribes to Italian influence most of the departures from Aristotle found in the D^ensor. 
He himself considers the constitution of the Church the chief source of these. Geschickte der 
Staatsrechtmissenschaft, pp. xpo-xpi. 

There can be no doubt that the author was primarily interested in the solution of the 
practical problems of his own day, or that his proposed solution of these specific problems 
was deeply influenced by existing ecclesiastical practice and institutions, such as the election 
of bishops by the maior et sawior pars of a cath^ral chapter, or the convocation .^pf a general 
council composed of or ^'representing*’ all the faithful, as proposed by Occam and other 
oontemporaries; but for the ultimate origin of most of his c^ef political conceptioxis — 
insofar as these are a departure from Aristotle — the author’s own statements would seem 
to me to point to the institutions of republican or imperial Rome rather than to the institu¬ 
tions of the Church or to any other source. 

*Difensar Pads, I, ix, xa *Op. dt., 1, x, i. 



3o6 the growth OF POLITICAL THOUGHT 

ception of and one effect of this no doubt was to push 
still further into the background the distinction we now draw so 
clearly between the framing of a constitution and the enactment 
of a statute. As we might expect, then, the general meaning 
of legislator in Dictio Prima is plain enough, and it is mainly 
Aristotelian in origin as the author declares, but in its application 
we frequently find some apparent uncertainty or obscurity which 
may be attributed to later and quite different habits of thought. 

The legislator institutes the pars principanSy and draws up the 
rules under which it in turn establishes the other partes in the 
state, and continues to rule them when so established.^ The 
pars principans is thus the supreme ruler; * in a medieval kingdom 
it is the king. In the medieval king we have as a consequence, 
to all intents and purposes, the equivalent of Aristotle's politeumay 
but a politeuma with a difference.® Aristotle thought of it in 
political terms, and this to him meant ethical, social, and economic 
terms chiefly. The author of Dictio Prima thinks of the pars 
principans only as an organ of the state performing a particular 
iFunction. To Aristotle the Politeuma is the constitution, because 
the ruler or group of rulers moulds or shapes the whole state accord¬ 
ing to his own peculiar views or doctrines. In the Defensory the 
supreme ruler moulds them also. He “institutes the rest of the 
offices or parts of the state," but he does so only “as an instru¬ 
ment," “by the authority of the legislator conceded to him," and 
“according to the form handed on to him" by the legislatory 
namely the law.^ This is a considerable difference. Aristotle's 
politeuma is the master of the state, the pars principans of the 
Defensor is its “instrument," an organ of the populus established 
to perform a particular function or office (pficium). In all well- 
ordered states Aristotle of course recognizes that the ruler will be 
guided by law, but it is law in the abstract. For this author, the 
supremacy in such a state is a supremacy determined and con¬ 
trolled by “the constitution." He is thinking in terms of law, 

* Drfensor Pads, I, xv, 4. 
* Its authority is the equivalent of Aristotle’s rh irepl r&f dpxdt. See Rdba, Geschkhts 

der Staatsrschtswissensclujt, p. 189. 
* William of Occam makes a veiy dear identification of Aristotle’s poHteuma, which he 

calls policemia, with the pars principans, **Prindpans autem in dvitate allquando vocatur 
ab Aiistotele poUcemia, PcUcemia autem secundum quosdam ties habet aisnificationes. ' 
Primo autem significat impositionem ordinis politiae. Secundo impositorem ipsiua. Tertio 
significat ipsum ordinem impositum, qui est pofitia, et ita pdiecrnia in una lignificatione 
idem est, quod Dominus et prindpans in dvitate/’ IHdogut, Oddest, McnatHMOy II, p. 794. 

^ Defensor Pacts, I, xv, 4. 



THE LATER MIDDLE AGES 307 

not of politics merely. His conception of the state is legal and 
corporate where Aristotle’s was natural and organic.^ 

The pars principans is therefore the instrument of the legislator 
instituted to perform a particular function. But what function 
The function, says the author, of regulating ‘*the political or civil 
acts of men.” * What this means is further shown by the phrase, 
iudicialis seu consiliativa^ used by him as equivalent to principans.^ 

It has been said that the Defensor anticipates our modern dis¬ 
tinction between the legislative and the executive parts of govern¬ 
ment, and that the pars principans is the “executive.” This is 
true only in a sense so different from our own that it is hardly true 
at all. The officium or function of the pars principans was not 
that of a modern “chief executive,” it was, in a word, rather the 
imperfectly differentiated function of a medieval king. We have 
already seen something of what that function was, and it need 
not be repeated. The king is pars principans; and this is usually 
called pars iudicialis seu consiliativay rarely pars execucativa. 

Most of the mistakes made in interpreting this interesting 
political treatise are the result of reading into its words a modern 
meaning which was never there. There is nothing in it of democ¬ 
racy, nothing of majority rule, no “separation of powers”; but 
it is none the less interesting on account of their absence. It is 
a great deal to find at such a time so comprehensive a treatment 
of government, and one in which the king is so clearly the servant 
of the people, and this dependence of the prince upon the law and 
upon the people as the source of law, the author does not consider 
a mere academic matter as it was under the later Roman Empire. 
He recognizes that the power to regulate all the civil actions of the 
citizens carries with it the danger of an abuse of this great authority 
which may render the government a despotic one (principatus 
despoticus) or free from the restraint of law, and the life of the 
citizens therefore servile, or subject to arbitrary will. To prevent 
such an abuse of power, the legislator has authority always to 
correct and punish the pars principans or prince, even to the extent 
of removing him from office, either by its own direct act or through 
the agency of another whom the legislator appoints for this pur¬ 
pose; but such cori:ection or punishment should be acco^ing to 
the gravity of the offence, and meted out if possible according to 

> On this tee Rdim, ep. cU.y pp. t^zpz. 
* IHftnier Poeiz, I, a, a. 

eU.t I> V, z. 
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a law already determined. If the latter is impossible^ however^ 
the punishment may always be at the discretion of the legislator 
{secundum legislatoris sententiam). 

Though typically medieval in most respects, this provision 
shows our author to be the most modern of all theorists before the 
period of the Councils In one. 

He seems to be almost the first writer who has clearly in mind, 
as a perfectly normal feature of monarchy, a preference for some¬ 
thing like a modern ‘^limited monarch,*^ with another govern¬ 
mental organ independent of the prince clothed with authority to 
judge him, though it must be noted that the organ in this case is 
an extraordinary one called Into existence only in exceptional cir¬ 
cumstances and used even then merely to curb acts in excess of 
or abuse of authority, not to control legitimate acts within it. 

It Is clear from all this that the prince Is the servant as well as 
the creature of the people. But he is a servant entrusted with 
enormous power, and while the great limitations just indicated 
affect the tenure of this power or a wrongful use of it; they put 
scarcely any limits to Its legitimate extent. The prince is entrusted 
with the entire civil government of the state, and this clothes him 
with a lawful authority which, though he may not exceed it, 
reaches to every civil act of every man high or low, ecclesiastical 
or lay. Under this theory the clergy are as much one of the 
**other parts^* of the state **institutedand ^'regulated” by the 
king, as agriculturists or artisans. Their only legitimate function 
includes preaching, teaching, and the sacraments, with which the 
secular ruler is not concerned; and in all civil and political* 
matters they are as much subject to the secular laws and the secular 
ruler as any of the other **parts” of the state; while in the making 
and the enforcing of these laws, they have as clergy, no part what¬ 
ever. The Church is really a department of the State, the exact 
converse of the contemporary papalist view. It was this portion 
of the political construction of Dictio Prima which furnished the 
basis for the main argument of the part immediately following. 

Three main fundamental assumptions underlie Marsiglio’s 
argument In Dictio Secunda}^ first, the normal political doctrine of 
his day, that the whole of Christendom is comprised in a single 

• ' 

1 For a valuable summary of the whole aiaument of THOh Sumia^ see Ephraim EmertoDf 
The Defensor Pads of Uarsidio of Padua, Cambridge, Mass;, tpae (Bamrd TkMekd 
Studies VJJl), pp ^a-rx. Kothi^ is poadble here burned a hM iimlydf. 
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Christian commonwealth which is at once an Empire and a Church. 
Therefore, “the body of Christian citizens” {civium fidelium uni- 
versitas) which is the equivalent of “the people” (populus) in it, 
is the same body of citizens (universitas civium) or people which in 
Dictio Prima was regarded as the seat of final authority in any 
state; and thirdly, the political principles upon which that state 
is based in Dictio Prima are principles applicable to Christendom, 
as fully in its ecclesiastical as in its strictly secular aspect. We 
must, therefore, expect to find, in the principles laid down in 
Book I, the true constitution of both “State” and “Church,” and 
the true basis for a proper solution of the problems of each. 

The Church is often defined wrongly but in its true and original 
meaning it is nothing else than “the body of the faithful believing 
in and calling upon the name of Christ” {universitas fidelium 
credentium et invocantium nomen Christi)} Marsiglio recognizes 
as fully as James of Viterbo that this Ecclesia or Church is a true 
regnum^ and that its government is monarchical and regal; he 
even admits that the Bishop of Rome is in a limited sense supreme 
within it in the matters within his lawful competence. It is a 
Christian commonwealth. But it is none the less a commonwealth, 
and in every commonwealth the only source of authority must be 
the “body of the citizens” {universitas civium) \ if this common¬ 
wealth happens to be one existing among Christians instead of 
infidels, this body will be the “body of Christian citizens” {uni¬ 
versitas civium fidelium)^ and that is all: in every case the populus 
is the sole source of every law affecting the civil acts of men, and 
the prince is the supreme agent in its administration. Where, 
then, is there left any legitimate sphere for the clergy? Is there, 
after all, any real difference between clergy and laity ? Marsiglio’s 
answer to this is one of the most important parts of his book. The 
law under which any act must be judged is either divine or human, 
and law of either of these two kinds, as well as any particular 
judgment based upon law, may be regarded in one of two ways; 
first, as the “science or doctrine” determining “what is just or 
unjust, advantageous or injurious,” or secondly, as “a command 
enforceable by penalty or reward.” * All judgments based on an 
existing law must include a determination of what thit law is, 
and this should follow the opinion of those skilled in the particular 
science or doctrine involved* In a matter concerning the metal 

n, !i, j. Pocis^ I, z, 4* 



310 THE GROWTH OF POLITICAL THOUGHT 

of a vase> we should trust to the judgment of a smithy if it is a 
question whether one is a leper or not, we ought to leave the 
decision to a physician, if there were doubt as to the teaching of 
the Scriptures concerning lepers the determination of theologians 
might be necessary. And so in any judgment based upon a law 
of God, if the provision of that law is uncertain, the determination 
of it belongs to the clergy as experts in that “science or doctrine^*; 
the priest who is the “healer of souls” {medicus animarum) should 
diagnose the case as a physician diagnoses the ills of the body.^ 
But this is all. If the physician pronounces a man a leper, it does 
not follow that he can expel him from the community.* He can¬ 
not compel men to observe the rules of health, but merely urge 
and warn them, by pointing out the danger of disease and death 
which must follow a failure to observe these rules. And so like¬ 
wise the priest, or “physician of souls,” may determine, and may 
exhort men, in those things which affect the “eternal health of 
the soul,” or everlasting death, or the punishments in this world 
that stand in the place of those in the world to come.* But as no 
physician is competent to expel a leper and no one has authority 
to do so except the body of the citizens or their deputy, so no 
power of pronouncing a coercive judgment based on the law of 
God belongs to any priest or to any body of priests whatsoever, 
although the decision ought to be based on their special knowledge 
of that law.* Even a judgment of heresy, and all penalties inflicted 
for it if any exist by human law, belong solely to the prince by 
authority of the people, and not to any priest or bishop whatso¬ 
ever.® The clergy have no coercive authority of any kind, divine 
or human, temporal or spiritual. They have the potestas ordiniSi 
but no potestas jurisdictionis. If it is the Divine Law alone which 
has been broken, then there is but one judge, “and this is Christ 
alone, no other.” ® “Christ has always remained the head of the 

^ Op, cU,, II, z, 9. * Dejemof Pocif, II, vii, 4. 
» Op, cit, II, vi, 12; n, vii, 4. * Op, cit., II, vi, 12. 

* Op, eit.t II, z, 8. Marsiglio no doubt draws conclusions far different from those of 
St. Thomas Aquinas, but the distinctioa on which they are based is much the same as 
St. Thomas's, when he says, that a pronouncement of the truth carries with it no compulsion: 
one is free to receive or reject it as he wills; while a judgment implies coercive authority. 
Summa Tkeohgicat Secunda Secundae Partis, Quaestio LX, art. vi. The sentence of a judg^ 
he says, is analogous to a particular law applying to a particular fact, and like a genei^ law 
It ought to have coercive force, but this coercive force in human affairs no one can lawfuUy 
have but one who ezerdses public authority iqtdfimiiiw ptMica poUitoU), Ibid., Quaestio 
LXVIX, art. 1. 

•0^eir..n.iz,x; ir.iz,3. 
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Church.”^ For an offence against the Law of God alone, no 
penalty may be inflicted by man in this world. If human law has 
added a temporal penalty for offences against God’s law, as it 
may, then the judgment and its enforcement under this human 
law belong to the prince alone by authority of the people. And 
if all this be true of divine law, it goes without saying that in the 
case of law purely human, the clergy have no coercive jurisdiction, 
and not even a right of determination. The former belongs to 
the prince alone, the latter is the province of secular jurists. 
‘‘Neither the Roman bishop called Pope, nor any other priest or 
bishop or spiritual minister,” whether acting individually or col¬ 
lectively, has or ought to have ‘‘any coercive jurisdiction whatso¬ 
ever, real or personal, over any priest, bishop, or deacon whatso¬ 
ever, or college of the same; and much less has he, or any of them, 
collectively or individually, such jurisdiction over any prince or 
government, community, college, or individual layman whatsoever, 
whatever his or their condition may be; except only where that 
jurisdiction shall have been conferred upon a priest, or some bishop, 
or a college of these by the human legislator in the province.” * 

Marsiglio discusses at great length and with remarkable skill 
the application of this fundamental dictum to the practical ques¬ 
tions of the day, such as the temporalities of the clergy, the duty 
of apostolic poverty, clerical immunity from state taxation or the 
state’s jurisdiction, and the historical question of the Pope’s author¬ 
ity over the Emperor and his right to determine imperial elections, 
etc., and his discussion of these points is of great importance and 
interest; but on the general principles with which he starts, his 
answers to all these specific questions may easily be anticipated 
and are never in doubt. It is enough for our purpose to note that 
the sum of it all is the rigid restriction of the sphere of the clergy 
in the Church, to the preaching and teaching of God’s word, and 
the administration of the sacraments of the Church; they have 
the cure of souls and nothing more. As to the flenitudopotestatis 
of the Pope, this is a mere presidency over the rest of the clergy, 
never ordained by Christ and without any divine sanction what¬ 
ever, but introduced in after times for convenience and better 
administration only, and by ordinance or custom which is purely 
human: the vast structure erected by the canonists is based on 
false and dishonest interpretation of Scripture and history. It is 

< Op, cU,, n, axviB, S7* U, i, 4: H, iv, x; n, v, g. 
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this fictitious plenitude of power, false in theory and unsupported 
by history, which has been allowed to creep into every land through 
the craft of priests, the ignorance and superstition of the laity, 
and the weak compliance of princes; and everywhere it has bred 
the pestilence of division, war, and confusion. The chief disturber 
of the peace of Christendom is the plenitudo potestatis of the bishop 
of Rome called Pope.” But this power rests on no divine sanc¬ 
tion, it has been created by man, and by man it may be and should 
be destroyed; and until it is destroyed there can be no true peace. 
The real earthly authority in Christendom is not the Pope nor 
even the clergy, it is the body of all the faithful. This body and 
this alone, in a general council may restore and should restore the 
Church to its primitive purity by removing these false and danger¬ 
ous human additions which are destroying the peace of the world. 

This is the general burden of Book II of the Defensofy but we 
are concerned only with its political aspects. Historically con¬ 
sidered these are two-fold mainly: its relation to the old contest 
between sacerdotium and regnum as to the true boundary between 
their respective jurisdictions, which had been the central political 
problem of western Europe since the eleventh century; and sec¬ 
ondly, its connection with the great issue to be fought out in the 
great councils of the next century concerning the constitution of 
the Church and the true relation of its parts to each other. 

To the first of these two questions^the contribution of the 
Defensor Pads is second to none in importance. Papal claims, as 
we have seen, had really reached their extreme logical limit in the 
struggle between Boniface VIII and Philip IV. The papal pleni-* 
tude of power could go no further, though it might be more sys** 
tematically set forth. And up to 1324 the papal supporters had 
never lost the strategic advantage of being the aggressive party; 
there was no defence of secular authority written before that 
time which did not admit that in some sense the spiritual powet 
was higher in jurisdiction than the temporal, thus leaving a fatal 
breach through which the papal doctrine of direct or indirect 
power might enter. As long as the adherents of the secular prince 
admitted the legitimacy of the Pope’s spiritual jurisdiction, they 
were powerless against interpretations which might and did ^ 
extend it with flawless logic over every department of human 
government. As we have seen, this long contest from its beginning 
in the eleventh century was ostensibly a struggle on each side for 
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its liberty of action, but from the nature of the case and the fact 
that Christendom was one commonwealth of Christians, the 
‘Miberty” claimed by the clergy could never be secured in a com¬ 
monwealth in which the secular government was not reduced to 
the inferior position of a department of the Church. Alvarus 
Pelagius did not over-state the case when he said that the Pope's 
supreme power over princes was his power as monarcha ecclesU 
asticus. For centuries the central problem of politics had been 
whether the one commonwealth of Christendom was primarily a 
Church or primarily a secular polity; though the arguments might 
be negative, though it was only freedom that was openly claimed, 
supremacy alone could secure what was demanded in the name of 
liberty on either side. In this respect the position of the Empire 
was the same as that of the Sacerdotium. What it considered its 
rightful independence was really impossible unless the jurisdiction 
of the clergy were under the superintendence of the state. 

The clergy saw all this first. For a generation before 1324, if 
not much more, what they demanded in the name of liberty was 
really mastery. But before the appearance of the Defensor Pads 
all defenders of secular government had been content to take a 
merely defensive position, which was logically untenable in the 
face of a clerical attack which claimed that Christendom was a 
regnuniy in which the plenitudo potestatis of the Pope as ‘^ecclesi¬ 
astical monarch” was the ultimate and supreme authority over all. 

The great significance of the Defensor Pads is the fact that in it 
for the first time the secular state claims a practical equality which 
can be obtained only by a theoretical superiority. By the extremer 
papalists the state for some time had been treated as a subordinate 
department of the Church. The Defensor is the first book which 
reverses the process and regards the Church as a department of 
the State in all matters of earthly concern. It is the first book 
in the whole long controversy which denies to the clergy coercive 
authority of any kind whatsoever, spiritual or temporal, direct or ^ 
indirect. It must therefore be regarded as one of the real land¬ 
marks not alone in the history of the struggle between Church 
and State, but in the development of political thought as a whole. 
So far as content alone is considered, the two really epoch-making 
political books appearing between 1300 and 1500 seem to be the 
De PotestaU EccUsiastica of Egidio Colonna and the Defensor Pads 
of Marsig^io of Padua and John of Jandun. 
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It is no part of the historian’s task to decide between the two 
positions which were thus brought face to face in the latter cen¬ 
turies of the middle ages. He may properly define the issues, 
trace the development of the controversies over them, and note 
their result, but no more. By the middle of the fourteenth century 
the long controversy had at last succeeded in untangling the 
fundamental issue between Regnum and Sacerdotium from a mass 
of incidental questions, and the arguments of both sides had been 
carried to their extreme logical conclusion. The issue is really 
this: Assuming that the government of the world is under divine 
control, was this government entrusted by God to a single author¬ 
ity empowered to guide and control the affairs of men in this life 
preparatory to the life to come. If so, the Commonwealth of 
Christians is in reality a Church and the head of the Church is the 
ultimate earthly seat of all authority and over all. 

If, on the other hand, God entrusted the guidance of the world 
to two separate and distinct authorities instead of to one, then one 
of these should be spiritual exclusively and the other must be 
supreme in all temporal matters. The defenders of secular gov¬ 
ernment insisted that the divine government for the world is 
dualistic, the defenders of the sacerdotium held that it is monistic. 
This is the ultimate issue. The two positions are absolutely 
irreconcilable. When clearly understood they are mutually 
exclusive. The deductions drawn from each were entirely logical, 
and even the extreme conclusions of both the papalists and the 
imperialists must be conceded if we grant their premises. Further¬ 
more, this great issue, in varying form but in essentials unchanging, 
has never been entirely absent from the political thought of the 
western world since the eleventh century at least, and down to the 
present time, though more prominent in certain epochs than in 
others. The epoch of John XXII and Lewis of Bavaria saw the 
last great phase of the contest over it which was to be fought out 
amid medieval conditions and ideas; the very possibility of so 
thorough-going a dualism as Marsiglio’s is a sign of their passing. 
This epoch marked the culmination of the struggle on its theo¬ 
retical side. By the year 1332 practically everything had been 
said that could be said on either side, granting the assumption of 
the solidarity of Christendom conceded in some degree by all. As 
in the pleas and rejoinders, the rebutters and surrebutters of the 
old English common-law pleadings the long argument had at 
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length been *‘boulted out” and brought to the direct joinder of a 
clear and definite issue. Nothing of importance was later added 
on either side because there was nothing to add. On the papal 
side, for a hundred years or more after the middle of the fourteenth 
century there is no contribution of consequence, a fact that may 
be partially accounted for by the existence of the Great Schism of 
the West and the general scandal it created; on the side of the 
secular authority a few writings worthy of mention appeared, but 
in tlieoretical or even historical importance they are scarcely com¬ 
parable with those which have just been reviewed. 

The two of seemingly greatest significance before the era of the 
councils are the Somnium Vifidariiy^ written probably in 1376 or 
1377 in France and appearing also in a French version, Le Songe du 
Vergier^ which, to judge from the frequent citations of it, exercised 
a considerable influence on the development of later Gallicanism; 
and, secondly, the writings of John WyclifFe. From both the theo¬ 
retical and the strictly historical point of view, the purely political 
aspects of WyclifFe's writings are generally given a somewhat higher 
rating by modern historians than the evidence seems to warrant. 

It was the philosophical, or more properly the strictly theological 
aspect of his great Summa and of the separate polemical tracts 
written in his last years against the Pope, which drew out the 
answers of adversaries in his own time, and entitle him now to a 
place in the history of European intellectual development. In the 
polemical tracts he identified the Pope with the Anti-Christ of the 
Apocalypse, and this unquestionably was one source of the similar 
identification so common in the anti-papal writings of the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries; but the political importance of this 
may easily be overrated. The doctrine of Dominion, the pivot on 
which his whole philosophic system turns, has usually been con¬ 
sidered his great contribution to the development of political 
thought, but there is scarcely one significant point in it which had 
not already been elaborated again and again in writings resulting 
from the great controversy within or concerning the Franciscan 
order.* WyclifFe^s practical interpretation of this doctrine is, of 

1 In Goldast, MouarMit 1» PP- 58-329. 
* In TraiUz des droits et Uberies de VEgUse GaUicone (1731), vol. ii. 
* An account of some of these forgotten books is given in Cardinal Bellarmine’s De 

Scriptoribus Ecctesiaslicis, Venetiis, 1728, pp. 461-505. There is another in A New History 
of Bceksiastical Writers, translated from the French of Louis Ellies du Pin, Dublin, 1723, 

vol. ii, pp. 517-537. 
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course, far different from that of Egidius Romanus,^ but there are 
few of his most fundamental conceptions which had not been fully 
anticipated by Egidius more than a half century before. Of the 
many writings on this subject in the interval between them proba¬ 
bly the most important are those of Richard Fitzralph, Archbishop 
of Armagh and primate of Ireland.^ A comparison of Wycliffe's 
statements with the chief of these, the De Pauperie Salvatorisy will 
show at a glance how little there was really new in Wycliffe’s 
central doctrine of dominion, though the practical inferences 
drawn from it by Wycliffe are different, in many cases, from those 
of all his predecessors.* The portion of Wycliffe^s Summa which 
deals most directly with man^s civil relations is the part entitled 
Tractatus de Ojfficio Regisy* and it contains some of his most charac¬ 
teristic political views. The duties of a king are treated in the 
normal fashion. As king it is his chief business '^to take thought 
for the prudent government of his realm,” and this consists in ^*the 
institution (institucio) of laws few and just, in an administration 
of them wise and exact, and in general in the protection of the 
status and the right of each of his liege men”; and laws are more 
essential to the community than the king, for they provide a per¬ 
petual and inflexible remedy more generally for the wrongs of every 
man.® The laws of England excel the Imperial laws because they 
are fewer and leave greater scope for the exercise of equity.® The 

1 AnU, p. 350. 

* On Fitzralph and his writings, see the admirable account by Reginald Lane Poole, in 
the DicHonary of National Biography. Fitzralph’s sermon preached before the Pope at 
Avignon in 1357 is printed in Goldast’s Monarckuif vol. ii, pp. X39X-X4X0, under the title 
Difensio Curatorum. The hrst four books of his much more elaborate work on the same 
subject, De Pauperie Salvatoris, is printed from a manuscript in the Bodleian Library as an 
appendix to Mr. Poole’s edition of Wycliffe’s Divine Dominion. As early as 1433 Peter 
Payne, an Englishman, and one of the spokesmen of the Hussites in the Council of Basel, 
pointed out that Wycliffe was not the originator of the doctrine of dominion. Johannis de 
Ragusio Tractatus quomodo Bohemi Reducti sunt at Unitatem Ecclesiae {Morumenta Condi- 
iorum GenetaUum SecuU Decimi QuinH, vol. i, Vienna, 1857, p. 369). ^ also A Bistory of 
the Papacy by M. Creighton, vol. ii, p. 97. 

* Wyciiffe’s most concise statement ^ his doctrine of dominion is to be found in the 
opening chapters of his De Dominio Divino (Johannis Wycliffe, De DonUnio Didno Libri 
Tree, ed. by Reginald Lane Poole, London, 1890). In the preface to this edition Mr. Poole 
gives an excellent summary of the theory. He gives another in Illustrations of Uedkval 
Thought, chap. x. For others, see Professor Lorimer’s translation of Lechler’s John Wydiffe 
and his English Precursors, p. 354 et seq.; W. A. Dunning, A History of Political Theories, 
Ancient and Mediaeval, pp. 360-365. An account of Wycliffe’s views on Church and State 
including a summary of the De Officio Regis is given by Herbert B. Workman, John Wycti/, 
vol. ii, p. 3-30, Oxford, 1936. 

4 Johannis Wydif, Tractatus de Officio Reiis, edited by Alfred W. Pdlanl and Ctuudet 
Sayle, London, 1887. 

*De Officio Regis, p. 55. 
*0p.cit.,p.s6. 
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king is bound to the strictest observance of justice toward his sub¬ 
jects under the mandate of God to him as his chief vicar, and in 
secular things is more bound to his subjects than they are to him.^ 
In case of necessity to the king or the realm, but only in such case, 
the king may take the goods of laymen and clergy alike, but he 
should not wrongly appropriate the lands of his vassals, nor transfer 
them or permit their transfer to the dead hand.* His jurisdiction 
extends to all parts of his realm and over all his subjects in every 
case affecting the peace of the kingdom.* He is the vicar of God 
in temporal matters, as the priest is in spiritual, and he should 
put down rebellion. He bears the image of Christ’s Godhead, the 
priest, that of his human character.^ In temporal matters his 
power is greater than the priest’s, as the priest’s is greater than 
his in things spiritual.* 

** We hold that God himself instituted both powers immediately, 
and not in the sense that one of them should institute or authorize 
the other.” * England is bound to obey the Pope only so far as 
Scripture directs, ‘‘and it is not deducible from Scripture that he 
should dominate our realm secularly in temporal matters.” ^ On 
the other hand, where the clergy fail in their duty, temporal lords 
have power from God to use coercive force in “aiding the Church” 
by correcting her abuses directly.® In temporal matters the King 
is greater than any of his priests and greater than the Pope him¬ 
self.® England is not subject to the Emperor and Roman law 
is not better than the English law,^ but we should know both the 
canon and the Roman law in order that we may understand how 
the Pope should be subject to Caesar as he formerly was.“ 

From these statements, taken more or less at random from the 
De Officio Regisy it is evident that Wycliffe’s views as to the nature 
of the ofEce of King are not different in any marked way from 
those generally current in his time. He is, of course, even in this 
book, written before his extremer anti-papal views had developed, 
always opposed to the political doctrine of the papallst writers 
which subordinates the secular authority to the spiritual. But 
probably the most significant aspect of his book to the historian 
of political thought is the continued insistence upon England’s 
independence of any “foreign” power spiritual or temporal and the 

^ Op. cik, p. 79. * Op. cii.t pp. X43-X43. * Op. cit., p. 196. 
* Op. cU.t p. 97. • Op. CfV., p. 144- “ Op. ck.t pp. 189, X93-X94. 
^Op. cii.f p. XX9. * Op. eU.. p. X46. ^ Op. cU., p. 237. 
^Op. fiU., p. 13. * Op. cU.^ p. x86. 
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consequent decrying of Roman law as compared with the law of 
England. Such repeated statements are not usually to be found 
in books written a century or even a half century before, and they 
are an interesting indication of the growing spirit of nationalism 
in western Europe, which, more than all the speculations of the¬ 
orists, was soon to divert the political thought of Europe into new 
channels. Such statements as these of WycIifFe’s, and the evidence 
of the English statutes of Provisors and Praemunire, coupled with 
the scandal of the Babylonish Captivity and the Great Schism, 
go far to explain the comparative ease with which an English king 
was able a century and a half later to outlaw the spiritual as well 
as. the temporal jurisdiction of the Pope in England. 

In order to make clear this long contest of the later middle ages 
between the two great powers contending for the mastery of 
Christendom, the central political problem of the age, it has seemed 
advisable for the time to disregard almost all other political aspects 
of the period. It becomes necessary now, therefore, to take a 
hasty glance backward at a few of the more important develop¬ 
ments in the political thought of the age following the Investiture 
controversy, which were too remotely connected with the struggle 
of **Church and State” to be included in an account of its succes¬ 
sive stages. 

Of the varied forms of the amazing intellectual activity com¬ 
bined in the ”renaissance of the twelfth century,” all contributed 
in some degree to the enrichment and the stimulation of political 
thought; the recovery of the ancient classics, the revival of juris¬ 
prudence and its application in both state and church, the rise of 
universities, the rediscovery of Aristotle's speculations, the remark¬ 
able growth of representative institutions, and the beginnings of 
nationality and constitutionalism, to name no others. 

The history of these and other separate manifestations of this 
remarkable cultural advance of course belongs elsewhere, and even 
their influence on theories of the state can only be illustrated 
incidentally here in passing, but even one who only follows the 
main channels of political thought cannot fail to mark as he passes 
the entrance here and there of successive tributary streams. He 
must, for example, note the effects of the classical revival in the 
copious Roman illustrations of John of Salisbury, including many 
from Roman law; in the following century he will discover in 
St. Thomas Aquinas a theory, foreign to the older thought, of the 
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origin and growth of political institutions, borrowed from Aristotle; 
he will find texts of Justinian furnishing as never before the chief 
offensive weapons against the Papacy in the fourteenth century, 
and in the next a reflection of the development of institutions of 
representation in the theories of the conciliar party concerning 
the nature of the universal Church. A truer and more vivid appre¬ 
ciation of these successive additions to the general political thought 
of the West, as well as of their relative importance and proper 
sequence, can probably be got from a careful study of the con¬ 
temporary writers themselves than from any isolated attempt to 
draw general conclusions from the mass of evidence they furnish. 
But we shall miss the main channel if we lose ourselves in an 
attempt to trace to its source every tributary stream. If, there¬ 
fore, a writer adequately sums up a great movement of thought, his 
theory must often suffice here to illustrate the less comprehensive 
ones made by others. 

As such an illustration of the political thought of the West as it 
was at the close of the investiture conflict and before it felt the 
full influence of Aristotle, no other contemporary statement is 
comparable with the Policraticus of John of Salisbury. It has 
been called by one competent modern scholar *‘the earliest elabo¬ 
rate mediaeval treatise on politics”;^ by another, ‘‘the first 
attempt to produce a coherent system which should aspire to the 
character of a philosophy of politics.” * John of Salisbury, says 
Rehm, is “the first representative known to us from the middle 
ages of the organic theory of the State as a theory of its law,” * the 
“ first systematizer of the law of the world as one state.” ^ 

> John Dickinson. The S$aUsman*s Book of John of Salisbury, “Introduction,” p. zvii. 
* R. L. Poole, Illustrations of Mediaeval Thought, 2d. ed., p. 204, quoted by Dickinson, 

p. xvii. 
* Geschichte der Staatsrechtswissenschaft, p. 168. 
* Op. cit., p. 182, note 3. The text of the Policraticus used here is the excellent one in two 

volumes published at Oxford in igog, Joannis Saresberiensis Episcopi Carnotensis PoUcratki 
sive De Nugis Curialium et VestigUs Philosophorum Libri viii, edited by Professor C. C. J. 
Webb. An English translation of all parts of this rather miscellaneous book important for 
the history of political thought is given by Professor John Dickinson, The Statesman's 
Book of John of Salisbury, with a valuable introductory essay on the author’s theories 
and their place in the history of political thought (New York, 1927). Among other modem 
accounts of value are C. Schaarschmidt, Johannes Saresberiensis, Ldpzig, 1862; ^ul Genn> 
rich, Die Staats-und-Kirchenlehre Johanns von Salisbury, Gotha, 1894; Enist Schubert, 
Die Staatslehre Johanns von Salisbury, Berlin, 1897; John of Salisbury and the Policraticus, 
by Professor E. F. Jacob (Social and Political Ideas of Some Great Mediaeval Thinkers, ed. 
F. J, C. Heamshaw, New York, 1923), pp. 53'^; and portions of vols. iii and !v of Carlyle’s 
Biitary of Medieval Political Theory in the West, and of R. L. Poole’s Illustrations of Modi- 
aoval Thought, ad ed., London, xgao. 
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He is a systematizer rather than an innovator. None before 
him in the medieval period had such a knowledge as his of the 
political institutions and ideas of the ancient world and none had 
so wide an outlook upon those of his own time or so comprehensive 
a theory to account for all. But while his organic theory of the 
nature of the political community marks a distinct advance in 
political speculation, the concrete doctrines of the Policraticus con¬ 
cerning the nature and extent of the obligations of subjects and 
the duties and rights of governors remain practically the same as 
for its predecessors. There is the same assumption of the unity 
of Christendom as the central principle of its theory of the state, 
the same insistence upon the divine character of kingship carrying 
with it great prerogatives and even greater burdens. To John of 
Salisbury the fact that a true king is no less than God’s vicar makes 
it all the more evident that a tyrant is no other than a vicar of the 
Devil who must be treated as such; it accounts in large measure 
for his acceptance of tyrannicide as a practical and even necessary 
measure. The vileness of a tyrant is in inverse proportion to the 
majesty of which he falls short. To John as to his predecessors 
the king exists for the sake of the people, not the people for the 
king; his chief duty next to the protection of the Church is the 
maintenance of peace and the securing of justice, and for these 
heavy duties he must have powers correspondingly great; but the 
Policraticus shows no more indication than its precursors of any 
conception of a ^^constitutional” sanction for their proper exercise. 
The responsibility of the king is for his people, but it is owing 
primarily to God and it is God who will enforce it.^ "Vengeance 
is mine, I will repay, saith the Lord.” Nor is this in conflict with 
John’s acceptance of tyrannicide, for the slayer of a tyrant is 
nothing if not an agent, often an unwitting agent, of divine retribu¬ 
tion. In this absence of all constitutional sanctions, the normal 
restraints upon a king are internal and moral. He should "put a 
bridle” on himself. The king is under the law which makes him 
king. If he exceeds or breaks this law on which all his legitimate 
authority rests, then, as Isidore of Seville said as far back as the 
seventh century, ipso facto he ceases to be king. A king is king 
only by ruling, but no oflicial arbiter exists competent to decide 
whether a ruler remains a king or has become a tyrant* The king 
himself bears the heavy responsibility of determining what he may 
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do and what he may not, and he can share it with none; but God 
will hold him responsible for his choice, and if it should be wrong 
God’s retribution must inevitably follow, sometimes even in the 
form of tyrannicide. This is the explanation of the fact that so 
many treatises *^On the Government of Princes,” from Seneca to 
Bossuet, consist to so large an extent of moral rather than political 
precepts. They are usually concerned more with ”the instruction 
of princes”^ than with the nature of political relations, and the 
Policraticus is on the whole no exception to the general rule, though 
it does undoubtedly go far beyond any contemporary or earlier 
work in its endeavor to furnish a philosophic basis for these current 
political doctrines. 

This basis, whether it is his own or not, is a truly organic theory 
of the world state, and it is probably the chief contribution of 
John of Salisbury to political thought. A commonwealth, he says, 
is a certain body which is endowed with life by the benefit of 
divine favor, which acts at the prompting of the highest equity, 
and is ruled by what may be called the moderating power of 
reason. **The place of the head in the body of the commonwealth 
is filled by the prince, who is subject only to God and to those who 
exercise His office and represent Him on earth, even as in the 
human body the head is quickened and governed by the soul.* 
The place of the heart is filled by the Senate, from which proceeds 
the initiation of good works and ill. The duties of eyes, ears, and 
tongue are claimed by the judges and the governors of provinces. 
Officials and soldiers correspond to the hands. Those who always 
attend upon the prince are likened to the sides. Financial officers 
and keepers (I speak now not of those who are in charge of the 
prisons, but of those who are keepers of the privy chest) may be 
compared to the stomach and intestines. . . • The husbandmen 
correspond to the feet, which always cleave to the soil. . . .”* 
** Between a tyrant and a prince there is this single or chief differ¬ 
ence, that the latter obeys the law and rules the people by its 
dictates, accounting himself as but their servant. It is by virtue 
of the law that he makes good his claim to the foremost and chief 

1 ^DilmlrueUom is the title of such a work by Giraldus Cambrensis, John of 
Sali^uiy*a oontemporiry. It is edited by George F. Warner for the RalU Serits, I^ndon, 
tSor, and its contento are what might be expected from the title. 

•Elsewhere he speeks of the prince as (me who ''bears the person of the unheniias of 
Aose sid>iect to him.’’ Pclkraikm^ IV, 3. 

• V, s, IHckhttoa’s tfiS^^ 



322 THE GROWTH OF POLITICAL THOUGHT 

place in the management of the affairs of the commonwealth and 
in the bearing of its burdens; and his elevation over others con¬ 
sists in this, that whereas private men are held responsible only for 
their private affairs, on the prince fall the burdens of the whole 
community. Wherefore deservedly there is conferred on him, and 
gathered in his hands, the power over all his subjects, to the end 
that he may be sufficient unto himself in seeking and bringing about 
the advantage of each individually, and of all; and to the end that 
the state of the human commonwealth may be ordered in the 
best possible manner, seeing that each and all are members one of 
another.” ^ 

Whatever be true of his treatment, these specific political insti¬ 
tutions and ideas of which John treats were neither new nor strange 
to the thought of western Europe in the twelfth century. From 
Isidore of Seville in the seventh century, through Jonas of Orleans 
and Hincmar of Rheims in the ninth, and earlier writers in John's 
own century, such as Hugh of St. Victor and Hugh of Fleury, the 
same general conception of the king's prerogatives and responsi¬ 
bility may be traced. John of Salisbury’s real originality lies in 
his comprehensiveness and his systematization, not in his particu¬ 
lar political doctrines. 

It is sometimes implied, if not said, that the doctrine of tyran¬ 
nicide is an exception to this general rule, and it is undoubtedly 
true that most of the advocates of it in the sixteenth century 
referred to John as authority for their own views. But, as Pro¬ 
fessor Jacob has said, some modern writers have placed more 
emphasis on tyrannicide as a part of John's theory than he himself 
would have done.^ It must be admitted that he does place more 
emphasis on the need of it than St. Thomas does in the next century 
on its disastrous effects, and he makes full use of the biblical and 
classical examples illustrating his thesis. In fact he puts the case 
for tyrannicide more clearly and he states it more emphatically 
than any other writer before the sixteenth century. But it was 
nevertheless incidental rather than central in his theory of secular 
government and he was by no means the first to hold or to express 
the general principles of which it is the logical outcome. Tyran¬ 
nicide, in truth, had been implicit in current political thought ever« 
since the acceptance of Isidore's dictum that one is a king only so 

^ PifUcf^UcuSt IV, I. 
*JiiTk»StdaandP«IMedUiMttfSm»GHttM*ileniTkMm,9.«i9. 
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far and just so long as his acts are kingly. It always was and 
always remained a doctrine of tyrannicide^ never of regicide^ and 
the very glory of true kingship which so marks the theory of John 
of Salisbury and of all in his zge, tends also by inevitable logic to 
widen the gulf between this and its opposite. Seldom has the 
majesty of kings been so high) as in the political literature of 
which John of Salisbury is the last great representative; or the 
debasement of a tyrant so low. 

Such a difference in the theoretical aspects of monarchy could 
not but have an effect upon the current views concerning its actual 
administration. But so long as there was no ‘^public authority” 
competent to prevent or punish the tyranny of a king who was 
legally absolute”; so long, in other words, as men were unable 
to devise or to conceive of any legitimate administrative machinery 
in a monarchy which is not the king’s and under his personal con¬ 
trol — and John himself shows no sign of any such conception; 
so long as the king was confined to his proper sphere only by his 
own moderation or by obstacles which are not ‘‘constitutional” 
in character; indeed so long as no nation was thought of in a 
political sense which included the possibility of its having other 
organs beside the king and independent of him; just so long also 
it was natural that men should continue to recognize the occasional 
necessity for the removal of a tyrant even by private hands. The 
doctrine of tyrannicide is the logical outcome of the coupling in 
current political thought of the ideas that the king is always 
legitimately an autocrat, and may become an actual tyrant. 

John was not the first to entertain such ideas, but his is the 
clearest and fullest exposition of them in medieval Europe, and 
the first which makes explicit many aspects of the theory not so 
definitely expressed before, including that of tyrannicide. In this 
sense, and probably in no other, can John of Salisbury be properly 
called the author of the doctrine of tyrannicide. 

If, on the whole, John of Salisbury is the most important single 
figure in the development of the theory of the state during the 
twelfth century, in the thirteenth it is probably St. Thomas 
Aquinas; and no better index could be found of the great and 
comparatively rapid advance in political speculation between the 
middle of the twelfth century and the beginning of the last quarter 
of the next, than a comparison of the system of the Policraticus^ 
probably the most perfect and the most complete single summation 
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of the political speculations of the past centuries^ with the views 
on law, justice, and government expressed in the voluminous 
writings of St, Thomas Aquinas, Not that John of Salisbury was 
unaffected by the profound changes in the environment of his own 
day, nor that St. Thomas made any distinct break with the thought 
of the past: few political writers have been more susceptible than 
the former to the changing moods of political thought, and nothing 
but a caricature of St. Thomas’s views could result from repre¬ 
senting him as a Descartes seeking a new foundation for philosophy. 
The fundamental differences between the two men are essentially 
differences between the thought of the earlier middle age and the 
later, and in no medieval period did these differences develop so 
rapidly or produce an effect upon political speculation so profound 
as in the short span between the appearance of the Policraticus in 
X159 and the death of St. Thomas in 1274. 

A few of the factors in this change have been briefly noticed 
already, but the one whose influence was greatest in shaping the 
new tendencies in the political thought of St. Thomas was un¬ 
doubtedly the fusion of the matured speculations of Aristotle with 
traditional doctrines concerning the origin, the legitimacy, and the 
nature of the social and political relations of men under the provi¬ 
dence of God, a fusion which entailed an infinity of nice distinctions 
in accommodating a pagan philosophy to the Christian cosmology, 
the work of an intellect of the highest order. The power, the 
receptiveness, and the boldness of St. Thomas’s intellect can only 
be appreciated through a consideration of the magnitude of his 
task, and the monumental character and lasting influence of his 
achievement. He was not the first to appreciate the importance 
of Aristotle’s political thought. Albert the Great, his master, who 
survived him, was earlier in the field and influenced him greatly, 
so was the great English Franciscan, Robert Grosseteste, bishop of 
Lincoln, William of Auvergne, whom Professor De Wulf has called 
'*the first great philosopher of the thirteenth century,” ^ and a 

1 Maurice De Wulf. BisMre de la pMesepkU miOivaU, vol i. p, $7$, Ix>uvalii, 1974. 

TUa book gives one of the best accounts of the predecessors and contemporaries of 
St. Thomas. Another, containing elaborate bibliographies, is Friedrich Ueberweg's Grmtdfiee 
der GesckUkU der PhUosephU der peirUHiehm imd ukehiHtclm Zeii. 10th edition edited by 
Dr. Matthias Baumgartner. Berlin, 1915. An excellent account of St. Thomas’s generid ^ 
philosophic system — indispensable for an understanding of his politics—is The PhUoiepkp ^ 

efSl, Themae Aq^inashytAwnt Gilson, tranriated by Edvard Bulhmgh. Cambridge, 
land, and St. Louis, sd ed., 1979, For a bibliography induding the editions of St. Thomas’s 
works and the commentaries on them, see Mandonmet and Destres, BMogr^^iie themisUt 

Kain (BeWque), 1931. In Ikt MU eadfiwriggst de S. Themat ifdfnlii (skond edition. 
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number of others; but of them all St. Thomas was greatest, and 
the subtlety, the profundity, and the comprehensiveness of his 
writings contributed to make them the principal medium through 
which the political ideas of Aristotle were reincorporated in the 
thought of the West in the later thirteenth century. But notwith- 

Fribourg (Suisse), tgio) Professor Mandonnet gives an account of St. Thomas’s writings and 
discusses the intricate problems arising out of the variations in the surviving medieval 
catalogues. A later treatment of these questions is given by Professor Martin Grabmann, 
Die echUn Schrifkn des HI. Thomas von Aquin^ MUnster i. W., 1920 {BeUrdge tw GesckkkU 
der PhUosophie des MUtelaliers, band axii, heft 1-2). 

The modem commentaries on St. Thomas’s theories of law and politics are many, con¬ 
stantly growing in number, and of vaiyliig value. Of the works of St. Thomas himself, 
those most directly concerned with politics are his commentaries on the Ethics and Politics 
of Aristotle; parts of the great Summa Theologiea (especially Prima Secundae Partis, 
Quaestiones xc^xcvii, on law; and Secunda Secundae Partis, Quaestiones LVII-LXI, 
De juft et justitia); and probably a portion of the De Regimine PHncipum. The com¬ 
mentaries on Aristotle are, and were intended to be, merely explanatory. They therefore 
contain few contributions by St. Thomas himself, but are indispensable for an understand¬ 
ing of his other political works. The edition used here is in volume twenty-one of the 
great folio edition of St. Thomas’s works published at Parma, 1862-1873. Of the commen¬ 
tary on Aristotle's Politics the part ending with Bk. Ill, chap, vi, was the work of 
St. Thomas; the remainder was by his pupil, Peter of Auvergne (M. Grabmann, Welchen TeU 
der ofistotdischen PoHtih hat der U. Thomas von Aquin sdbst kommentiertf Philosophisches 
Jakrbuch der GdrreS'Gesellschaft, 28 band, 3 heft, Fulda, 1915, pp. arj-arp). St. Thomas’s 
authorship of any part of the De Regimine Principum has questioned, mainly on internal 
evidence. (See e.g. J. A. Endres, De Regimine principum des fd. Thomas von Aquin^ Pestgabe 
sum 60. Ceburtstag Clemens Baeumkert Mttnster i. W., 1913, pp. 261-267.) It is agreed 
generally that only the first portion of the book was written by him, the rest probably by 
Tholommeo of Lucca, and the end of St. Thomas’s part has been placed in the fourth chapter 
of the second book. (See Grabmann, Die echten Schriften des hi. Thomas von Aquin^ pp. a 16- 
219.) The edition of the De Regimine used here is in 5. Thomae Aquinatis Opuscula Sdecta, 
vol. iii, Paris, i88x, pp. 254-429. Of the Summa Theologica there are many editions. On 
Albertus Magnus, see especially G. von Hertling, Albertus Magnus, Beitrdge su seiner WUrdi^ 
gung, 2d ed., MUnster i. W., 19*4 {Beitrdge sur Geschichte der Philosophic des Mittelalters). 
The most important politically of his works, his commentary on Aristotle’s Politics, Is printed 
in vol. viii of his collected works edited by Borgnet, Paris, 1890-1899. 

For the general influence of Aristotle on the development of political thought and some 
discussion of the modem literature, see especially G. von Hertling, Zur Geschichte der oris- 
totdischen PolUih im Mittelalter (Georg Freiherr v. BertUng kistorische Beitrdge sur PhUosophie), 
Rempten u. MUnchen, 19x4, pp. 20-31. The pioneer in the modem study of this subject 
was A. Jourdain, in his Reeherches critiques sur Tdge et VdHgine des traductions latines 
d*ArisM$. 

The publication in 1872 of the text of William of Moerbeka’s Latin translation as a part of 
Frans Susemihl’s ist ed. of Aristotle’s PoUHcs was a noteworthy contribution to the study 
of medieval political thought. The Aristotle known to practically all the great theorists of 
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries — the important period when the incorporation of 
his poUtical thought with the general theory of the West took place -- was the Latin text 
of the Politics tcanriated by William of Moerbeka. For many generations, before it was 
superseded by the translation of Leonardo Brun! and by an increasing knowledge of Greek, 
it remained the chief medium through wMch the PoHHcs of Aristotle was known to western 
Europe. No adequate study of the political thought of the period can possibly be made 
without its Mp. It is printed under the name of the ” vetus versio ” parallel with the later 
trmladott of Leonardo Aretino In the edition of St. Thomas’s commentary on the PoHHcs 
puWshed at Parma ai^ in the Paris edition of the commentary of Albertus Magnus, but 
SusemiU’s text is pref^ble. TheoldtiaiiriatioiicdtheNtcAosiarikeasE^Maistobefbund 
in same volume of St. Thomas*! works. 
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standing his reception of Aristotelian ideas, St« Thomas was a man 
of his time, and it was the habit of thought at that time to con> 
ceive of the state primarily in terms of law, not law in terms of 
the state. The foundations of his political theory must therefore 
be sought in his conception of the nature and source of law, and 
of the relations of its various manifestations one to another. It is 
no accident that in the Summa Theologica these questions are 
treated at greater length than any other subject directly connected 
with political relations, and St. Thomas’s remarkable discussion of 
them is not the least of his claims to greatness. 

law {lex)y* he defines, as **some ordinance of reason for the 
common good promulgated by him who has the care of the com¬ 
munity”;* it is nothing else than '*a precept of practical reason 
in a prince who governs some perfect community” — perfect in 
Aristotle’s sense of completeness and comprehensiveness as com¬ 
pared with the household.* 

If so, and if this world is governed by God’s providence, then it 
is manifest that the whole community of the universe is ruled by 
divine reason; and so this reason, this principle of the governance 
of things, existing in God as the rationale of the universe, has the 
character of lex; and since divine reason is not of time but eternity, 
we must call this a law eternal. God is the prince who has care 
of the whole world, and all true laws are manifestations of the 
essential principle of things, existing from eternity in God as divine 
reason, and employed through his will and providence as a ^’rule 
or measure” for the governance of all his creatures. In the 
magnificent phrase of Hooker, no doubt in part derived from 
St. Thomas himself: ^^Of law there can be no less acknowledged, 
than that her seat is the bosom of God, her voice the harmony 
of the world.” • 

This is the Eternal Law {lex aetefna)^ the source of all true law 
upon earth; it is the eternal counsel of God, and for St. Thomas, 
as for Cicero, it **did not become law when it was written but when 
it was made, and it was made at the same time as the mind of 
God.” ^ All God’s creation is subject to this law, and all parts 
of that creation **participate” in it in so far as they are capable 

1 Smma Tkeohgica^ Prima Secundac Partis, Quaestio XC, art. iv. 
QuaestioXCI, art. i. Most of tlie quotations and paraphiasasudildi fdhnr iff 

taken from Quaestiones XC-XCVII. 
*Cftk6 Laws oSEcctesiasUcal FoUtyt Bk. I, xS. 

p. 114. 
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of receiving an **impression** of it which inclines them toward the 
acts and purposes which it enjoins. Thus a rational creature is 
subject to divine providence in a special and more excellent way 
than an irrational, in that he becomes a sharer in that providence 
itself, consciously applying its precepts to himself and to others. 
He participates with God in eternal reason, and by this ^Might of 
natural reason** {lumen rationis naturalis) inclines toward the acts 
and ends which reason prescribes, and can discern the evil and the 
good. Natural law {lex naturalis) is ** the participation of a rational 
creature in the eternal law**; it is nothing but a reflection in us of 
the light divine. ‘‘All knowledge of truth is but an irradiation of 
and participation in the law eternal which is unchangeable truth.” 

But according to the definition with which we started, a law, 
in the meaning usually accepted among us, is a precept of practical 
reason promulgated for the government of a political community. 
How, then, is this related to the law of nature ? There is, says 
St. Thomas, a like process in both the speculative and the practical 
reason: both proceed from certain principles to certain conclu¬ 
sions ; and just as in the speculative reason the conclusions of the 
various sciences, of which we have no knowledge implanted in us 
by nature, are deduced by us through a process of reasoning from 
indemonstrable principles naturally known; in like manner also 
human reason must draw out of the precepts of natural law, as 
from certain general but unprovable rules, the laws applicable to 
particular cases. These particular dispositions or conclusions 
found through human reason are called “human laws {leges 
humanae),** provided they conform to the other conditions which 
are of the nature of lex. 

Even in the speculative reason man can of himself have no full 
understanding of the truth as it is in God, but only an imperfect 
comprehension of certain of its general principles through the 
fragmentary share of the divine wisdom implanted in him by 
nature. In the sphere of the practical his reason is an even 
weaker and more uncertain guide, for here he is dealing not with 
things that must be as they are, but with the contingent and the 
variable; and so human laws have not the infallibility of the 
demonstrative conclusions of the sciences; nor is it necessary that 
they should, for a measure to be a true one need not always be 
infallible and certain in an absolute sense, but only so far as a rule 
or measure of such a character may be. All men, through the 
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illumination of God, have a knowledge of the great principles of 
natural law and a natural inclination to observe them; but 
"'human laws,’* unlike the eternal principles from which they are 
taken as fallible conclusions drawn by the practical reason to fit 
the changing needs of men, these cannot be known intuitively. He 
who has care of the community must therefore make them known, 
and human reason must also add to them sanctions which the ruler 
shall enforce. Promulgation of a human law, then, becomes a 
prerequisite to its effectual operation. For practical needs, it is 
not enough that a law be "an ordinance of reason for common 
utility": it must be "promulgated," and promulgated by one 
with authority — "by him alone who has the care of the com¬ 
munity." For St. Thomas, however, as for all others in the middle 
ages, there is a vast difference between this promulgation of a law 
and the making of it. But if so, what shall we make of the famous 
Justinianian maxim, Quod principi placuit legis habet tngoremt 
"‘It is necessary," St. Thomas says, "that the will concerning the 
things commanded be a will controlled by some reason if it is to 
bear the character of a law," and so the maxim voluntas principis 
habet vigorem legis is to be understood. "Otherwise the will of 
the prince would be iniquity, rather than law." 

Will, he says in another place, like anger or concupiscence, is 
an appetitive power (pis appetitiva) in distinction from a cognitive 
(potentia cognoscitivd)^ but it is a rational appetite (appetitus 
rationalis)^ not a sensuous one (sensitivus).^ There is no true will 
but a rational will, and no promulgation by any prince of anything 
else can ever result in true law. This is the philosophic form of the 
constitutional doctrine by which St. Thomas’s great contemporary 
Bracton adapts the same famous text of Roman law to the condi¬ 
tions of the thirteenth century.* 

But even the most rigorous deductions from the principles of 
natural law, St. Thomas hints, must in their promulgation meet 
the other requirements conditioning human law, and the chief of 
these requirements, he says in the definition of a law with which 
he begins, are two in number: a true human law must be "for 
the common good (ad bonum commune),** and the authority under 
which it is promulgated must be no less than that which belongs^ 
to him who has the care of the whole community. Under the 
first of these requirements, St. Thomas fully incorporates in his 

^ Secunda Sectmdae Partis, QuaesUo LVm, art hr. ^ pp. 



THE LATER MIDDLE AGES 329 

theory of the state the familiar distinction fundamental in all 
medieval thought between the true king, and the tyrant who con¬ 
sults his own good in place of the good of his subjects. The enact* 
ments of such a tyrant are not laws, but ^'perversions of law’’; 
they are "acts of violence" (vioUntiae) rather than laws. In his 
discussion of the second requirement, we And the clearest indica¬ 
tion contained in the Summa of St. Thomas’s theory of the relation 
of the law to politics. For an understanding of this relation it is 
necessary to remember his insistence upon the practical importance 
in human law of a coercive power {vis coactiva)^ which in essence 
is a power to punish. It ia freedom from this coercive effect of 
law which alone renders a prince Ugibus soluiusy for from law con¬ 
sidered as a directive force {vis directiva) no prince can ever be 
free; and every prince worthy the name will subject himself to it 
voluntarily. This power to punish is also the highest stretch of 
positive political authority possible, and therefore the badge of 
supreme jurisdiction. Private persons may counsel or reward; 
none but the one "who has the care of the community” may law¬ 
fully punish. Who, then, may rightfully exercise this supreme 
power; in other words, who should have the care of the com¬ 
munity? St, Thomas’s answer to this fundamental question is 
one of the most significant political statements in the Summa, 
"The ability to compel is possessed by the multitude or by a public 
person who has the right to inflict penalties, and for this reason 
he alone can make laws.” "But properly a law is first and fore¬ 
most an ordinance for the common good, and the right to ordain 
anything for the common good belongs either to the whole multi¬ 
tude or to some one who acts in place of the whole multitude; 
therefore the authority to establish a law pertains either to the 
whole multitude, or it pertains to a public person who has the care 
of the whole multitude”; for here, as everywhere, it is for him 
whose end it is, to ordain the means to that end.^ 

It is apparent that the type of human government here most 
favored by St. Thomas is a true res publica^ in form somewhat like 
that of the Roman republic, or one in which the people {muhitudo) 
has entrusted the supreme government of the state to a single ruler 
who has the "ca^** of or responsibility {curay sollicitudo) for it all. 
The latter form — and the latter was the form of chief importance 
in the thirteenth century, essentially the same whether elective or 

9 Mnift Secundae Quaeado XC, art. iii. 
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hereditary — is a monarchy founded on the law eternal and 
created by the people for the common utility of all, and especially 
to secure peace, the chief earthly prerequisite to human good. Its 
ruler or prince is therefore a true king, with vast powers, especially 
the power of judging and punishing offences, and with a responsi¬ 
bility of equal or greater weight. 

This, however, for St. Thomas as for John of Salisbury, is no 
“constitutional” monarchy of the modern type in which this 
responsibility of the prince is regularly enforceable by other inde¬ 
pendent agencies of the community. So far as my knowledge 
goes, the first and the sole clear advocacy before the Conciliar 
period of a theory of “limited” monarchy in any strict sense 
resembling the latter form occurs in Book I of the Defensor Pacis.^ 
The responsibility of St. Thomas’s prince is of a different order. 
His prime responsibility is to God, the author of the law on which 
all his authority rests; and, in a general, or even in a loose political 
sense, he might be said to be responsible also to “the multitude” 
which raised him or his house to the throne and might conceivably 
sweep them away for acts of tyranny. But in the strictly legal 
sense he is “absolute” in the ordinary administration of human 
law in his realm, within this sphere he is without a superior or a 

> In one place in the De Regimine Principum (Bk. I, chap, vi) St. Thomas intimates that 
a king may be checked or punished public authority/* but only in the unusual cases 
where by the constitution of the state **an authority exists in some superior to take action 
concerning the king on behalf of the multitude/’ a provision which was not nonnal if ever 
existent in medieval monarchies, and not conridered normal by St. Thomas. All his ex> 
amples of it are from ancient times. Furthermore, he evidently regards this as an excep> 
tional remedy only to be used, even where applicable, in case of tyranny of the worst 
description, such as that of |he Tarquins. ... In his commentary on Aristotle’s PMics 
CE, i) St. Thomas clearly shows that he fully understands the nature of such a monarchy 
**limited” in*the modem asnse. In fact he there gives as concise and accurate a de¬ 
finition of it as has ever been framed. As distinct from "regal rule,” existing where the 
ruler has "full” or absolute power {plenariam potesiatem — plenarUmt not arhitrofum), 
the limited monarch is one w^ has only "a power restricted by certain laws oj the stale** 
{potestatem caarctatam secundum aliquas leges civxtatis, or, as he puts it in the next paragraph, 
sxcDNDUif LEGES posiTAS PEE DiscipUNAic poutxcam). See Appendix II. This is a limi¬ 
tation existing in the constitution or positive law of the state Itself, not merely in the general 
obligation of all rulers to obey the dictates of justice; yet, notwithstanding this dear under¬ 
standing of it, St. Thomas apparently does not advocate it as the form of monarchy best 
suited to meet the needs of the commonwealth. His preference seems to be for a pure mon^ 
archy In which the king is " absolute.” In the part of the De Regimine Principum generally 
attributed to him, he dedares that normally it pertains to a king "to be over all human 
offices and to direct them through the authority of his rule/* De Regimine Principumt I, xv. 
"The common natural rule is by one.” Ibid,, 1,11. 

Whore no "public authority” exists competent to punish the ruler, and tlds ruler is in 
fact a tyrant, the only available course h to remove the ultimate cause of tyranny which is 
the iniquity of the people themselves. Removal of a tyrant by private men St. Thomas 
condemns, but chiefly on grounds of expediency: the evils produced hy the remedy are 
invariably wme than the dtseaae itself. De Regimiem PHneipum, 1, vL 
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peer, and is responsible to no man. Of human law, in the sense 
of coercive force, St. Thomas says he is wholly free, a monarch 
^Megibus solutus*' — the equivalent of Bracton's legal dictum 
that no writ runs against the king. But, on the other hand, all 
the king’s official acts are subject to the direction of law, and if he 
is a true king and not a tyrant he will profess willingly, as did 
Theodosius and Valentinian, that he is under the law which makes 
him king. In secular relation to his subjects, the king is abso¬ 
lute,” and he ought not to be arbitrary”; but the sanctions which 
maintain this equilibrium are not the sanctions of modern con¬ 
stitutional law.” In an aphorism much quoted and apparently 
much admired. Lord Acton declared that Thomas Aquinas was 
the first Whig,” but with what meaning I cannot even guess. If 
he had in mind a legal limitation of the monarch, St. Thomas was 
no Whig; if only a moral one, he was certainly not the first. The 
statements of his Summa^ epitomized above, in fact constitute one 
of the most masterly analyses of civil relations surviving from 
medieval times, but the specific political doctrine they set forth — 
as distinct from the theory of the origin and justification of govern¬ 
ment — is the normal thought of the later middle ages, which might 
be illustrated without end from other contemporary sources from 
the thirteenth to the sixteenth century. Nor is this doctrine a 
new one in respect of the source and extent of political authority; 
from Cicero to John of Salisbury the political literature is full of 
assertions of a similar kind, though seldom accompanied by argu¬ 
ments so cogent or distinctions so subtle, as those of St. Thomas. 

Monarchy, then, seems the form of government preferred above 
others by St. Thomas, under a monarch of great actual power if 
and when he acts under the directive force of law. This is the 
doctrine of the extracts given above from the Summa^ and it is 
fully confirmed by the statements of the portion of the De Regimine 
Pfincipum generally attributed to St. Thomas by modern critics, 
on the basis of the evidence of the oldest manuscripts and cata¬ 
logues of St. Thomas’s works.^ 

^ In one article of the Summa, however (Prtma Secundae Partisi Qu. CV, art. I), occurs a 
statement of St. Thmas which at first sight seems to indicate a decided preference for a 
mixed form of government instead of the pure monarchy approved of in the part of fhe 
De Rtgimine PAteipum just referred to, espedally in Bk. I, ^p. ii; and so complete does 
the discrepancy between these two passages appear to some critics, that they consider it 
proof of the impossibiUty that both could have come from the same writer, and therefore 
soffident ground for dedding against St. Thomas's authorship even of the first part of the 
De B(ggki^ f return* See, lor examine, Joa. Ant. Endrea, De Rsimine pHnciptm dee 
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This choice of pure monarchy as a form of government was a 
deliberate one, and in making it St. Thomas was fully aware that 
he was not altogether in agreement with Aristotle, ^'the philos¬ 
opher.*' To Aristotle, and to Tholommeo of Lucca, or whoever 
finished the De Regimine Principum^ a monarchy was not a truly 
^‘political” government, because in it there were no true **citizens" 
ruling and being ruled in turn, but only "subjects," who were 
always ruled and never ruling. The latter author held that we 
are not free unless we can participate in the government under 
which we live and have a legitimate part in its control. Free 
government to him is self-government and it can be nothing less. 
Therefore when the community, even voluntarily, has conferred 
all its imperium and potestas upon one, that community has lost 
its freedom and its members in becoming subditi have ceased to be 
civesy and share somewhat with actual servi in the condition of 
being subject to arbitrary will instead of to a law of their own 
choice. Can there ever be "free" government which is not self- 
M. Thomas von Aquino in Pestgabe turn 6o. G^urtsiag Clemens Baeumker {Sindien tur Ges- 
sckichte der Philosophies Supplementband), Mttnster 1. W., igiSp p. a6i et seq., espedally 
pp. 263-265. There are several reasons for rejecting such a view, entirely aside from the 
evidence of the manuscripts and catalogues. One important ground urg^ by Endres for 
the rejection of the De Regimine as a genuine work of St. Thomas is that it was unfinished 
by him and must therefore be contemporaneous with the Summa which St. Thomas left 
uncompleted at death, a fact which, It is thought, would make a common authorship of both 
works less probable. But as Mandonnet well says, the unfinished state of a manuscript of 
St. Thomas is not in itself sufiicient proof that this was necessarily a result of the author’s 
death (Bibliographie thomistq, pp. ziz-xx). There were other reasons, not always sufficiently 
noted by the critics, why some of the many incomplete works of St. Thomas were left unfin¬ 
ished. It is by no means certain, then, that the Summa and the De Regimine come from 
precisely the same period in St. Thomas’s life. Thme is a difference of opinion as to which 
king of Cyprus the latter w^ addressed to. 

But even assuming that it was St. Thomas’s death which accounts for the incompleteness 
of both works, it is much more important that the supposed discrepancy between the two 
passages from them, noted above, seems insufficient to prove the argument based upon it* 
The statement of ^aestio CV diverges almost as much from those in Quaestiones XC 
and XCI of the Summa itself, as from the political views expressed in the ReginUnet 
as a comparison will make dear. We must, if necessary, inteipret one part of the Summa 
by help of another, and to do so here would seem to me to show that It is far from certain 
that St. Thomas, in Article one of Quaestio CV — an article dealing primarily with the 
tegislation of the Old Testament, or '*old law”—- means to express a clear preference for 
mixed government over pure monarchy as the form best suited for the polities ^ his own age 
and his own part of the world. On a careful reading it further appears that the ^popular” 
element in a mixed monarchy, which St. Thomas Is aisiimed to deem to be req^te In all 
states, is suffidently provided for In the Artide in question, by mere election of tit monardi ,* 
a view which necessarily implies little more than the preference, often expressed at the time, 
for elective rather than her^tary kingdip, between which there is no essential difference 
so far as the character and extent of tayai authority are eanoemed, as St. Thomases continu- 
atorpointsout in later portions of theirs On the whole, it Is pure 
monarchy, whether elective or not, which seems to me to be St Thomas’s matured choice 
as the general form of royidgovmment best adapted to the needs olEiInpelBthethlei 
♦iiiifli centurv. 
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government i The question involved was no less than this, and 
a more momentous does not exist in politics. St. Thomas was 
thoroughly acquainted with all the answers given to it, in his time 
and before. Yet he deliberately chose to be the subject*' of a 
true but ^'absolute" king and in so doing thought himself none 
the less a free citizen. His ideal was a regimen for the community 
but not necessarily of it, as the one best fitted to secure the highest 
attainable welfare of each and of all within it, and this he con¬ 
sidered more truly according to the organic principles of nature 
than a polity in which the due relation of the body to the head 
was disregarded, and probably also its true relation to the heart. 
He preferred, in other words, to accept Bodin's definition of citizen¬ 
ship instead of Aristotle’s — or rather Bodin accepted his — and 
it no longer included participation in government as a requisite 
to freedom. John of Jandun might, in a qualified sense, be termed 
a **Whig,” and Tholommeo of Lucca may have been in theory a 
democrat, but St. Thomas Aquinas was neither; he was the great¬ 
est of all contemporary exponents of pure monarchy. 

As a philosopher and theologian he had weighed it carefully and 
approved of it because it seemed, of all forms of the state, most 
in accord with the divine economy to which all human government 
must conform, the closest possible approximation to the divine 
plan; as a student of history and politics he preferred it because 
he considered it further from tyranny than any of the intermediate 
forms of the state, the form under which men were most likely 
to be truly *‘free.” The philosopher may possibly be entitled to 
say that he was wrong, the political historian may be qualified to 
say whether his theories have stood the test of practice, the his¬ 
torian of thought can only record the fact that contemporary 
opinion was overwhelmingly in his favor and that the keenest 
observers of political phenomena remained of that opinion for 
nearly five hundred years more. It held the field practically until 
the French Revolution. To be good, government need not be 
self-government, St. Thomas thought. None can say whether he 
would have continued so to think if he could have foreseen the 
entire development of representative institutions which was only 
beginning in his day, and none should ignore the vast difference 
that representation makes in any just comparison between com¬ 

peting theories and his. 
If the statements above, diiefly concerning the source and 
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nature of law in general and the character of a government based 
on law, show St. Thomas’s debt to his great predecessors such as 
Cicero and St. Augustine,^ other passages in the Summa, especially 
those dealing with natural law in particular and the possibility of 
change in its application, and with justice, are equal proof of the 
profound influence of Aristotle in shaping the course of his thought 
and infusing into it certain great constructive ideas hitherto lack¬ 
ing in the political theory of the West, if not actually inconsistent 
with it. 

St. Thomas’s fundamental distinction, noted above, between 
the unchangeable principles of the law of nature and the fallible 
and mutable but necessary deductions that may be drawn from 
them, also serves to make clear most of his important discussion — 
which must be omitted here — of the application of that law to 
actual conditions, and the changes permissible in this application, 
through custom, enactment, or dispensation. Under the question 
whether all acts of virtue are according to the law of nature, he 
says we may consider these acts in either of two aspects: as 
dictates of natural reason to which man conforms as invariably as 
heat is produced by fire, in which sense they are all subject to 
natural law; or, on the other hand, according to their several 
varieties, as when we speak of separate acts of virtue as they are 
in themselves. If looked at in the second way, all acts of virtue 
are not of the law of nature, for many acts are virtuous to which 
in the beginning we were not by nature inclined. Men have come 
to a discovery of them only through the questionings of reason, 
and have thus found them to be **conducive to the good life.” * 
They are in fact additions made through human experience and 
by human law to the intuitive principles with which man was 
originally endowed; and similar additions, but ”above” nature, 
have also been made for man’s welfare in the revealed word of God 
or ‘‘divine law.” Historically it is the negative aspect of all this 
which is probably of greatest importance: the statements above 
give at least a partial answer to the all-important question. What 
is it to be “against nature” ? and St. Thomas’s answer is diflFerent 
from any given in the middle ages before the thirteenth century* 
No one before that time would have thought of 8a3ring what he 

1 For a useful collection of the statements of St. Thoma^s predecessors concerning natural 
law, from the time of the Roman jurists to his own, see Dorn Odon LotUn* 0. S. B.* J> draft 
fMturel ches saint Thomas e( ses priUcesssurs, Bruges (ioa6). 

* Prima, Secundae Partis, Quaestio XCIV, art. ill. 
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says here. There is one sense, he tells us, in which we may speak 
of a thing as ** natural,” or ^^according to nature”: namely, when 
we mean merely that its contrary does not exist in nature. For 
example, we may say man is naked “according to the law of 
nature” because nature gave him no clothing. In precisely the 
same sense, and in no other, can communis omnium possessio or 
una libertas [phrases of Isidore of Seville] be said to be a part of 
the law of nature {here jus naturale) : private property and slavery 
were not produced by nature but “by the reason of men for the 
utility of human life”; they are, however, not changes in or vio¬ 
lations of the law of nature nor even subtractions or “ departures” 
from it; but are necessary additions to it, consistent with its prin¬ 
ciples, “conducive to the good life,” and made by human law 
among all nations to meet enlarging legitimate needs as men 
gradually advanced out of primitive barbarism toward the con¬ 
summation of their earthly development in the “perfect com¬ 
munity” of the state.^ 

But “the prime cause of servitude,” St. Augustine says, “fj 
sin!” * 

Even to an unpracticed eye the differences are obvious between 
St. Thomas and the author of the last part of the De Regimine 
Principum^ written more than a quarter-century after St. Thomases 
death. St. Thomas’s mind is more orderly than his continuator’s 
and the expression of his ideas clearer. There is also a consider¬ 
able difference of emphasis and occasionally inconsistency between 
the political parts of the Summa Theologica and the latter part of 
the De Regimine Principumy although the influence of Aristotle is 
almost equally marked on both. 

The method of the second is in general more historical and 
descriptive and less analytical than St. Thomas’s; and, except for 
its development of one important political idea — possibly sug¬ 
gested by St. Thomas himself,* the idea of dominion, its place 
in the history of political thought is probably owing less to its own 
vigor or originality than to the fact that it was generally attributed 
in after-times to St. Thomas himself. 

In the course of his discussion of monarchy — much in the 
manner of Aristotle — the author comes in turn to the advantages 
to a monarch of wealth, and then adds that monarchy must be 

^ Piima, Secundae Partis^ Quaeatfo XCIV, especially art. v. 
^IkCMtak Dei, XDCi zv. * See ante, p. asp, note s. 
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supported not only by wealth but by ministers. He quotes King 
Solomon^ ^*I have possessed slaves and handmaidens and a house¬ 
hold great beyond measure/’ and comments that anything which 
is possessed seems to be under the dominion of the possessor. It 
seems best, therefore, to discuss the ministers possessed by a king 
with particular reference to the nature of dominion. With this 
rather forced introduction he plunges abruptly into a consideration 
of the various kinds of dominion. The two principal forms of it 
which one may have over “his ministers” are, according to Aris¬ 
totle, the “ political ” and the “ despotic.” A “ political ” dominium 
exists in a region or province, a city, or a castrum — he seems never 
expressly to include any higher political unit — where the govern¬ 
ment is according to its own statutes, whether the administrator 
be one person or more. Under a “political” regime the adminis¬ 
trators or *^rectores politicV* have none of the arbitrary power 
(arbitraria potestas) which characterizes the government of a king; 
they are required to rule according to the form of government 
handed down to them or under control of the will of the people. 
They are, as the author says, “bound by the laws {legibus astrin^ 
guntur)f** and by this he means very definitely their own particular 
customs and statutes and not merely law in its wider and more 
general sense. Nor is this obligation in their case, as in a king’s, 
a merely moral one: they must take oath to obey these laws and 
their observance of them is enforced by penalties. 

Such is the actual character of a dominium politicumt but the 
word ** politicumy^ he says, is commonly applied to polities where 
the government is in more than one person. These are called 
“political” from the Greek polis because there is a plurality or 
city, since this forin of government properly pertains to cities, as 
may be seen in Italy especially, and as it formerly was in Athens. 
Provinces, on the other hand, are usually under regal government; 
and as a general rule men of high spirit, with boldness of heart and 
confidence in their own intelligence, can be governed under no 
form of government except the “political,” understanding political 
to include aristocratic. This is the form of government actually 
prevailing in Italy, and especially in Lombardy, where men are 
of high spirit and hence less tractable, and in Italy therefore 
regal government cannot exist except in those places where lords 
have established and maintain a tyranny. 

In chapter ten of Book III the author gives a fouivfold classifi* 
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cation of dominia^ the sacerdotal and regal, the purely regal (which 
includes the Imperial), the “political,” and the “economical.” It 
is apparent that for him the purely regal and the political are 
mutually exclusive and that the political form can never be 
“despotic,” while the regal is sometimes a complete despotism, if 
not always despotic in some respects, a despotism being a dominium 
in which the subjects are treated rather as slaves than as citizens, 
a form necessary and legitimate in backward parts of the world 
where men have neither spirit nor intelligence enough to be citizens 
of a free state. 

A regal dominium the author never expressly defines, but he 
seems to consider it a government of one ruler with “arbitrary 
power {potestas arbitraria)^** who in his administration of justice 
is bound by no existing laws, since the rules for the decision of 
particular cases are “in his breast” and that which pleases him is 
held to be law. Such a form of government is inferior to the 
political, if we compare dominium with “the uncorrupt status of 
human nature called the state of innocence, in which there was no 
royal government but a political, because there was then no 
dominion, which implies servitude, but preeminence and subjection 
in disposing and governing the multitude, in accordance with the 
merits of each one.” Regal government came about and persists 
on account of the corruption of nature.^ 

Such statements are unusual in the later thirteenth century and 
for that reason very interesting. It is apparent that the Italian 
author of this portion of the De Regimine Principum has a decided 
preference for a government on the model of the communes of 
Italy and an antipathy to every form of monarchy as a dominium 
unfitted for Italians or for men of like spirit anywhere. A king in 

1 The four forms referred to above are exactly those used by Wm of Moerbeka in trans¬ 
lating the four of Aristotle’s Politics (I, i, a), fro\triK6y, Pa^i\iK6y, oIkovo/uk6v, dt^TonKdv. 
Compare also St. Thomas's comments on this passage in his commentary on the Politics 
(Appendix II). 

Apparently the continuator differs from St. Thomas chiefly in his assumption that a king’s 
power is in its nature ’’arbitrary,” whereas St. Thomas held it to be only ’’absolute.” 
Being ** arbitrary,” it is also necessarily ’’de^tic,” and therefore inconsistent with 

political,” both of which characteristics St. lliomas denies to be true of real kingship. 
St. Thomas believed a limited, non-despotic monarchy to be possible, though he preferr^ 
a pure monarchy, which he cc^dered non-despotic also. His continuator thought that 
all monarchy being arbitrary must be despotic. There can therefore be no limited monarchy, 
for the essence of monarchy itself is arbitrary rule. A ’’limited” monarchy is a contradic- 
tiott )n terms. As a consequence, for him att limited governments must be non-monarchical, 
and no other could be free. The whole difference between the two views really lies between 
the two words ’’abaolote” and ”atbltraxy ” 
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reality exercises a power not only ** absolute’* but truly ** arbitrary^” 
and the condition of his **subjects” can never be anything but 
servile compared with that of free ”citizens” under a Apolitical” 
regime. If all forms of dominion must fall under one or the other 
of Aristotle’s two classes, Apolitical” and ”despotic,” it is clear 
that for him regal dominion is invariably despotic. It may be 
legitimate but is always more or less servile, and, as he hints, in 
actual practice it is often scarcely distinguishable from a tyranny. 

This evident dislike of all monarchy — notwithstanding a little 
occasional lip-service — is in flat contradiction of the statements 
contained in the first part of the same treatise and furnishes 
further proof, if more were needed, of the dual authorship of the 
book. It is also contrary to the main current of political specula¬ 
tion at the time. 

For these reasons the continuation of the De Regimine Principum 
is one of the most unusual political writings of its age and of great 
value on account of its recognition of existing institutions, both 
democratic and feudal; but it may well be doubted whether it 
has an importance in proportion if we consider it in the light of 
its influence on the contemporary growth of political thought. 
One possible reason for a lack of influence is a certain amount of 
confusion in the author’s thought and expression, another may lie 
in his failure boldly to apply his favorite principles of government 
to the highest political units of the realm and the Empire. But 
when all is said, it is well to remember that the principle central 
among them all — that the members of a free state must be true 
citizens in the Aristotelian sense and have a part in its control — 
this remained at the end of the middle ages the dominant theme of 
the last of the great medieval theorists, Nicholas of Cusa; and 
in modern times it has become the commonplace of all political 
thought. 

Among the writings of the thirteenth century there is probably 
no more striking proof of the revolution suddenly wrought in the 
development of political speculation by the recovery of Aristotle^ 
than the treatise of Egidius Romanus, De Regimine Principum^ 
Though its author was a canonist and an Augustinian — he was 
later head of the order — this book, written in or before 1285^,1$ 
permeated from end to end with Aristotelianism. To say, as me 
Roman jurists and the Christian fathers after them for ages had 
said, that the jus gentium is a degradation of theyta naturale, or 
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a departure from it, according to Egidius> is ‘'to speak barbarously’’ 
{ruditer loqut).^ Such institutions as slavery or private contracts 
are not contrary to nature; they are additions to or developments 
of it. It is as absurd to consider them with the lawyers (juriste) 
as against nature as it would be to hold that the wearing of clothes 
is against nature merely because it was not done in the most primi¬ 
tive times. The utility of men has required the introduction 
of many new institutions and rules by human law as additions 
to the primitive ones, but these are not against nature simply 
because not primitive, the product of human law. Nothing is 
truly against nature unless it is contrary to the dictates of natural 
reason. The mere fact that in the beginning men were bom free, 
does not make of slavery an institution “against nature.”* In 
like fashion private property and the institutions of govern¬ 
ment, because they developed later, are not worse but better 
than the institutions which preceded, since they are a fuller un¬ 
folding of man’s nature, for man is by nature “a being civil and 
political.” 

That this is pure Aristotelianism is obvious; what a break it 
marks with the political thought of the western world in the pre¬ 
ceding fifteen centuries and more, and what a sudden break, may 
be appreciated by comparing it with the views on the same matters 
expressed by John of Salisbury in his Policraticus, 

As its title indicates, the De Regimine Principum of Egidius 
Romanus is not wholly nor even primarily a discussion of the nature 
of the state; its theme is the regimen of princes. It is one of the 
most important early examples of a general type of political 
writing which appeared with increasing frequency up to the end 
of the period of the Enlightenment in the eighteenth century. 
The best examples from the thirteenth century are the De Regimine 
Principum begun by St. Thomas Aquinas and dedicated to the 
King of Cyprus; and this book with a similar title, written for 
the instruction of the heir to the French Crown by Egidius Roma- 

1 De Regfmine PHndpum, Bk. lH, part it, chap. zsxi. I have uaed the edition published 
at Rome ia 1489. 

A French veislott of the treatiae, of the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century, was 
published in x8qq : td Hutes dm gtmvtnmmt des fair ed. by Samuel Paul Molenaer, New 
Vork. In hisinUoductloii, the e^tor gives a full account of the book, and in ** Appendix C," 
a 11^ of the editions of it, the last in x6x7. 

BnMm PrineipUmt III, ii, mod. The same distinction enforced by the same 
illttstra^ismade by Sahit Thomas Aquinas, Smmma TMoekCt Piima, Secundae PartiSr 
Onaeatio XCtV, art V. Xnfi^ pp. 
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nus, then his tutor, before the death of King Philip III in 1285. 
The long series really culminates in Bossuet’s Politique tiree de 
VEcriture Sainte, though there are numerous later examples. The 
works of this type are as a general rule tiresome to the last degree. 
** Almost always there are the same general ideas, the same vague 
counsels, the same impersonal observations; in this medley of 
commonplaces, copied one from another it is difficult to single out 
one work which shows any trace of interest or originality.” ^ The 
majority of these books are more suggestive of Hannah More than 
of Machiavelli; and yet, properly speaking, the list of them would 
be incomplete if it did not include The Prince itself, as well as the 
brilliant dialogue of Buchanan, the Monarchia Hispanica of Cam- 
panella, and the De Rege of Mariana. 

The De Regimine Principum of Egidius has some of the defects 
and many of the merits of most works of this kind. It is divided 
into three books and only one of these is concerned with the strictly 
political activities of the king. The first is ethical, the second 

economical” (dealing with the king’s family and household) and 
it is significant that the references to Aristotle far outnumber all 
others even in Book I. Book III, with which we are concerned 
here, is divided into three parts, the first of which treats of the 
question what good or end is served by the community of the house¬ 
hold, of the civitas^ and of the realm; the second and most impor¬ 
tant deals with the government of a civitas or realm in time of 
peace; and the third with the same government but in time of 
war, an interesting treatise on warfare and defence, closing with 
one chapter on the navy. 

The main conclusions and even much of the arrangement of 
parts I and II of Book III are taken with little change from Aris^ 
totle’s Politics and therefore need not be repeated in detail. As 
in the Politics the discussion begins with a discussion of the good or 
end which the community of the civitas or of the realm is by its 
nature destined to fulfil. Each of these two political units is a 
true community {communitas) or koinonia^ and it is the purpose of 
part I, as it was of Book I of the Politics^ to prove that this com¬ 
munity is **according to nature’’; as **natural,” in fact, as the 
household and the village out of which it evolves. And the funda¬ 
mental reason for it all is the same as Aristotle’s. ”There is,” 
says Egidius, ’’inborn in all men by nature, an impetus (impetus) 
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toward such a community as that of the civiias.^ By nature man 
is a being political and civil (poUiticum animal et civile).^ In chap¬ 
ter III he undertakes to prove that this is true in general notwith¬ 
standing the fact that some men actually live apart from the 
state (non civiliier pivere); and here he adds to the Gods> who for 
Aristotle were above, and to the beasts, which were below the 
state, the ^‘religious,’’ a class regarded in the middle ages as civ¬ 
illy’* dead. To adapt Aristotle’s ideas to his own time, one more 
addition was necessary and this Egidius makes in chapter V, in 
which he proves that everything which in the Politics is found to 
be true of the civitas is equally true of the highest and most compre¬ 
hensive community of his own day, the regnumy of which the civitas 
is a part.* A civitas is a community (communicatio) whose end is 
the good and virtuous life of the citizens, a life perfect and self- 
sufficient ; a realm is a great multitude composed of many nobles 
and freemen living a life of virtue under the government of one 
best man as under a king.”^ The same ^Torrnal cause” is thus 
operative in both, but for Egidius the realm, not the civitasy has 
come to be the final consummation of man’s political life. It is 
significant that he makes no mention whatever of the other com¬ 
munity regarded by many as the most comprehensive of all, the 
Empire; but he was writing in France, for the edification of its 
future king. This however does not necessarily imply any insin¬ 
cerity on his part, for nothing in any of his surviving writings 
indicates that he was ever an Imperialist or a Germanist. 

Next follows, in the order of the PoliticSy an interesting discussion 
of alternative theories, Plato’s especially, which it is unnecessary 
to summarize here. Egidius criticises the same features of Plato’s 
Republic that Aristotle does and in much the same way. He 
favors Aristotle’s unity as against Plato’s uniformity, and agrees 
with **the philosopher” in condemning the community in property, 
wives, and children, and the military training of women. The 
chief positive contribution of Egidius, if he can be said to make any 
beyond a remarkable adaptation of Aristotle, is contained in the 

^ J>9 Rigimim Prindpumy HI, I, cap. L In omnibus hominibus est quidam naturalis 
Impetus ad oommuidtatem dvltaib. St. Thomas Aqulnas» Commentaiy on Aristotle’s 
PMSu I, s. Katura quidem igitur impetus [dpjufl in omnibus ad talem communitatem: 
qui autem primus instifiiiu maximorum bonorum causa. Translation of William of Moer> 
bsluL F. Susemihb ArktokUs PcUtkenm IMtri (ktOy 187s, p. to. 

^ *£g^MS Romaiuis, Pk Psekdm PHudfum, Bk. m, part i, chap. 0. 
«Book in, part fi, chap. spEd. 
UW.,aiap.»lriB. 
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thirty-six chapters of Part II in which he treats of the manner of 
ruling a citntas or regnum in time of peace. He here indicates the 
usual medieval preference for monarchy over all other forms of the 
state mentioned by Aristotle^ and he argues at length in favor of 
the hereditary monarchy and against the elective. One of his 
reasons for preferring the former was that it was better suited to 
ensure the good of the subjects because it was founded in ancient 
custom and was therefore more according to nature. ^*For cus¬ 
tom is a sort of other nature, wherefore forms of government orig¬ 
inating in custom become quasi-natural.’* ^ This reflects the view 
which he sets forth elsewhere at greater length, that additions made 
by human law — which he normally regards as customary law — 
are not necessarily against the law of nature. To reach such an 
Aristotelian conclusion as this, he, of course, has to repudiate the 
definition of natural law given by Ulpian and adopted by the 
authors of Justinian’s Institutes which identifies it with animal 
instinct. This he does by making a fourfold classification of law, 
into the jus naturale^ jus animalium, jus gentium^ and jus civile^ 
thus distinguishing sharply between the law of man and that of 
the lower animals.* 

In discussing the duties and functions of the prince Egidius 
devotes much space — much more proportionally than the Politics 
— to the difference between monarchy and tyranny, to the obliga¬ 
tion of a prince to be a king and not a tyrant, and to the means he 
must employ to do so. 

The bulk of this interesting discussion of politics is devoted to 
the functions and above all to the duties of the prince; but the 
author adds further chapters on the necessity of the king’s taking 
counsel in the administration of his realm, the matters on which 
such counsel should be had, and the character and position of 
those from whom it should be received. This discussion is fol¬ 
lowed by another on the duties of the king’s judges, and this 
part of the book concludes with a section on the duties of the 
people. 

In sum, the king is *’head of the realm” {caput regnt)} In a 
sense he is law personified, for law is, as it were, an inanimate prince, 
and the prince a living law; and insofar as the animate is higher 
than the inanimate, to this degree the prince is above the law. To 
doubt, then, whether the prince should be just and impartial is to 

< Book m, psit il, disp. T. tciiap.ssiir. *Clisp.ssxv. 
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doubt whether a rule is truly a rule; and without an even rule all 
things would be in disorder.^ 

It is thus in the very nature of a true king to rule justly, and it is 
therefore the duty of every prince so to rule, and to strive to make 
his subjects good and virtuous. If he fails in this he is no king but 
a tyrant. If he does it — and apparently only if he does — then 
it is the subjects’ duty to reverence and obey him, to avoid all 
occasion for his anger, and to be careful **not to transgress his 
ordinances and precepts”; ^Tor it is worst of all for a realm to 
forsake the royal ordinances and the lawful precepts and not to 
be ruled by the king.” * 

A general survey of the political and intellectual development 
of the period between the close of the investiture struggle and the 
end of the middle ages leads to the impression that as a whole it 
was an epoch of ecclesiastic controversy in which the writings on 
”Church and State” constituted the chief stimulus to active 
political thought, furnished the principal concrete issue upon which 
it turned, and determined the general form of its expression. For 
most of the period, therefore, it is in writings concerned with this 
great controversy that we have found our main literary source of 
new political ideas and the chief illustration of habitual ones. But 
as we have seen the great controversy is divided chronologically 
into several distinct struggles each with its own peculiar sources 
of friction, and between these periods of intense controversial 
activity lie intervals of comparative quiet when for a brief period 
the chief purpose of political writing is neither to refute any 
particular ”heresy” nor to drive its supporters out of court, but 
rather to survey in calmer spirit the whole complex of social and 
political relations and find a firm foundation upon which they can 
rest. Between the middle of the twelfth century and the end of 
the thirteenth we find such a period, when for a little time political 
works are sometimes more systematic than polemical, and John 
of Salisbury in truly philosophic spirit can sum up the thought of 
past centuries and St. Thomas lay a firm foundation for that of the 
centuries to come. 

But the interval was comparatively short, and from the renewal 
of the old strife in the persons of Boniface VIII and Philip IV to 
the end, the curretit of political thought is found again flowing 
through the rapids of controversy instead of the quieter pools, 

1 Bk. m, part ii, chap. zli. * Ch^. xaxiv. 
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and the charts we must follow are writings in support of a cause, 
such as the Summcy so called, of Augustinus Triumphus or the 
Defensor Pacts. To this, in the fourteenth century, there is only 
one exception important enough to be noted. We find here and 
there, in the technical writings of the jurists of this period, useful 
indications of contemporary thought entirely unoriginal and 
unsystematic, but the more valuable politically because they are 
usually unbiassed by championship of either side in the great 
controversy of the age. On incidental political questions they 
are cool, detached, and occasionally a little cynical. 

The general name of “commentators** has been given by modern 
historians to the civil lawyers of this general period because the 
briefer “gloss** or note explanatory of Justinian*s text customary 
with their predecessors in the law school of Bologna and elsewhere, 
had grown under their hands into an extended discussion of points 
of law for which the words of the original Roman law-book often 
served only as an introduction. 

It was this, of course, which later laid them open to the attacks 
of the purists of the humanistic revival such as Cujas, who could 
only refer to them as “donkeys.** Neither their Latin nor their 
law was classical, and it was easy to pick out “howlers** in plenty 
from their references to ancient history. 

But it is in these very characteristics that we find their chief 
importance for the history of political ideas. Unlike their prede¬ 
cessors the Glossators of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, the 
primary object they had in mind in their writings was not the clari¬ 
fication of a law of the sixth century, but an application of the 
principles of Roman jurisprudence to the laws actually existing in 
the fourteenth. 

“The task to which they addressed themselves was a new one, 
and a greater one than anything attempted by their predecessors, 
the task namely of building up, on the foundations furnished by 
the Glossators, a Roman law which might be applied in actual 
life and which, as such, might serve (in the first instance for Italy) 
as a living common law.** ^ The earlier Glossators are of vast 

1 The InstUuies, by Rudolph Sohm, translated by J. C. bedlie, 3d ed., Oxford, tSpy, p. 14<* 
This book Is valuable for the whole subject and more sympathetic toward the Post-<^omtort 
than the monumental work of Savigny, which, however, after a oeotuiy still remains tlm 
standard account of medieval Roman law, GetcMcfOe ies rSmitekm IteckU im UiMMe 
sd ed., 7 volumes, HeidelbeiK, 1S34 if* A good brief statement is glvcii in EngUsh bx Sir 
Paul Vinogradoff in Rman lam in if sdiaeesi Eunpe, New Vork, sgog, new ed. edited by 
Professor de Zuiueta. 
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importance in the general history of political thought, but none 
of this is owing to any information they can give us of how men 
were actually thinking about the state at the time they were 
lecturing on the law of ancient Rome. These Post-Glossators of 
the fourteenth century, on the contrary, just because they were 
practical lawyers dealing with the legal problems of their own time 
have an interest for the historian of political thought in direct 
proportion to the ** barbarism ” of their law. The greatest of them 
was Bartolus, and the most important for politics,^ but no one at 
all acquainted with this juristic literature will expect to find in his 
writings many positive contributions to political thought. One 
does find, however, some invaluable indications of the nature and 
the practical effects of some of the political ideas generally held 
in the fourteenth century. In his discussion, for example, of the 
status of litigants in a city with merum et mixtum imperium he 
illustrates the contemporary political meaning of that ancient 
legal phrase and shows the widespread practical effects of the 
great dilemma of the middle ages between the theory of the 
universality of Roman law and Roman sovereignty on the one 
hand, and on the other the undeniable independence of that law 
and authority enjoyed in fact, not by great realms only, such as 
France and England, but in considerable measure by *Tree cities” 
scattered over many parts of the ”Roman” territory.* Only one 
small work of his. On Tyranny {De Tyrannia)^ attempts to deal at 
all systematically with any political problems, and even in it his 
purpose is as always that of the practical lawyer only.* Its chief 
interest for us lies in the clear distinction he makes there, and 
apparently one then generally accepted, between an usurper, 
{sine titulo) and a ruler with legitimate authority who by acts of 
misgovemment has forfeited his right to rule, a distinction which 
was to receive its greatest illustration later in the religious divisions 
of the sixteenth century. 

By the middle of the fourteenth century the medieval phase of 

Figgis !b Tie Divine 
JUght of Kings, sd ed., Cambridge, 19x4, 34S^S7> • uid, above all, tiie brilliant study by 
Mr. C. S. N. Woolf, Bevioimt VfSa^errate, Cambridge, 19x3. 

< The passages fiom the commenlaiy of Bartolus on the Cods which illusttMe these juris* 
dicrional problems anil oonstitute rite real beginnings of the important briadh of modem 
law tmod **private h^ubiarional law” or ”t^ conflict of laws*” have been translated by 
Brofessor J. H. Beale, Bmolns en lie Cenfiki ef lews, Cambridge, Mass., X9Z4* 

* This has been trahriated Into Ibsvlish by Profew Ephraim Emerton, Swnanism end 
tyrmnsi Ciuiibfhi^ Maas., toss* PP» txo^tss* 
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the ancient conflict of Church and State had practically come to 
an end* Opponents of papal claims could add nothing of impor¬ 
tance to what Marsiglio had already said, so long as medieval 
habits of thought persisted; and on the other side, the scandal of 
the Babylonish captivity,” followed by the worse scandal of the 
great schism, had for the time estopped men from defending the 
exclusive claims of an institution which in actual practice had 
fallen so low. But the very depth which the Papacy had sounded 
in this period, now brought to the fore another great question 
which was not new but was to remain the central political issue 
almost to the end of the middle ages, the problem of the true con¬ 
stitution of the Church itself. 

The history of political thought in the period of the Great 
Councils of the Church in the first half of the fifteenth century 
constitutes its last great medieval phase. It is the last time that 
these political problems were to be agitated in an intellectual world 
which still started with the assumption that Christendom is and 
must be one single regnum under the governance of God; and pos¬ 
sibly the chief interest for the historian of thought in the attempts 
of the Councils to solve these problems lies in the conflict which 
there comes to light as never before between the old medieval 
idea of unity, and the new demands for recognition of ideas which 
had grown out of the institutions of national states now passing 
out of the stage of infancy and becoming dimly conscious of their 

national” rights and powers. 
The so-called Babylonish captivity had lasted almost seventy 

years, from 1309 to 1376. In the latter year Pope Gregory XI 
returned from Avignon to Rome, but on his death two years later 
and the election of the Italian Urban VI, the French party in the 
College of Cardinals, which had become the dominant party during 
the long residence at Avignon, withdrew from Rome and elected 
a French Pope who took the name of Clement VII. Devout 
men were now shocked by the unseemly conflict which followed 
between two men, each claiming to be the vicar of Christ and right¬ 
ful head of the universal Church, while the adhesion of the Euro« 
pean states to one or the other of them was dictated by motives 
purely political and worldly, and wholly selfish, and the spiritual 
mission of the Church seemed to be utterly ignored. 

The application of the extreme doctrine of the pUnUudo pous^ 
tatis of the Pope to this unfortunate state of facts created an impassi 
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from which there seemed no way out except through a voluntary 
withdrawal of one Pope or both, which in the circumstances could 
scarcely be expected. In 1409 a Council convoked at Pisa by the 
cardinals adopted the revolutionary remedy of deposing both 
popes and choosing another, who assumed the name of Alexander 
V, but as neither of the deposed popes would renounce his rights, 
there were now three popes, each claiming of right an exclusive 
jurisdiction over all Christendom for which he was answerable to 
God alone. The scandal became so great that John XXIII, suc¬ 
cessor to Alexander, was finally forced reluctantly to summon the 
Council of Constance in 1414, and thus the great political question 
of the age was brought to a direct issue. 

This question was not a new one and there is nothing really 
new in the arguments employed before the Council or during 
its sessions, but never before had these arguments been expressed 
with such heat or at such length as now. The essential point 
in the contention of the reformers was their assertion of the com¬ 
petence of a universal Council of the Church to adjudicate a 
disputed claim to papal authority, with its important corollary 
that the jurisdiction of this Council is higher than that of any 
Pope. 

The position of the Conciliar party may probably be illustrated 
best by the acts of the Councils themselves which gave official 
expression to their views as to the true constitution of the Church 
universal. 

In 1409 the Council of Pisa, as a “universal synod representing 
the Church universal,” had deposed Benedict XIII and Gregory 
XII as “notorious schismatics.”^ In 1415, at its fifth session, 
the Council of Constance agreed to a declaration far more general 
and far-reaching, “ Probably the most revolutionary official docu¬ 
ment in the history of the world,” in the opinion of the late Dr. 
Figgis,* “A General Council constituting and representing the 
Catholic Church, has authority immediately from Christ which 
everyone in existence of whatsoever status or dignity, even of 
papal, is bound to obey in those things which pertain to the faith, 
the extirpation of the said schism, and the reform of the Church 
in head and in members.” * In October 1417 the Council issued 
another decree which, had it become permanent, might have had 

* Mlrbt, QmUm mr GnckkkU des 4th ed.» p. 227. 
^Fram Io GroHiiUt itt ed., p. 35. * Miibt, pp, p. aa8. 
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practical results even more important. Its provisions included 
the summoning of councils at regular intervals of ten years ^^for* 
ever/’ and guarantees of their independence of papal control 
through prorogation or removal from one place to another. In 
1439 these two decrees of the Council of Constance were reaffirmed 
in the Council of Basel and refusal to accept them was branded as 
heresy.^ 

Our knowledge of the political thought of this time comes mainly 
from the voluminous writings in defence of these principles written 
between the beginning of the schism and the final victory of the 
Papacy over the Council in 1448.* 

Chief among them are the writings of Gerson during the Council 
of Constance and the De Concordantia Catholica of Nicholas of 
Cusa defending the acts of the Council of Basel, easily the greatest 
of fifteenth century political writings, and one of the most interest- 

^ Mirbt. op. cit.f p. 233. 
* The literature relating to the councils of the fifteenth century is large. Of the official 

acts of the councils a judicious selection is given in Mirbt, QueUen tur Gesckichte des Papst- 
turns und des rdmischen Kalholitismus, 4th ed., Tubingen, 1924, pp. 227-243, passim. The 
Acta ConciUi Constanciensis edited by Heinrich Finke, four vols., Munster i. W., 1896- 
1938, now supersedes, for the official documents of Constance, the Magnum Oecumenicum 
Cou^um Constaniiense of Hermann von der Hardt, six vols., Frankfort and Leipzig, 1697- 
1700, though the latter remains valuable for some of the pamphlets reprinted there. For the 
Council of Basel, the older ConsUia of Mansi, vols. 39-31, and Amplissima CoUectio of 
Mfutine and Durand may be consulted, together with the Monumenta Conciliorum genera^ 
Hum saecuHdecimi quinti, Vienna, vol. ii, 1873, andJ. Haller, Concilium BasiHense: Studien und 
QueUen tur Gesckichte des Concils von Basel, seven vob., 1896-19x0. Among the histories of 
the coimdls it is unnecessary to mention any beyond, A History of the Papacy during the 
Period of the Reformation, by bishop Creighton, vols. ! and ii, Boston, 1882; Hefele's 
ConciUengeschichte; and the early volumes of Pastor’s great History of the Popes (English 
translation). 

On the political aspects of the councils much less has been written in modem times. The 
brief chapter by Dr. John Neville Figgis in his Prom Gerson to Grotius, 1st ed., Cambridge, 
X907, is the most brilliant and valuable summary extant, to which I am much indebted. 
He has dealt with a part of the subject also in PMHcs at the Council of Constance {Transac¬ 
tions of the Royal Historical Society). Mention should also be made of chap, x in Professor 
W. A. Dunning’s History of PdUHcdt Theories Ancient and Mediaeval. Among contemporary 
pamphlets, see Cardinal ^barella’s De Schismatilms Authoritate Imperatoris TdUendis, in 
Schard, De JurisdicHone, Autoritate, et Praeeminentia ImperiaH, Basiliae (1566), p. 6^; 
the De Potestate Imperatoris et PaPae of Antonius de Rosellis (printed in Goldast’s Monorchia, 
vol. i, p. 352 S), and the writings of Heniicus de Langenstein and others, especially of Petrus 
de Alffiuro (Pierre d’Ailly), in the appendices to vob. i and ii of the complete works of Gerson 
edited by I^ub Ellies du Pin, Antwerpiae, 1706; together with others printed in the collec* 
turn of von der Hardt referr^ to above. The De Ortu et Authoritate Imperii Romani of 
Aeneas Sylvius (later Pope Pius 11) is in Schard, op. cit., p. 314. The five volumes of the 
Opera Omnia Joannis Gersonii, edited by du Pin, contain all (jerson’s wHtintS on the coim* 
cO. The De Concordantia Catholica of Nicholas of Cusa is given in Schard, op, cit., p. 465. 
For an admirable estimate of Cusanus, a select faiUiography, and a brief summary of the 
De Concordantia, see Nicolas of Cusa, by Professor Ernest F. Jacob (TAs Sottal and PoUHetS 
Ideas of Some Great Thinkers of the RmaUsanee and the Roformatien, edited hy F. J. C. 
Heamshaw, p. 32); the fullest modem account of Nicholas of Cusabby Edkttond Vsnstecn- 
hetghe,LeCardis§alNicolasdeCue8,Patit,i920. 
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ing of the later middle ages.^ The De Concordantia^ though written 
in support of a cause> was none the less a comprehensive summation 
of the political thought of the later middle ages, as the Polxcraiicus 
of John of Salisbury was of the earlier. Each came at the end of 
an era, and each summed it up. The De Concordantia marks the 
last phase of a development of thought whose first phase is best 
illustrated by St. Thomas. As Dr. Figgis says, ^Tt is almost the 
last book which treats Christendom as a single organic system, in 
which a complete theory of politics, whole and parts, is set forth.’’ ^ 
But though the theories of the conciliarists are not novel their 
expression of these theories and their application of them to the 
changing political conditions of the time are second to none in 
historical importance or in their actual influence upon subsequent 
political thought. It was ideas much older than Gerson’s which 
survived in modern Gallicanism, but a study of the whole move¬ 
ment will show that his formulation of these ideas constituted one 
of the chief precedents for all later assertions of the *‘Galiican 
liberties” in France, and in fact for all later constitutionalism 
wherever it is to be found. The discussions of Constance, as 
Dr. Figgis points out — and it is equally true of the political 
writings in support of them—were ”far more purely political 
than those of the Middle Ages, because they were not concerned 
with the conflicts between ecclesiastical and spiritual authority 
[though Gerson does deal incidentally with these at considerable 
length], but with the depositary, the functions, and the limits, 
of sovereign power in a perfect society.” * ”They did not anx¬ 
iously argue from the State to the Church or vice versa^ but from 
the idea of a society to its consequences.” ^ ** Arguing from the 
precedent of constitutional States,” the conciliar theory ” decides 
upon the best form of government in general, and lays down the 
lines which controversy took until Whiggism succumbed to the 
influence of Rousseau.” • ”Now the belief of the Conciliar writers, 
which was derived really from the facts of the political world of 
their day but based in argument on appeals partly to Aristotle 
and partly to the Mosaic system, was that this constitution [the 
most perfect possible because the one prescribed by Christ for 

X The space here altetted to the ooncilar period is wholly incommensurate with its great 
iittportaiice» hut greater brevity seemed possible because there is so little really new in the 
essentials of tlm theortes advanced at the time. 

> Frem Gttsm 0 tst ed.» p. $9. «p. $4* 
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his Qiurch] was a a inixed^ or as later writers have 
called ity a limited monarchy, in which while the monarchical 
principle is preserved the danger of tyranny should be removed 
by the power of a small body of permanent advisers, a contin¬ 
ual council, and ultimately checked by a large representative 
assembly.” ^ 

It was the illimitable potestas claimed during the schism by 
each of the rival popes as his exclusive right which made the 
healing of the schism appear so hopeless. For one brief period, 
however, the scandal became so notorious that it overrode the 
theories of the canonists. For the moment they were silenced 
though not convinced by the claim of the conciliar party that all 
authority existed only for the edification of the Church and must 
be resisted however legitimate, when it was found actually tending 
to the Church’s destruction. The Councils resulted and the unity 
of the Church was at length restored, but the very fulfilment of 
this part of the conciliar programme made the other part unattain¬ 
able. The scandal which made the councils possible was caused by 
the schism, not by the extravagance of papal claims, and therefore 
when the former was removed the latter proved to be too firmly 
entrenched in the law and custom of the Church to be attacked 
successfully; the short revolutionary period of the councils was 
followed by “the Papalist reaction,” a phrase aptly characterizing 
political conditions to the end of the middle ages, so far as these 
were concerned with the problem of Church and State. In the 
failure of the councils and in its causes. Dr. Figgis says, “are to be 
discerned at once the grounds of the religious revolution [the 
Protestant revolt of the sixteenth century], the excuse for ultra¬ 
montane ideals, and the general tendency to autocracy in all 
States.” ’ As to the Reformation and ultramontanism, there can 
be no doubt; for autocracy in secular politics the case does not 
seem to be quite so clear. To say that “Eugenius IV is the fore¬ 
runner of Louis XIV” is impliedly to ascribe to the revived plenv- 
tudo potestatis of the Pope a somewhat greater role as a factor in the 
growth of secular absolutism in Europe after the fifteenth century 
than seems warrantable. 

The weakening of feudalism and the growing strength of mon« 
archy as the focus of the new national feeling, at least in the most 
centralized of the states of the West, would seem to be forces potent 

11.35. 
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enough ultimately to bring about autocracy without the help of 
canonist doctrine or papal power. As to the Papacy itself, the 
truth of Dr. Figgis’s observation is proved both by official pro¬ 
nouncements and by other writings. Among the latter probdbly 
the most important in the fifteenth century is the Summa contra 
Ecclesie et Primatus Apostoli Petri Adversarios of John of Turre- 
cremata.^ The title indicates accurately the purpose and the 
contents of the book. Its size and comprehensiveness warrant 
the title of Summa^ and it is clearly intended not only as a refuta¬ 
tion of the heresies of Wycliffe and Hus to which considerable 
attention is given, but even mtore as a direct answer to the conten¬ 
tions of the conciliarists concerning the relative powers of Pope 
and Council. So far as this latter question is concerned — and 
it was the chief question in dispute at the time — this book of 
John of Turrecremata may be considered as probably the chief 
and the most authoritative presentation of the official view of the 
Papacy, the fullest statement of the principles of ‘‘the Papalist 
reaction.” As might be expected, it is uncompromising in its 
denial of the validity of the decrees of the Councils of Constance 
and Basel, and in its assertion of the superiority of the Pope to 
any Council and of his power to annul or dispense with its decrees. 
It is therefore at first sight surprising to find, on the question of 
the relation of the papal jurisdiction to that of secular rulers, a 
moderate view much closer to the doctrine of Innocent III or of 
Cardinal Bellarmine in the sixteenth century, than to the extreme 
views of Augustinus Triumphus or A1 varus Pelagius or to the 
majority of papal defenses in the later fifteenth and early sixteenth 
centuries. 

But if the “ultramontanism” of the restored Papacy justifies 
the word ^‘reaction” in describing its ecclesiastical theory, the 
phrase ^‘age of the concordats,” sometimes applied to this period, 
is equally accurate as an indication of its actual practice in dealings 
with the secular governments of the time. With the exception of 
France, from which the conciliar principles had come and where 
they were more deeply rooted than elsewhere, the states of western 
Europe were in the main content to drop the question of the 
general constitution of the Church and oppose no serious objection 

< t have used tbs edition DubUihed et Rome In 1480* apparently the edirio princtps, 
HsayestiacUffomUaie printed In (Engliak 
tfanahvtkin), E^bttigh, t85S,vol.lv,p.4e$ff. 
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to the papal theory, provided some clerical abuses were remedied 
and a f^w regalian rights guaranteed within their own dominions. 
Thus the Papacy by a concordat or treaty with each state could 
make such concessions of this kind as were necessary without any 
apparent impairment of the theory of its own plenitude of fower. 
They were concessions only. But they were concessions guaran¬ 
teed by a bilateral document in the nature of a treaty, which implies 
two treaty-making powers. The concordats were in fact the price 
the Papacy paid for its victory over the councils and it was a 
price heavier than appeared at the time. They were a tacit 
acknowledgment of the sovereignty of national states and they 
mark the virtual end of the medieval theory that Christendom 
in its secular aspect is one great state as in its spiritual it is a single 
Church. From such an admission the logical inference must 
come sooner or later that the Church is in every nation instead of 
embracing all nations, and this can ultimately mean only that its 
functions are primarily spiritual and that its participation in 
secular matters is never justifiable except for a spiritual end — ad 
jinem spiritualem. Cardinal Bellarmine’s sixteenth century doc¬ 
trine of the indirect power of the Pope in secular matters was not 
new in principle, but it had a new ^Mnternationar’ application for 
which there had been less occasion before the late medieval period. 
The concordats made the theory of the indirect power a logical 
necessity, the only possible alternative to Gallicanism in Catholic 
Europe. By the beginning of the seventeenth century the doctrine 
of the papal plenitude of power which opposed the Gallican princi¬ 
ple of its purely spiritual character, in practically every part of 
Europe which remained Catholic, had been softened into the claim 
of a right to mingle in secular matters only where spiritual needs 
imperatively demanded it; the fourteenth century doctrine that 
the Pope was temporal lord of the world, even of the Christian 
world, was gone forever. The principal factor in this great theo¬ 
retical change was the emergence of national states so strong that 
their independent sovereignty could not safely be denied^ and the 
concordats of the fifteenth century were a tacit admission of the 
fact and probably a principal cause of the subsequent change in 
theory. It was probably an early appreciation of this which led 
John of Turrecremata to couple his theory of papal omnipotence 
in matters spiritual with a power only indirect in matters temporal» 
but the majority of contemporary papal champions had not his 
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keenness of sight, and it was only after the G>uncil of Trent and 
the appearance of Cardinal Bellarmine’s epoch-making Disputa- 
tiones that this doctrine became general.^ 

France alone of the important nation-states of western Europe 
was still too firmly committed to the conciliar principles to make 
the concessions implied in a concordat with a Pope. Her solu¬ 
tion of the problem, through the independent enactment of an 
assembly of the clergy of France summoned by King Charles VII, 
the Pragmatic Sanction of Bourges in 1438, constitutes the chief 
land-mark in the early development of the so-called Liberties of 
the Gallican Church.” * 

When we turn, in the histoiy of political thought in the fifteenth 
century, from the ecclesiastical to the secular field, we find com¬ 
paratively few striking new developments and no very important 
literary sources, but the institutional growth was going steadily 
on which was slowly transforming the political world. On its 
intellectual side probably the political development of greatest 
importance was the gradual preparation of Germany for the 
reception of Roman law which was accomplished in the sixteenth 
century.* Of the books in which the development of the time may 
be traced, one of the most important was the Libellus de Cesarea 
Monarchia of Peter von Andlau which appeared in 1460.* It had 
been preceded by some fifteen years by the short treatise of Aeneas 
Sylvius, De Ortu et Authoritate Imperii Romani^ and both followed 
at an interval of more than a century the important work of Lupoid 
von Bebenburg. But Lupoid wrote when nationalism was just 
beginning to influence political thought; it is more prominent in 
these two constitutional writers of the fifteenth century. The 
work of Aeneas is important as *^the first study of the nature and 

I Tbe most impoftant oC the oonoordats, but typical in its provisions, is the one con¬ 
cluded at Vienna between Pope Nicholas V and the Emperor Frederick in in 1448. It is 
printed in ZeUmer, Oudlemommltmi^ p^ ass; Miibt, Qudlen (4th ed.)> P- 338; and elsewhere. 

•The text ot the Ptagmatic Sanction of Bouzfes is given in Isarnbm, RecueU^Mral des 
MCkmm Ms /r^Mfoises, vd. ix, pp. 3-47. 

The best account of it is in the adndrable stu<^ by N08I Valds, Bistoire de ta Pr<sgmaiM$e 
Smielim de Bemfes sous CkoHos VII, Paris, 1906, which includes a valuable appendix of 
iOustimtive documents. 

* The account of the Reception which I have found most satisfactory is Die Urseckm der 
Bneptlem des riMiekn ReeHs la DeuUehlossd, by Georg von Below, MUnchen und Berlin, 
ipeg. It la preceded 4 valuable critical exunlnation of the earlier modem works on the 
mbfoet 

‘ ^l^tedfotheMi«Ar^dw5<Ndfft^^ (Germ. Abtdlung xB, pp. 34'-so3; adB, 
pp. x6^sp), T1iiefii9ntsoocnmtolRfobyl>r.3oe.Htlibfo,Pdwwariiid^ 
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content of sovereignty/’ ^ though the analysis of the conception was 
to wait for more than a century before it was made by Bodin, while 
Aeneas deals with it only in the concrete form of the institutions 
of the Empire. He differs from Peter von Andlau chiefly in treat¬ 
ing the Empire as Roman, while Peter considers it as essentially 
German. For this reason there seems some justification for 
calling the Lihellus de Cesarea Monarchiat as Hiirbin does, the first 
attempt to treat of German constitutional law.* 

Probably both these books are more important constitutionally 
than politically. The writings of Sir John Fortescue have an 
importance of both kinds, but this is probably owing to the use 
made of them in later constitutional crises in England, and to the 
indications they give of contemporary habits of thought, rather 
than to any great power of political analysis on the part of the 
author. 

Next to Bracton, among medieval English writers on law and 
politics, the author probably most quoted in the great struggles 
of the seventeenth century was Sir John Fortescue, Chief Justice 
of the Court of King’s Bench under Henry VI; and, as in Bracton’s 
case, supporters and opponents of prerogative both claimed him as 
a champion of their own constitutional doctrines.* This impartial¬ 
ity resulted not alone from the proneness of controversialists always 
to force a one-sided meaning of their own into earlier precedents; 
It came in part from the apparently two-fold character of For- 
tescue’s thought itself and from the inability of men of a later 
generation any longer to reconcile political conceptions which the 
medieval mind was still capable of harmonizing. The seventeenth 
century could see nothing but antagonism between powers which 
Fortescue thought of as working in concert; through the change of 
political conditions the earlier harmony had become a strident 
discord. For Fortescue, though writing late in the fifteenth 

1 Rdiio* Gesckichte der Staatsreckiswitsmsek^it p. io7* 
^Fder von Andlau, p. 184. See also RcJim, Gesckkkto dor SktaUroeklswiuentckoifl, 

p. iSa, note 6. 
*Thdr quoUtions were all from the Do laudibus Logum An^Uao, the only work of For- 

tescue'a then in print. The Govemaneo of England was printed in the eighteenth century, 
and the Natura Legis Nalurae, never More Lord dermont'a edition of Fortescue’s works 
which appeared in 1869. References to many of these quotations Is made by Miss CaroUne 
A. J. Skeel, In a paper included In the TransaOians of Ms Royd BiiMcd SacUdy hr ioi0i 
(Third Series, vd. x, pp. 77-114) on Tho In/fuonoo of the WriUngs of Sir John Eortotem* 
For an additional modm discussioii of Fortescue. see Miss A* E. Lcvett. Sir John Fortotcuop 

\i9ama.and Un Erform 
tiM, wStwl by F. J, C. pp. 6x-As. 
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century, was still distinctly medieval in thought, and the feudal 
conception of the state which he retained could accommodateyi^r^i 
regalia with the rights of subjects in a way not possible for men to 
whom feudalism was no longer even a memory or at best only 
“the badge of their ancient slavery/* ^ 

No word is more prominent in the political part of Fortescue’s 
works than dominium^ and the feudal doctrine of dominion is the 
key to his whole theory of the state. Now the essence of the theory 
of dominion is a hierarchy of rights and powers all existing in or 
exercisable over the same objects or persons, and the fundamental 
relationship of one power to another in this hierarchy is the superi¬ 
ority of the higher to the lower, rather than a complete supremacy 
in any one over all others. Historically as well as etymologically 
the “sovereign” {superanus) was in many respects superior before 
he became supreme. Every baron, says Beaumanoir, is “sover¬ 
eign” in his barony, but the king is sovereign over all and of his 
own right has control over the whole of his kingdom.^ Barons 
within their own fiefs have powers similar to the king’s, as his in 
his own kingdom are similar to the Emperor’s, but these powers 
are not to be exercised against the king/ The king’s right is greater 
than all others, but only because he alone has custody {garde) 
over all the realm with obligations and powers correspondingly 
wide. Richard Fitzralph, Archbishop of Armagh, expressed these 
ideas with unusual clearness in his De Pauperie Salvatoris^ written 
about the middle of the fourteenth century, and a quotation from 
him may prove helpful in understanding the thought of his century 
and the next. 

Richard: Since there are then several rights of dominion over a 
single thing any one of which belongs to one person alone, as a 
baron has his own dominion over one barony, his lord the earl 
has his dominion over the same barony, his duke has dominium 
belonging to him over the selfsame barony, and even his king has a 
regal dominion to him belonging; so it follows that each one of 
these has ownership {proprietas) of such a barony. Yet no one 
doubts, I think, that one who has ownership of anything whatso¬ 
ever may make use of that thing without legal wrong {injuria) 
to anyone else, and so it follows that each of these may have use 

t The phrm U Mflton'i, The Teime ef Kings and Uagisiraks, 
•Coulmm de BeaueaiiiSt ecUt«d Sdbnon, 11043. 
•/M., I tsio. 
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of the barony without injury to any of the others; and likewise 
any of the superiors mentioned above may^ as it seems, without 
legal wrong to the baron receive the revenues of the barony and 
use them as he sees fit — which is not true.” 

*^John: So it seems to follow, though I don’t see how that can 
hold good, because the baron can use and ought freely to have the 
use of the revenues of the barony, and not his superior lords except 
with his consent.” 

**Rickard: You are wrong in adding that statement. For if 
the baron should intend to prevent his king’s, his duke’s, or his 
earl’s enjoyment of the use proper to the dominion of either in 
the revenues of the barony, then the baron would be doing an 
injury to his lord, for his lord’s right of use in things subject to 
him by his own right of dominion is just and proper. 

In a word, if the earl, the duke, or the king should summon 
the baron to his parliament or to a just war in which they have a 
common concern, and should decree a reasonable stipend for a 
certain number of knights to be paid out of the revenues of the 
baron for the conduct of the common war, he would do that 
justly, and the baron could not resist without doing him an injury; 
and the like is true in many other cases. And so the king, the 
duke, and the earl, in his own case may freely use the revenues of 
the barony and even the very person of the baron, yet they have 
no ownership in the revenues of the barony or in the body of the 
baron, though each of them does have over the barony a dominium 
belonging to him. It follows therefore that not every right of 
dominion belonging to one person alone is or can be called owner* 

ship.” 
** John: So I see, since the dominium of the aforesaid superiors, 

although a dominium belonging to them individually, in respect 
of the barony, is not full and entire, for not one of those superiors 
can grant or sell that barony nor perform any act of lordship in 
the barony, completely or generally as the baron can.” The latter 
form of dominion alone then, he thinks, is properly called proprietaSf 
and not the less complete rights of the superior lords. But Richard 
hastens to add a correction. 

”For ever3rthing belonging to one there is a corresponding pro* 
prietas: so, as each of these persons has a dominium of his own, in 
each of them exists one proprietas. But perhaps you do not notice 
that there is one proprieias of dominion (prdprieias dominti), 
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another proprietas of the thing dominated {rei dominate pro^ 
prietas)*' The superior lords, he says, have the former alone, the 
proprietas dominiiy the baron in addition has the ownership of ^he 
barony {proprietas baronie) or proprietary right in the thing dom¬ 
inated, and this gives him a fuller use of it than that enjoyed by 
the superior lords who have only a proprietas dominii. In general, 
*‘the proprietas over distinct things is the immediate and entire 
dominion over those things.” ^ 

This is a long extract and somewhat technical, but it serves to 
make clear some fundamental political ideas of the later middle 
age, including Fortescue*s. It is noteworthy that the dominium 
of the king, according to Fitzralph’s statement, though higher in 
degree, is exactly the same in kind as that of the duke or the earl. 
It is evident that Fortescue’s dominium regale which so dominates 
all his political thought is of much the same kind. ^‘As a piece of 
land which is given to me is called my right {jus)y so the power 
which is given to the king is properly named the king's right.” * 
In feudal fashion, the king’s royal power is regarded as a quasi- 
private right over the persons and property of his subjects, existing 
side-by-side with, and in close relation to other proprietary or 
dominical rights not inconsistent with it which others enjoy over 
the same persons or property. With this in mind, we have one 
key to Fortescue's dominium regale and may hope to understand 
his dominium politicum et regale^ and it becomes easier to appreciate 
the causes of the failure to apprehend his true meaning in the 
seventeenth century and afterward, when feudalism was a thing of 
the past. 

In light of the statements above we may consider Fortescue's 
famous classification of monarchical government which appears 
in slightly varying form in all his works. In one of his writings, 
Fortescue mentions three kinds of lordship, dominium regale^ 
dominium politicum^ and dominium despoticum^^ where, as Mr. 
Plummer surmises^ **by dominium regale he probably means a 
limited, and by dominium despoticum an absolute monarchy.” ^ 

^Rkardi Armeekamt De PamptHe SalvatoHe, Lib. I, cap. 0, In Johamtk WycHfe De 
DemMo edited by R. L. Fdote, London, iSoo^ pp. 

*D$ ITaiufa Ugh Part I. chap, a7, Th» Works of Sir John Fortescuo, Knightt 
eefited hy TiKnnas (Fortescue) Loid aermont, London, 1869, voL I, p. aiS. 

* !ri» IMaroehn upon Cortnyn WryUngos, Works, vol. i. p. 533* 
«rhs Oomumeo ofM^gfsmi, edited by Oiarles Plummer, Oxford, iSSy. p. x6p. I am 

to agree with some of the principM conchisions in the valuable introduction to this 
bocdti but wish to adniowkdge ny giest ia^ 
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In the De Natura Legis Notutae the author speaks of three forms 
of rule and calls them respectively dominium regale^ dominium 
polUicumy and dominium politicum et regale; ^ meaning, as 
Mr. Plummer thinks, by the first “absolute monarchy,” by the 
second, “republican government,” and by the third, “the mixture 
of the two” “which is constitutional monarchy.” * In the De 
Laudibus Legum Angliae the classification is practically the same 
as in the De Natura Legis Naturae^ and in the Governance of Eng¬ 
land two kinds of kingdoms are referred to, a dominium regale in 
which the king “mey rule his peple bi suche lawes as he makyth 
hym self. And therfore he mey sett vppon thaim tayles and 
other imposicions, such as he wol hym self, withowt thair assent”; 
and a dominium politicum et regale^ where the king “may not rule 
his peple bi other lawes than such as thai assenten unto. And 
therfore he mey sett vpon thaim non imposicions withowt thair 
owne assent.” ^ 

Before attempting to explain these terms or to criticise Mr. Plum¬ 
mer’s explanation, it is necessary to add another statement of 
Fortescue himself. In the De Laudibus he says in answer to a 
question of the Prince, “Wherefore, to give a brief answer to that 
question of yours concerning the different powers which kings 
claim over their subjects, I am firmly of opinion that it arises solely 
from the different natures of their original institution. • • « So the 
kingdom of England had its original from Brute and the Trojans, 
who attended him from Italy and Greece, and changed into a 
lordship both political and regal (in Dominium Politicum et Regale 
prorupit)/' ® 

In support of his most fundamental distinction, that between a 
dominium regale and oUe regale et politicum, cites espe¬ 
cially the De Regimine Principum of St. Thomas Aquinas and the 
book with the same title by Egidius Romanus. In neither of these 
books can acceptance be found of any form of government that 
bears much resemblance to a ''constitutional*' or "limited" 

> Part I, chap, xvi, Worhst vol.!, pp. 77, m$. 
* The Gavemimee of p. S3. 
* Chapa, p-14. Foftesem Do LtmiSbui Logum AndUao, edited by A* Amoi, Cambridge^ 

x8a$, pp. 26-46, 2x8-223. 
^ The Gofpormmco of chap. I, p. X09. In the ffoSmo tegjU Noiuroo the kbig 

with iominium pMkum ot rogaU it said to rule ‘^aecimdum fegea quaa dvea 
Part X, chap, xvi, TPpfhf, vol i, p. 77. In the wigiiial I have 
inserted thm to emphadse the past tease. 

•Cap.a«l. 
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monarchyi though the difference between political and despotic 
government is well understood and that between monarchy and 
tyranny discussed at great length. We are driven to the conclu^ 
sion reached by Lord Clermont and Mr. Plummer that Fortescue 
drew the most valuable part of his speculations **from his own 
experience of the government of England”; but, on the other 
hand, his own definite statements repeated in all his works, leave 
no doubt whatever that he considered these speculations to be 
essentially those of the De Regimine Principutn of St. Thomas and 
of Egidius. Did he then misunderstand these authors, or may we 
possibly have been somewhat misunderstanding him ? When he 
says that dominium poliiicum ei regale is to be found in principle in 
the De Regimine Principum^ and we can find nothing ofconstitu¬ 
tional monarchy” there, may it be that dominium poliiicum et 
regale for Fortescue does not quite mean ” constitutional mon¬ 
archy” in our sense of the term; and if so, wherein does his 
meaning differ from ours 

Modern “constitutional” or “limited” monarchy means some¬ 
what more than a mere “rule of law”: it implies necessarily the 
existence of some organ or organs of government with an authority 
not derived from the king. It is, in the words of Mr. Plummer’s 
definition of Fortescue’s dominium poliiicum ei regale quoted above, 
a mixture of absolute monarchy and republican government. The 

1 If the interinetations given above (pp. 329-333. of the political thought of 
St. Thomas and the continuation of his De Regimine Principum are accurate, it is apparent 
that Fortescue adopted from the latter his terms dominium poiiticum and dominium regale, 
but not his third form of government, the dominium poliiicum et regale which for him best 
fits the English constitution. As we have seen, the continuator of St. Thomas was an 
anti-monarchist and his dominium regale was ''despotic*’ and incapable of mixing ^th a 
dominium poliiicum, Fortescue, on the other hand, like St. Thomas, was unquestionably 
a monarchist and his dominium poiiticum et regale was certainly not despotic. Tholommeo 
of Lucca, therefore, in all probability fundshed Fortescue with his terminology, but not 
with his theory of the state. That is, in general, the orthodox theory of monarchy preva¬ 
lent in Fortescue’s days, held, as I have tried above to show, by both St. Thomas and 
Egidius Romanus, and set foith both in the De Regimine Prindpum of Egidius and in St 
Thomas’s part of the other work with the same title. Fortescue gives no hint of seeing any 
inconsistency between St. Thomas and his omtinuator, and possibly he found none, but he 
could not follow both. The assumption that he agrees in theory with Egidius and St. 
Thomas seems to account satisfactociiy for all hb statements; the assumption that he is 
following the political views of Thot^meo is an impossible one if my reading of the De 
Regimine Pri^pnm Is correct, for It would make Fortescue’s theory decidedly and- 
monardiical and that it ceitahily was not. The only solution of this riddle which satisfies 
me lies In the belief that fortescue is using the phrases dominium regale and dominium 
petitkum in a sense consistent with the pc^tkal ideas of his time and with the monarchical 
doctrine of St Thomas ahd Egidius Romanus. This akwe makes possible the mixture of 
the two in Fortescue’s domMim peRHcum ei fegete, hut it is a sense contrary to any **re- 
ptih^canism” whether of Tholommeo of Lucca or of modem Interpreters or Fortescue. 
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king is not restricted merely negatively by laws defining or limiting 
his legitimate sphere of action: he is hampered positively in the 
actual exercise of his governmental functions by a competing 
authority which within its limits is as valid as his own. Nothing 
less than this can be meant by a true mixture of absolute monarchy 
and ^'republican government/' But no such mixture is advocated 
in the writings of St. Thomas or Egidius cited by Fortescue, little 
of it could, I believe, have been drawn by him, ^^frorn his own 
experience of the government of England," and there is no real 
indication anywhere in Fortescue’s writings of the existence of 
such an idea in his own mind. Mr. Plummer is doubtless right 
in identifying dominium regale with monarchy "absolute” in 
some sense, he seems as certainly wrong in saying that by dominium 
politicum Fortescue meant "republican government.” To For- 
tescue the government of England was in his own day a regimen 
politicum et regale. It had been merely regale in the mythical 
period of Brute which Fortescue accepted as historical, and was 
then a regimen despoticum not unsuited to the manners of that 
age; and regal it remained, for the Lancastrians were heirs of 
Brute's regalian rights and England was an hereditary monarchy. 
But Fortescue, like all the theorists of his age, was an Aristotelian 
as well as a monarchist, and in the thirteenth chapter of the De 
Laudibusy he shows how in time political government "broke out” 
(prorupit) in England and in other monarchies, as men advanced in 
political capacity. The political government which thus arose 
Fortescue defines in the words of Cicero reported in St. Augustine's 
City of God as "a body of men joined together in society by a 
consent to right, by an union of interests, and for promoting the 
common good.” In the "body politic” so created it is inevitable 
that "one part must govern and the rest be governed,” but such 
government must be according to the "right” in consent to which 
the state exists; the king is the head of the body politic, but "the 
law, under which the people is incorporated, may be compared 
to the nerves or sinews of the body natural.” "And as the bones, 
and all the other members of the body preserve their functions, 
and discharge their several offices by the nerves; so do the members 
of the community by the law. And as the head of the body natural 
cannot change its nerves or sinews, cannot deny to the several 
parts their proper energy, their due proportion and aliment of 
blood; neither can a king, who is head of the body politic, change 
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the laws thereoft nor take from the people what is theirs by right 
against their consents. . • . For he is appointed to protect his 
subjects in their lives, properties and laws; for this very end and* 
purpose he has the delegation of power from the people; and he 
has no just claim to any other power but this.” ^ . Therefore, in 
England, which is a body politic^ the king ^^may not rule his 
peple bi other lawes than such as thai assenten unto. And ther- 
fore he mey sett vpon thaim non imposicions withowt thair owne 
assent.” * These laws or sinews of the state, Fortescue says in 
chapter fifteen of the De Laudikus, so far as they are merely human 
in origin, consist of the laws of nature, customs, or statutes; ^'but 
the two former, when they are reduced into writing, and made 
public by a sufficient authority of the Prince, and commanded to 
be observed, they then pass into the nature of (tn naturam mutan^ 
tur)f and are accepted as, constitutions or statutes, and, in virtue 
of such promulgation and command, oblige the subject to the 
observance of them under a greater penalty than otherwise they 
could do.” 

From all this it is plain that the king is ” under the law,” which, 
on its negative side, means that his rights are bounded by the 
existence of other rights in the hands of subjects. But is this 
properly a ‘^constitutional” or “limited” monarchy? Does it of 
necessity imply any popular control over the king in his govern¬ 
ment, or a definition of citizenship in any way similar to Aristotle^s, 
under which citizens shall rule and be ruled in turn ? Bodin later 
objected to that definition and on the ground that it was incon¬ 
sistent with the “absolute” monarchies of western Europe in the 
middle ages and afterward. It is true that Fortescue denies the 
right of the king to change the laws of the state, to obstruct the 
subjects in “the discharge of their several offices,” or to deprive 
them of “their due proportion and aliment of blood”; but these 
restrictions we are now in little danger of overlooking though they 
often were overlooked in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. 
What we at present are most likely to forget is the fact that for 
Fortescue England’s government was both “political” and “regal,” 

^ Jh ImMus team chap. ziii. 
* The CknehMnee a/ chap, i, p. 109. Fortescue is evidently thinking primarily of 

the aasent te pariiamentaty grants wh^ he thus speaks of the **lawe8'* which the people 
**a«8eiitep unto.’* The obvious and striking exerdie of a ^^despotic'' regal power consisted 
!n the hniyittg of **fmposic|oiis** without consent as in France, and it was in this chiefly that 
Porteseno believed a diffmiice edited betwetts the monardiies of France and Endand. 
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a dominium polUicum et regale: that by becoming a regimen politic 
cum it did not cease also to be something of what it was before. 
Under the law of England even in Fortescue’s time there were still 
jura regalia as well as rights of the subject, and the law gave to the 
members no authority to interfere with the head of the body 
politic in the discharge of his proper office or to deny him his ^^due 
proportion and aliment of blood/* His rights were secured against 
the encroachment of his subjects by the same law which deprived 
him of the right to abridge their liberties or immunities, and the 
subjects had no more authority to alter that law in their interest 
than the king in his. Like the franchises of his subjects the king’s 
administration was a liberum regimen^ a **frec” government. The 

estate,” or at least the power of the king, thus remained a domi- 
nium regale^ and within the sphere of his royal administration he 
was without a superior or an equal and legally ” absolute,” though 
the dominium politicum which had ”broken out” since the days 
of Brute had deprived him, in theory at least, of his former arbi¬ 
trary or “despotic” power; thus leaving “regal” no longer, as 
before, synonymous with “despotic,” but substituting the directive 
force of law for the king’s unbridled will even in the performance of 
his “office,” as well as recognizing the/lira of subjects by which that 
office’s scope was limited. Some of the rules of nature and custom 
which guaranteed these rights of both king and subject might be 
“changed into the nature” of constitutions or statutes through a 
formal promulgation which the king alone could make and must 
make only with the subjects’ consent, but promulgation did not 
imply that either a king or his people might re-define, or abridge, or 
obstruct a right belonging to the other. 

England was thus still a dominium regale^ but it was now also a 
dominium politicum^ and the royal office was hedged in by other 
rights guaranteed to subjects by laws “such as they assenten 
unto,” or “have established.” This is certainly a government 
“ under law,” but it is scarcely helpful to define it without qualifica¬ 
tion as a “constitutional” or “limited” rule, mixed of absolute 
monarchy and “republican government.” 

In Fortescue the chief practical limitations on kingship are the 
negative limitations of law familiar to the medieval mind and 
enforceable as most things were in the feudal period, when enforce¬ 
able at all, almost entirely through remedies applicable for the 
securing of proprietary rights. In modem times, as in ancient. 
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governments are generally limited practically in a much more posi¬ 

tive way, by the actual infusion of a popular element among the 

organs of government themselves. In the middle ages, in short, 

government was limited, in modem times it is also controlled; 

and a fmitful source of later constitutional stmggles is to be found 

in the attempt positively to prove or to disprove a traditional right 

of control of government on the basis of medieval precedents which 

themselves contemplate nothing beyond its Imitation. A failure 

to draw a distinction between these two must always result in 

serious misunderstanding not only of the whole of political thought 

in the later middle ages, but d many periods since, when medieval 

constitutional precedents were in dispute. 



CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSION 

Probably nothing in Jean Bodin’s great treatise on politics has 
been more severely handled by modern English writers than his 
statement that the English monarchy of the late sixteenth century 
is an absolute monarchy differing in no essential way from that 
of France at the same period.* Dr. John Cowell, a good English¬ 
man even though a professor of Civil Law, writing a generation 
after Bodin, reached a conclusion in some ways similar, and for his 
pains had his book condemned by the King under pressure from 
the House of Commons. Were these men as completely deceived 
concerning the nature of the English monarchy and of "absolute” 
monarchy in general as most modern historians insist? For 
answer we must look back to the conception of monarchy prevailing 
in the later middle ages, which still colored political thought in the 
sixteenth century, and, it must be admitted, is not always under¬ 
stood by constitutional historians of today, who are oftentimes 
almost as naive in their interpretations of medieval precedents as 
some of their predecessors in the seventeenth century. Applying 
to medieval times our own modern notions, we are too ready to 
assume that when a thirteenth century publicist declares, as Brac- 
ton did, that the King is "under the law,” he had in mind a “con¬ 
stitutional” ruler of the modern type. By a constitutional king 
we mean one whose power even if not his person is controlled by 
other agencies or organs in the state, one whose governmental 
acts may be brought to book through the "responsibility” of the 
king himself or of his appointees associated with him in their 
practical operation. A king who is irresponsible we think of as 
"absolute.” So he is, and so he was thou^t to be in the middle 
ages. Their kings were actually both irresponsible and abso¬ 
lute, and absolute because irresponsible. But the middle agcf 
made some distinctions which we have lost or ignored, '^e 
power of a king was "absolute” and practically irresponsible, but 

* Wat swmpis, ^ WOBim HoUtmcdi, d BUhtf tf Sa^tA Im, vot fv, p. im. 
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it was not arbitrary/’ The medieval king was an autocrat de 
jure, but he was not a despot, and if he abused his lawful power he 
might become a tyrant, something different from either. *^Whatr 
the king has willed has the force of law” only when that will is 
expressed in a particular way, and for ceitain purposes. As these 
limitations were usually expressed, the king is bound by the law of 
God and the law of nature, and sometimes the latter was considered 
the same as the customary ”common” law of the land. ”Custom 
is a sort of other nature,” Egidius Romanus asserted in the thir¬ 
teenth century, and in the middle ages generally men tended to 
identify the law of nature witU the ancient eoutume, much as some 
of the Roman jurists had identified it with the/uj gentium centuries 
before, and as St. German in the sixteenth century identified it 
with the “law of reason” or Sir Edward Coke in the seventeenth 
with “the perfection of reason” which the ancient English common 
law embodied, a principle which Lord Camden declared late in the 
eighteenth century was “engrafted in” the English constitution. 
“Custom is the common law of those who use it,” declared Pierre 
Gregoire in 1572,^ and as late as 1628 Sir John Davis could say, 
“Therefore as the lawe of nature, which the Schoolmen call lus 
commune, and which is also lus non scriptum, being written onely 
in the heart of man, is better then all the written lawes in the 
world to make men honest and happy in this life, if they would 
observe the rules thereof: So the customary law of England, which 
we doe likewise call lus commune, as comming neerest to the lawe 
of Nature, which is the root and touchstone of all good lawes, 
and which is also lus non scriptum, and written onely in the memory 
of man • . . doth far excell our written lawes, namely our Statutes 
or Acts of Parliament.” • 

When a medieval king is sworn to treat such a law as beyond his 
competence to create or abridge, and when he actually treats it so 
in his administration, we, with our modem notions of “sanction,” 
are all too ready to assume that this means no more than a check 
self-imposed by the king upon himself. But men of the middle 
ages did not so regard it. 

One of the best proofs that these limitations were considered 
to be and actually w^e in some degree legal and practical and hot 
merely “moral,” tmfy coercive and not simply a “bridle” which 

«Uft UoSon, xSaS, "A PisltcsDedkatoiy.’’ 
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the king placed upon himself in refraining voluntarily from acts 
which he might legally do, is the fact that the sanction of these 
limitations did not rest in ^Megalized rebellion^’ alone, but often 
lay to some extent also within the power of officials of the state 
and was actually exercised by them in cases where they were 
convinced that the ‘‘absolute” power of the king in administra¬ 
tion had exceeded its bounds and trenched upon the customary 
rights of the people. This would naturally appear most clearly 
in a control over royal enactments actually exercised by those 
officials or bodies whose participation was a regular and necessary 
part of the formalities of promulgation. In this way monarchy 
was more or less restricted ‘‘by tying the instruments it was to 
act by.” ^ In England, for example, this “tying” was ultimately 
brought about by the requirement that all “statutes” must be 
made by the king with the cooperation of the Lords and the 
Commons. In France, we have numerous proofs of the practical 
effectiveness of such checks, in the refusal of the Parliament of 
Paris and of other Parlements in the realm to register ordinances 
of the king. Without registration, it was held, no royal ordinance 
was binding.* If the ParUment refused to register, it is true, the 
king might order them to do so in a lettu de jussion^ and finally 
compel them in a lit de justicef in which the king in person through 
an exercise of his “absolute” administrative authority for the 
moment superseded, by his presence in the Parlement, the jurisdic¬ 
tion of all judges deriving authority from him, somewhat in the 
way the jurisdiction of the Roman republican magistrates was 
suspended on the appointment of a dictator, or the rights guar¬ 
anteed in some modern states are occasionally placed in temporary 
abeyance by a “suspension of the constitution.” Even in this 
extreme case registration by the Parlement could not be dispensed 
with; it was obtained, often under formal protest, only at the oral 
command of the king in person, and by virtue of his supreme 
authority.* There are numerous instances of important modifies** 

< Sir Roeer Twysden, Ctrtaism CentideroHcm upen the Gavemmint of Bni^and {Comien 
Sodety)t p. iii. 

* G«iy GxiuiUe, JnsUMUm oudfoUinFroimoit, p. a, in the ad vol. of CoquOle’i ooUected 
worksi pubUshed at Boidetus In 1703. 

* Theae Ffcnch conflicti between the ** abaohite Jiiriadktion of the king and the preacrip* 
tive ilghtf embodied in the ^'oonatltiitloa** have a cinloiia parallel in England as late even 
aa Stuart thnea. For instaaca^ In rSaS Chailea 1 wiahed to remove Sir John Walter tram 
hlaplaoeaaChlef Baton of the Eschequer, but waa unable to deprive him of hlaproprictaty 
right In anollloe held 9fMwidlaj» Sana fasMrBt and never made any attemnt to do ao; butthe 
kfagly an fieidie of Ma “abaohite” admlirfatratlveaiuhority did laaimaa Older foiblddtng 
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tions practically forced upon the king by the Patlemenis refusal 
to register, and Bernard de la Roche-Flavin, the early historian of 
the ParUmentSy mentions cases in which the royal Uttres de jussion 

were repeatedly ignored.^ This requirement of registration was a 
very real, even though an incomplete check upon the king, and a 
check that was external and even “constitutional" in its character. 
In the ParlemerU Claude de Seyssell saw a body constituted to 
enforce la justiccy one of the three “bridles," “by which the 
supreme power of kings is checked." * The necessity for registra¬ 
tion was, according to Chancellor Pasquier, “the chief restraint" 
upon the King of France.* 

Thus the medieval king was “absolute" and irresponsible, but 
he was “limited." There were things beyond his legitimate power 
and if he overstepped that power his acts were ultra vires. In a 
feudal age it was natural to bring all these things under the usual 
conceptions of tenure, or as we should say, of “property." This 
property which a subject had of legal right in the integrity of his 
personal status, and the enjoyment of his lands and goods, was 
normally beyond the reach and control of the King. The rules 
governing transactions concerning them came from immemorial 
custom, the coutume which kings did not make and could not 
destroy, but were bound to preserve and enforce. No one was 
bound by a royal decree which infringed it, such a decree might 
lawfully be disobeyed, and the feudal regime recognized the sanc¬ 
tion of the withdrawal of allegiance and the further possibility of 
legal rebellion or private warfare. At the opening of the fourteenth 
century John of Paris declared that neither Pope nor King could 
take a subject’s goods without his consent.^ 

the Chief Baron to sit thereafter as a judge in the court, and this order was strictly obeyed 
to the end of Walter’s life. On this and other similar cases, see espedally Samuel Hesrwc^, 
A Vindicaiion of Mr. Fox's History^ London, 1811, Appendix No. /; also C. H. McUwain, 
The Tenure of English Judges, American Political Science Review, vol. vii. no. 3, p. 317. May. 

1 Treee livres des Parlemens de Prance, Liv. Xm. chap. vin. no. ix, p. 686. of the first 
edition, used here. Bordeaux. 1617. I owe the reference to Esmein. Histoire dm droUfrangais, 
xith ed.. p. 585. 

* La grant manarchie de Prance, first pubUshed in 15x9. and now rare in any edition. I 
have us^ the Latin translation by the German historian John Sleidan. publish^ at Leyden 
in 1636. The quotation above is at page 33. 

* Le$ Recherchas de la Prance, Liv. II. chap. iv. {Les (Bnvres d^EsHenne Pasquier, Amster^ 
dam* <733. vol. i» p. 66.) For some modem accounts of the registration of royal ordinances 
In France, see Esmein, kc. eit.; I^llet, Histoire des instUntians poUtiques et adminisiraiives 
ioh Promo, voL ii, pp. Chfinon. Histoire gindrok du droit franquis, vd. i, pp. 
$37-539. 

*Anle,p,96s* 
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If we consider this sanction of private war as mere lawless vio¬ 
lence, there was comparatively little legal remedy for a King’s 
arbitrary acts extending beyond his legal rights. But the middle 
ages did not so consider it. The Dijffidatio and if necessary the 
feudal rising, was the normal and not illegal manner of obtaining 
rights unlawfully withheld. It was, then, the legal fact that the 
King’s rights as overlord did not make him sole proprietor of his 
subjects’ lands and goods, that they were beyond his legitimate 
authority to take, to destroy, or disturb, and the further fact that 
his vassals were within their lawful rights in renouncing his author¬ 
ity and openly defying him if he did so; it was this which 
explains the nature of medieval kingship and the way in which it 
was in course of time made subject to the control of the people.^ 
But while we recognize this we must remember that within his 
proper sphere the king was absolute. In the “civil power” he 
had no peer and no associate, much less a superior, and in its 
exercise he was irresponsible. A King may do wrong but in so 
doing he is no king but a tyrant; the King can do no wrong. And 
the royal authority must not be repudiated. Even “the error of 
the prince creates right” of a kind, and furthermore, as Bracton 
says,^ no writ runs against the King. This dilemma was not 
peculiar to the middle ages. So long as the individual feels that he 
is the ultimate judge of the rightfulness or wrongfulness of his own 
actions, so long as “private judgment” is admitted — and it was 
admitted in the middle ages as much as now in some spheres — 
so long there will be the possibility of a clash between his ideas of 
right and those imposed by authority. Which shall he obey i It 
is little wonder that contemporaries gave answers that seem incon¬ 
sistent, it is less wonder that historians have misunderstood their 
answers. 

Modern conceptions of a corporate or collegiate sovereign organ 
in the state requiring the cooperation of its parts and thus involving 
the negative or positive check of one part by another, the develop- 

1 was never doubtful that the highest Might, were It spiritual or were it temporal, 
was confined by truly legal limitations. ... A fugitive glance at Medle^ Doctrine 
suffices to perceive how throughout It all, in sharp contrast to the theories of Antiquity, 
runs the timught of the absolute and impeririiable value of the Indivldiial’* ^ . . Gietke, 
PMkd Tk$ori€$ oj the Middle Age (Maitland’s translation), pp. 74, 8i-Ss. See (Meihe’a 
whole passage, which discusses these points In masteriy fashion, cp, eH, pp. fgripo, **It 
pertains to Princes/’ says EgMius Rmnanus, ’*to guard wdl the lawi riitou^ the dvfl 
powrir” {De JRegimiik f^rtncipum, Bk. HI, part H, chap. i). 

*IkLegfbusHCe»itteeud4nibutAn^iae,lJSb,l,cgtp,ydl^ 
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ment and extension of representative institutions, and the replace¬ 
ment of the feudal relation by that between ruler and subject — 
all these have operated to reduce the frequency of crises demanding 
a settlement of such questions by the ratio ultima of force, but 
they have only reduced it, they have not removed them. Men 
never need invoke the sanction of force if they have at hand 
adequate legal means of controlling their rulers and giving full 
protection to the rights of each as well as the rights of all. 

But such perfect means have never yet been found, the tyranny 
of one, or of a few, or of the majority, is still a possibility which 
can at times be obviated in the end only by force, and we properly 
recognize a political though not a legal “right of revolution’* 
as the ultimate remedy for legalized wrong. What we forget 
is that this differs from the medieval sanction of private war only 
in being needed less often and in involving wider collective action 
when it does occasionally occur. 

The advocacy of such extra-legal or even illegal sanctions has 
always appeared when men were driven by oppression — sometimes 
when they were led by reasons less adequate — to the conclusion 
that the constituted authorities afford no protection for the rights, 
or actually obstruct the duties founded upon a higher law, whether 
the fashion of the time was to term this the law of God, the law 
of nature, the law of reason, or “the rights of man”; and of such 
a law men in authority are no better judges than others. The 
individual opinion or conscience is the ultimate test in all cases, and 
this has been the occasion of most of the great political writings in 
history. They have been appeals to “public opinion,” because in 
the end that opinion will decide, by legal means if they exist, by 
revolution if these fail. Thus the political thought of most of the 
sixteenth century may be summed up in terms of this old dilemma, 
in the form then uppermost, a hesitation between two texts of Scrip¬ 
ture: “Let every soul be subject to the higher powers” and “We 
must obey God rather than man.” In a different form the problem 
is with us still. Honest and well-meaning men are often doubtful 
of their duty today in the face of a rule prescribed by the highest 
authority yet against their definition of that authority or their 
conceptions of right. Had it not been so we should probably have 
had no American Civil War. Were it not so now, we should be 
doser to unanimity concerning a sumptuary law inserted among 
the fundamental rules of the American federal constitution. And 
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when we find some sincere men seriously proposing — rightly or 
wrongly — a ‘‘nullification^' of such laws as the only safeguard 
of right or liberty, we are not far from the normal medieval habit 
of mind in which private warfare was recognized as the ultimate 
sanction of law. It has always been admitted more or less explic¬ 
itly that the individual sense of right must be the ultimate inter¬ 
preter of all law, the final arbiter to judge whether it is binding or 
not; but when this sense of right results in outward acts affecting 
others, the community for its own protection has thought it neces¬ 
sary to limit such acts and to empower its agents to maintain these 
limits if need be by force. Under all forms of the state, and 
in all periods of their history, the preservation of the proper 
balance between private judgment and constitutional authority 
has proved the deepest and most perplexing of all political prob¬ 
lems. Authoritarians have left but little scope for the former, 
libertarians would always cut down the latter to the smallest 
proportions, and in some periods the authoritarians prevail, in 
others, their opponents; but, as Aristotle said, the voluntary 
actions of men belong to the realm of the contingent, not of the 
absolute, and the rules controlling them fall within the province 
of the practical, not of the speculative, reason. 

No political philosopher has ever dared to set up permanent 
markers bounding the respective fields of liberty and authority, 
and none need ever try. 

We should be the last, therefore, to point the finger of scorn 
at the middle ages because they left unsolved a problem which 
is still beyond our power to solve. We shall never understand them 
unless we bear constantly in mind, that then as now, respect for 
constituted authority might at times come into conflict with ideas 
of right and law. So long as the idea of sovereignty was yet in 
abeyance and law considered as immemorial custom, this conflict 
naturally appeared as one between royal authority and the pri¬ 
vate" law, which at that time was in the main the law of fiefs. 

It is this antithesis between the supreme authority of the King 
and the sanctity of private right, which explains the fact that the 
historical development of modem constitutional liberty has come 
through the power of the purse. Taken together they explain it. 
If either one of them is neglected that development becomes 
incomprehensible. 

The principle that supply and redress of grievances go hand* 
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in-hand*’ is the key to modern constitutional development^ and 
when it was accompanied by the decline of the king’s feudal 
revenues, the growth of representative institutions, and a feeling 
of national solidarity, it tended to make real and effective the lim¬ 
ited, as well as the national, character of kingship. The point in 
greatest need of emphasis is that in the beginning this balancing of 
redress and supply is based on two correlative assumptions equally 
important: first, that redress must be bought: it cannot be legally 
forced; and second, that supply must be asked: it cannot be 
legally taken.^ But this means that, save for the rights guaranteed 
by the private” customary law, the king is the sole and ”abso¬ 
lute” ruler of his kingdom. Every medieval king was in one sense 
a ”limited” monarch, and every one was recognized as truly 

absolute.” His legitimate power was autocratic but not ”des- 
potic.” Some statements of Lupoid von Bebenburg and the 
author of the Defensor Pacts may seem to attribute a true ”con¬ 
stitutional” control of the populus over the king, but these were 
probably made with reference only to the Empire or with the 
precedents of the Roman republic particularly in mind. The 
normal medieval idea of a king limited him strictly to his proper 
sphere of action, and recognized all known means of enforcing 
this limitation, such as the coronation oath, excommunication, 
and ultimately ‘’legalized rebellion”; but in his “office” {pfficium) 
it left him alone and supreme and answerable to none. In England 
the king’s solemn oath at his coronation to guard and enforce 
the ancient customary laws “which the mass of the people have 
chosen” {quas vulgus elegerit)^ is not really inconsistent with 
Bracton’s assertion that the king has no peer on earth, and Bracton 
also says, “Those things which concern peace and jurisdiction 
. . . belong to none but the Crown alone and the royal dignity.” * 
John Locke used his words with more discrimination than we 
usually do when he said “that even absolute power ... is not 
arbitrary by being absolute.” ^ If we disregard a few occasional 
difficulties introduced into Bracton’s statements by the ‘WJi- 
eiones^* made by later hands in the manuscripts of his great work, 

> *^Cur sot oonsUia non communicabit 
A quibua auxilia suplex postulabit? ** 

Th$ S9ng LewtSt Linos 9^3^ 

t Jbt, Pari,, m, p. 417 B. 
* lib. n, cap. xxiv, fol. 55, b. Tbe whole chapter is important. 
* Tw0 Treatis§$ of Govmmmit Bk, II, chap, xi, | X39* 
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the supposed contradictions in his assertions which have so puzzled 
modern interpreters usually turn out not to be there. 

There are several ways in which a modern historian may 
approach an important but baffling text like Bracton’s. When he 
finds in it assertions apparently inconsistent and even contradic¬ 
tory, seeming now to support a theory of limited monarchy, now 
an absolutism; he may do, and sometimes does, as the English 
party leaders did in the seventeenth century, choosing such texts 
as support his prejudices and ignoring the others, a method scarcely 
worthy of an impartial student. Or he may conclude that these 
apparent inconsistencies are simply evidences of a confusion of 
mind on the part of the author, and they will therefore have little 
influence on his own int^pretation of history. This seems the 
usual method, less partisan but little more intelligent than the 
other. In the third place, he may begin with the assumption that 
an inconsistency in the text of an able and well-informed man like 
Bracton is probably apparent only, at least in respect to the insti¬ 
tutions of his own time, that it may possibly be owing to our own 
defects and not the original author’s, and might be explained if 
we could but recover the point of view of the author himself, and 
read out of our minds for the moment the later development of 
institutions and the ideas about them, which may have rendered 
their earlier nature and operation incomprehensible to us now. 
If the third of these methods were followed thoroughly, the political 
conceptions of Bracton would reappear, I believe, and prove to be 
not only accurate but entirely consistent. 

In the middle ages a king must be ^^absolute” in administration 
if he is to fulfil his obligation to preserve the law and ensure peace 
and justice. **It is expedient,” says Egidius Romanus, ”that he 
have a fullness of civil power (habundare in civili potentia) in order 
to be able to control those who would rise in revolt and disturb 
the peace of the realm.” * ” Justice cannot be maintained in a 
realm if transgressors of the just are not punished by the civil 
power.” * 

1 D$ Regimine PHtuipum, Bk. m, part fi, diap. vi. 
t Ibid., Bk. in, part«, chap. av. 
In the middle of the fifteenth oentory Nicholaa of Cnaa gives an htterestiiig Qhistratloii 

of the persistence of this notion of the absolute and unhampered power of a ruler in adminis* 
tration and applies it to the law of the Church. After asserting the superiofity over the 
Papacy of a Gcnml Council which **represents'* the whole Church universal, he adds that 
It is very doubtful whether this supeiiority eatehds to the "eierdse of adniialstrathni**; 
not on account of any weakness of the Coundl, but becauaa that would really beacontradifr 
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When the medieval kingship began to outgrow the narrower 
limits just indicated, modern constitutionalism began. As the 
needs of national kings gradually came to outstrip their feudal 
revenues the only recourse was to ask for voluntary grants, and 
thus the needs and the grants in supply became “nationar* in 
scope, and the redress of grievances by which these grants were 
bought also took on a wider and more national character. 

Most of this is the commonplace of constitutional history, but 
one aspect of it is sometimes forgotten, or rather two. If the king 
in all cases could appropriate de jure his subjects' goods without 
their consent, this constitutional development would have been 
impossible and is now incomprehensible. That is probably under¬ 
stood well enough. What is not so generally understood is the 
fact that the subjects would have had no need to buy redress if 
they could always demand it as a right. Redress was in large 
measure voluntary on the king's part, supply was in the main 
voluntary with the subject. Each was given in return for the 
other, and when the feudal curia melted into the national Parlia¬ 
ment this feudal quid pro quo turned into the grant of the nation, 
in return for royal assent to petitions of national scope. The 
beginnings of all this are incomprehensible if the king is not abso¬ 
lute’' within his sphere of action, that is, without a superior, 
associate, or companion, to whom he is in any manner responsible. 
The proof that it is true is written all through the official documents 
of western Europe in the later middle ages, in the Spanish kingdoms, 
in France and Germany, and in England. 

In France, says Viollet, even up to 1789 the King's ordinances 
rarely touched the ** private law." ^ It is the people who made that 
law, declared Guy Coquille even at the end of the sixteenth century.* 

**To Kings belongs authority over all men, to subjects owner¬ 
ship."* This authority over all men," an authority supreme 
and to be shared with none, is attested as fully in medieval prece¬ 
dent as the proprietory rights of the King's subjects, but it is 

tkm in tenns, ‘‘for the Paimcy in essence is nothing else than an unHmited power of adminis¬ 
tration {pataium in Ubera adminislramdi PeitstaU Utnfum ctmsts/ereh** JDe Concordantia 
CaiMdcOt Ub. n, cap. zvili. Sdhard, De JuHsdicHcne, p. $49. 

1 HUioifi des iHsHMi&ns pdWques el administroHves de la Franeef voi. ii (Paris* 1898)* 
pp. X99-ao3. 

• Viollet* op. eH., n, p. S05. 
Regea eaiiii potestas omnium pertinet: ad aingulos, propiietaa.^* Ff. Hole* 

maeU, QieaeiHanem iUusUrkm Uber, Qui^ I, p. 14 (>576). This Is a quotation from 
Seneca's/>e RefKfMi. 
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usually ignored or misunderstood in modern times. I shall here 
give mainly English illustrations of it» because among us England 
is generally assumed — entirely without foundation before the 
fourteenth century, at least — to be more ‘‘constitutional^ than 
every other part of western Europe. 

After Henry III had been declared of sufficient age to act for 
himself, the English magnates, lay and ecclesiastical, in a Parlia¬ 
ment in 1223 demanded of him a confirmation of the Great Charter 
and the Charter of the Forest, granted by the regents in the King^s 
name in 1217. One of the King’s oldest and most experienced 
councillors, William Brewer by name, advised the King to refuse 
because these liberties, extorted by force “ought not of right {de 
jure) to be observed.” ^ Archbishop Langton, the spokesman of 
the magnates, did not see fit to deny this doctrine, though he might 
have questioned the fact of violence in the reissue of 1217; he 
was content in his reply to upbraid Brewer only for endangering 
the peace of the realm. In the actual reissue of the Charter made 
in 1225 the correctness of Brewer’s dictum seems to be assumed. 
The King declares officially that he has granted and conceded the 
liberties demanded, of his own free and good will {spontanea et bona 
voluntate nostra) and that “in return for this concession and grant” 
{pro hoc . . . concessione et donatione) the magnates “have given” 
(dederunt) him a fifteenth part of all their moveable property.* 

This is good constitutional doctrine. “There is no one who 
may presume to withstand a royal decree which has been made for 
the good of the peace,” declared the author of the Dialogue of the 
Exchequer^ in the reign of Henry II.* No charter could bind the 
King in matters within his authority, no subject could question 
his power. ^‘There should be and there can be no adjudication 
concerning royal charters or the acts of Kings** says Bracton, and it 
belongs to no private person to dispute them.* 

1 Matthew Paris, Chronica Mcijora (RoHs Series) III, pp. 
* Stubbs, Seteci Charters (9th ed.), p. 350. 
* De Necessariis Observantiis Scaccarii Diahgus, edited by Hughes, Crump, and Johnson, 

Oxford, igo2, Lib. II, cap. x, p. 139. The passage from which this extract Is taken is a good 
Illustration of the conflict which sometimes arose in the medieval mind between the con¬ 
ception of the inviolability of the subjects' property and that of the absolute authority of 
the King. The author confesses that he is "disturbed" by the forfeiture to the King of a 
fdon's ^ttels in apparent violation of the right of the febn’s lord, but he feels bound to 
fay, nevertheless, that the King's decree requiring it must be obey^. 

* De Legibus el Consuetudinibus Angtiae, Bk. II, chap. x6, foL X09 a. For expreisioos of 
the same idewol the English monarchy by Gregory IX, and of his opinion that the Eni^ 
King's ooroiiatlon oath bound him to try to r^^ rights of the Crown whidi had baenaBon* 
ated, see Rymer's Foedera (Record Commlasion), vd. i., pp. aaoi 034. 
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In 1253, as the Barons* War was becoming imminent, all the 
precaution possible against a violation of the charters is to provide 
for a penalty of excommunication. The clearest indications of the 
lawfulness of the King’s absolute” power comes during the gen¬ 
eral period of the war itself, when the lawfulness of the participa¬ 
tion of the barons in the King’s administration was a point directly 
in issue. The celebrated Provisions of Oxford which had conceded 
that participation, St. Louis in 1264 declared to be “in greatest 
derogation of the regal right and honor,” whereas the King should 
have “full power and unhampered control in his realm and the 
things pertaining thereto,” {quod dictus rex plenam potestatem et 
liberum regimen habeat in regno suo et ejus pertinentiis [sic]),^ — “the 
ancient and accustomed liberty and plenitude of free royal power 
in matters extra-judicial as well as judicial” as the papal legate 
defined it in commanding the barons to restore it to Henry III.* 

In conceding such power to Henry, however, the French King 
was careful to explain : “we do not wish or intend by the present 
ordinance to derogate in anything from the privileges, charters, 
liberties, enactments, and laudable customs of the realm of Eng¬ 
land, which were in existence before the time of these provisions 
[of Oxford]-” 

Such a decision was the only one possible for a conscientious and 
impartial arbiter in touch with the political conceptions of his time. 

It is true, of course, that this view of the King’s “absolute” 
administrative authority was not without its opponents, in both 
theory and practice, in medieval England, nor without its oppo¬ 
nents now. The opposition barons in 1215 forced King John to 
assent to a provision of Magna Carta which created a committee 
of twenty-five of their own number to exercise powers that none 
but the King had exercised before,* and the Charter was defended 
on principle by Archbishop Langton and other learned and influen¬ 
tial men.* The provisions of Oxford,* though a similar “blemish- 

1 Stubbs, Stkei Charters, pp. sos-aor- 
• Rymer'i Faeiera (Recoid ConunIssloD), vol. i, p. 447* 
• Stubbs, Sdeet Ckarten, ptb ed., pp. 301-303. 
• But Professor Powicke oonUsids with good reason that Langton's support of the Charter 

resulted from his ssrtnpwthy with the baronial demands only “so far as they professed to be 
a statement of custom or a request for its observance. ... He was with equal certainty 
out of sympathy with the to force.** The ixoviidon interfering with the ki^*s 
administration was not of his making, was opposed to his views, and was added at a time 
whThHiid ceased to have ii^trol^ F. M. 
Powicke, Lammm, (htfbrd, igsS, pp. iH-xas* 

»Stubbs, Srtert Charters, p. 378 rt seq. 
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ing** of the royal authority» were defended by some, as in the 
contemporary political poem known as The Song of Lewes^ and 
the political principles underlying the Proxnsions seem to have 
been accepted by at least one thirteenth century annotator of a 
Bracton manuscript, and by the author of FletaJ* 

Yet Innocent III had annulled John’s charter as a **loss of regal 
right” (regalis juris dispendium)^^ and St. Louis had declared the 
similar interference with Henry Ill’s authority in the Provisions 
of Oxford **in greatest derogation of the royal right and honor” 
(juri et honofi regio),^ The future was with the claims of Simon de 
Montfort and the author of the Song of Letvesy but it was in the 
thirteenth century a far distant future; and though our natural 
sympathies are on their side, this should not blind us to the fact, 
attested as I believe by the weight of contemporary evidence, 
official and non-official, that the decisions of Innocent III and 
St. Louis were strictly in accord with existing precedent and with 
the best and most generally accepted constitutional opinion of the 
thirteenth century in England and elsewhere. The King was 
recognized to have of right ^*plenam potestaiem et liberum regimen** 
in the words of St. Louis, and liberum regimen — ”free govern¬ 
ment” — meant a rule unhampered by any outside restraint, and 
it meant nothing more. 

^ The Sang oj Lewes, edited by C. L. Kiiigsford» Oxford, xSga 
**£x predictis onmibus potent liquere. 
Quod regem megnatibas incumbit videre, 
Que regni convenient gubemadonS, 
Et pads expedient conaervedoni.’* 

Lines 0Si-QS4‘ 
* For the well-known addicie to the text of Bracton (folio 34) oonceming royal charters 

referred to here and above at page 196. in which it is asserted Uiat the King has a superior in 
his CuHa, see the introduction of Professor Woodbine to his edition of Bracton, Bracton de 
Legibns et CansuetudinUms Angtiae, edited by George E. Woodbine, vol. I (Kew Haven, 
X9X5)f PP* ass, 33a-333> 378; F. W. Maitland, Bracton*s Note Book (London, i887)» voL 1, 
pp. 27*33. The statement in Fkta Is as follows (Bk. I, chap. 17, p. 17): **Nemo enlm de 
facto R^s praesumat disputare, nec contra factum suum venire; verumtamen in populo 
regendo soperiores habet, ut legem, per quam factus est Rex, h curiam suam, vMeUoeC 
C^tes & Barones.” It is not impossible that the oddido to Bracton^s text may have 
come originally from the manuscri^ formerly owned by the author of Pleta hhsisdf, and 
have been his work; but the apparently later date of the one known old mannscript of 
Fkta preserved among the Cotton Mss. would seem to preclude any fruitful attempt to 
verify such a guess by a comparison of manuscripts. 

In another addkio (foUo 17 s), possibly inserted later in Us manuscript by Bracton hlmsdf, 
as Maitland thinks^ we seem to find a recognition of the fact that some of his oontempotarles 
axe holding a theory of the supremacy of the Curia, but there is notUng In the note to Indicate 
that Bracton agre^ with such a view, wUle many paasagea of undoubted anthenUcity in 
die text assert the contrary theory with greatest dearness. 

* Charles Bfmont, Ckwisf der Merllr anfMar, pp. 4X-144. 
*Stsdtka,SdectCkaeterSf]pi^,g/oy^, 
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In the Dictum de Kenilworth issued on the King’s behalf as his 
terms of peace to the defeated barons at the war’s close in 1266, 
the same doctrine is affirmed — We declare and provide that the 
most serene prince Lord Henry, illustrious King of England, 
should hold his dominion, authority and regal power, should fully 
enjoy, and freely exercise them without let or contradiction of 
anyone whomsoever, whereby the royal dignity may be hurt 
contrary to the approved rights and laws and the customs of the 
realm long established.” ^ 

This document was probably inspired in part by Prince Edward 
who became king some six years later, and it expresses well the 
conception of kingship which recent English historians attribute 
to Edward I in preference to the more ^‘constitutional” views 
which Bishop Stubbs credited him with a generation or more 
ago. Even the discredited Edward II, after the victory over his 
baronial opponents at Boroughbridge, reverts to the claims of 
1266 in the Statute of York of 1322, and this time more explicitly 
than ever before. This famous statute has been the subject of 
much modem discussion and difference of opinion,* but the general 
intent of its provisions seems clear enough. It contains a rehearsal 
of the famous ordinances enacted in 13 ii by Parliament in the 
King’s name but under control of the opposition barons, and a 
finding that in these “the royal power was restrained to the blem¬ 
ishing of the King’s sovereignty and against the estate of the 
Crown,” and that not according to “the oath which our said lord 
the King made at his coronation.” The statute therefore abolishes 
the ordinances and further enacts “that forever hereafter, all 
manner of Ordinances or Provisions, made by the subjects of our 
Lord the King or of his Heirs, by any Power or Authority whatso¬ 
ever, concerning the Royal Power (sur le poair real) of our Lord the 
King or of his Heirs, or against the Estate of our Lord the King or 
of his Heirs, or against the Estate of the Crown, (ou countre lestat 
nostre dit Seigneur le Roh ou de ses Heirs^ ou countre lestat de la 
Coronne)^ shall be void and of no Avail or Force whatever; but the 
matters which are to be established for the Estate of our Lord the 

1 Statutes ef the Reatmt I, p. 8, et seq. The prelates and magnates in whose name these 
artides of pa^caUon were Issu^ further implore the king, appealing to his sense of duty 
W^)’^kuth nethint mere, to observe the liberties of the Church, and the charters of 
tlberddi sad of the forest, which he is bound by his own express oath to keep and preserve. 

s Mr. G. T. Lapsley In JSmgtisk Bisterkd Reeiem, No. zxviii, p. xi8 ft.; Profdnor T, F. 
Twt,ThePtaeeqfMeardIJtnXh$eHshBishry,^,tSQ-t5^; Mr. James Conway Davies, 
The BarmMOppasitim te Bimare Ii, spxS, part il. chap. x. 
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King and of his Heirs, and for the EsiaU of the Realm and of the 
People, shall be treated, accorded, and established in Parliaments 
by our Lord the King, and by the Assent of the Prelates, Earls, 
and Barons, and the Comminalty of the Realm; according as it 
hath been heretofore accustomed/* ^ The sentence just quoted 
seems to make three separate prescriptions: first, that no subjects 
of the King may enact any provisions whatsoever which in any 
manner even touch the King’s power or authority; second, that 
they cannot enact any valid ones against the King’s estate (pre¬ 
sumably such as the provisions of the late ordinances touching the 
King’s Wardrobe); third, that fiscal matters concerning the King 
and the realm alike must be enacted by the King with assent of 
what later would be called the Lords and the Commons in Parlia¬ 
ment. The first of these provisions has been obscured by the 
supposed greater importance of the last, but it is with this first 
provision alone that we are concerned here. No subjects of the 
King even in Parliament may concern themselves in any way with 
the King’s authority, or what James I later called his ’’public 
prerogative.” * This seems to be a reassertion of the principle of 
the Dictum de Kenilworth^ that the King’s authority is not to be 
questioned. 

Whether the King himself might surrender or ’’blemish” this 
royal authority or not, the Statute does not say, but Edward III 
in 1341 revoked some earlier provisions already assented to by him, 
on the ground that they were ’’against our royal rights and pre¬ 
rogatives,”’ no doubt ”a piece of atrocious duplicity” as Stubbs 
calls it, entirely characteristic of Edward III, but not for that 
reason necessarily without the support of precedent or opposed 
to contemporary ik)litical ideas. For questionable actions men will 
cry to give reasons which they think likely to carry conviction — 
for such actions even more than for others. It seems clear that 
as early as 1266 at least, the ’’public prerogative” of the King was 
regarded in England, and presumably in France as well, as in 
some sense a ’’fundamental law of the monarchy” and beyond the 
power of the King’s subjects to change ”by any Power or Authority 
whatsoever.” 

ix5Edirtidn,5l8liil0f i/llflMiii, vol. i,p. 189* The itsBct ms mins. 
< A principle weSeA upon by Queen IQiubeUi when the loihede ddl>ete In the Commons 

ooncemittg t^gfams mstters which brionged esduslvely to the ^'Supreme Goyetnor.” 
Perl., n, p. xjie, no. 4s. For Stubbs’s comnents see CmsUMfmet 

ffistny, vcl fi (4th ed.), pp. 40f^to, 
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The monarchy existed for the sake of the people, was originally 
created by them, and the fundamental rules governing its trans¬ 
mission and extent were a part of the people’s customary rights 
as inviolable as the rules of the private law protecting their own 
seisin. 

Possibly this doctrine that the rights of the Crown could not be 
abridged even by the king himself was not universally accepted 
in England in the time of Edward III, and Stubbs may be justified 
in his strictures on the king’s actions; but there is some room for 
doubt. In 1176 Henry II instructed his itinerant justices to 
enforce the rights pertaining not only to him but ^^to his Crown” 
as well {et ad coronam suam)} Pope Gregory IX warned the Eng¬ 
lish king in the next century that the coronation oath required 
him to recover all royal rights which had been alienated.^ In 
1301, Edward I himself officially recognized the principle that his 
own competence to assent to changes in the bounds of the forests 
was strictly limited to those which could be made without blem¬ 
ishing his oath and without disinheriting the Crown,” * and one 
of the chief grounds for the annulment by the Statute of York 
of the ordinances of 13 ii was that these ordinances, though they 
had, of course, formally received the royal assent, *‘of our free 
will,” were not according to ”the oath which our said lord the 
king made at his coronation.” ^ It is a curious fact calling for 
further investigation, that in no surviving contemporary form of 
the medieval English coronation oath is there to be found any 
provision touching the inalienability of regalian rights; and yet 
the statements just cited, and a number of others, seem to leave 
no doubt that in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries at least, 
the English king at his coronation did take some kind of solemn 
engagement under oath not to dismember his realm nor to blem¬ 
ish” the rights of his Crown, possibly an addition to the regular 
oath somewhat analogous to the declarations against transsub¬ 
stantiation which English sovereigns made for two centuries in 
modern times. Early in the thirteenth century, more than a 
century before Edward III, an English writer had made the follow¬ 
ing significant statement: ''The King of right ought to preserve 
and defend all the lands and honors, all the dignities and rights and 

^ Astiu of NOf thmptmt cap. 7* Stubbs» Sdoct Ckofiofs (pth ed.), p. z8o. 
> Ank, p. 374* note 4* 
< Palgrave, Pofliamoniofy Writs, vol. i, p. X04, no. 44. 
* SiaMos of tki Rsatm, vd. i (zaaa), p. iSg. 
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liberties of the Crown of this realm in entirety and in their whole 
integrity without diminution*’;^ and Bracton declared a little 
later, ^'Those things which pertain to jurisdiction or the peace, 
and those things relating to these, belong to no one but the Crown 
alone and the royal dignity. Nor can they be separated from the 
Crown, since they are of its essence. For it belongs to the Crown 
to do justice and pronounce judgments, and to preserve the peace; 
and without these the Crown can neither exist nor endure. More¬ 
over neither rights of this kind nor jurisdictions can be alienated 
to persons or to fiefs, nor can they be held by a private person — 
neither the use nor the execution of the law — unless the right has 
been granted him from above as a delegated jurisdiction. And it 
cannot be so delegated as not to remain in the King himself as a 
matter of course.** ® 

In the reign of Edward I the author of the important legal 
treatise passing under the name of Fleta held that **ancient manors 
or rights annexed to the Croton the king shall not alienate, but every 
king is bound to restore to his Crown those which have been 
alienated**;* and in Britton^ another law-book of the same reign, 
a like doctrine is set forth: Kings also may not so alien the 
rights of their crown or of their royalty as not to be revocable by 
their successors.** ^ In 1366 Parliament formally declared that 
King John’s cession of England and Ireland to Innocent III as 
overlord was null and void, because neither the said King John 
nor any other could bring himself or his realm or his people into 
such subjection without their assent, and as it appears by many 
proofs, that if this was done it was done without their assent and 
against the King’s oath at his coronation.” * 

The same idea underlies chapter xiii of the famous Golden 
Bull of the Emperor Charles IV promulgated in 1356,* and it is 
expressed a few years later with the greatest clearness in France 
by the Gallican author of the Songe du Fergier: No king may 
grant away his sovereignty, transfer it, or renounce it; it is 

> Leges Anglorum Saecuto XllUnemUe Londimis CeUeckte^ Liebennann* Gesetu der Anget* 
sackseit, vol.!» p. 635. For an account o! this book, Uebennann, Udier die Leges AngUh 
turn Saeeuie XIII Ineunie Londiniis CcUectoe, Halle, xS{)4. 

* Lib. 11, cap. xxiv, fol. 55 b. ' 
^FUta, Londini, xSSs, Lib. I, cap. 8, p. 3. 
* BriUen, edited by Francis Morgan Nichob, Qsfotd, 1865, Bk. U, chap, ill, section 3 

(vol. i, p. asx). 
* Roiuli Parliemetitofum, vd. li, p. spo, no. 8. There is an interesting discussion of this 

whole question in Selden’s DUsertatie ad Fletam, chap, x, section Iv. 
f Zeumer, Qudtemanmiemg snr GesehUkie der deutsckim Bekksm/assime, p. 170. 



CONCLUSION 381 

inseparably annexed to the Crown. If a lord wishes to transfer 
his hef and his men to another, the vassals may oppose and pre¬ 
vent it, for it is to the advantage of subjects not to change their 
lords when they are good and acceptable.^ In 1418 or 1419 
the inalienability of the Crown of France, the fundamental 
and unchangeable character of the rules governing its extent and 
transmission, and ^ the inability of any king to renounce or to 
alter the succession, were asserted in most definite form in the 
remarkable tractates of Jean de Terre Rouge (Johannes de Terra 
Rubea).* 

Even as early as the middle of the thirteenth century the 
English Bracton makes a significant statement to which historians 
have given scant attention. The keeping of the peace and the 
administration of justice, he says, ** cannot be separated from the 
Crown, because they make the Crown what it is/* ® The same doc¬ 
trine was asserted in France about Bracton’s time in Li livres de 
jostice et de plet: ‘^The prince is not above the law, but the law 
above the prince, for it confers upon him such privilege as he 
possesses/* ^ 

In the fifteenth century Aeneas Sylvius applies this theory to 
the Empire, and denies the validity of all grants made by Emperors 
in derogation of the imperial sovereignty,® an argument which 
imperial writers had been using for more than a century before 
against the papal interpretation of the Donation of Constantine. 

For France, the constitutional doctrine was admirably summed 
up in the sixteenth century by the celebrated jurist Pierre Rebuffi: 
**From the discussion preceding I am led to ask the question 
whether the King of France can alienate the things belonging to 
the realm, and Baldus . • * concludes that he cannot, in the abdi¬ 
cation of all his jurisdiction, dignity, and dominion, and retaining 
nothing for himself, for this would be a blemishing of his govern¬ 
ment or realm, and this the king cannot do. Even if he should 
retain for himself the dominium directum^ it would not be valid if it 

* U senge du tergier, Uv, II, chsp. ccH, JlraiieM des droits et liberteg de Pigjtise gaUkgne 
(1731)1 tome tt. I lua indebted for r^erence to this passage to the valiAble essay of Andr6 
Lmain, Les his/oHdamenUUes de la moMsekie frangoise, Paris, X907, p. 47. 

* For these, see especially Lemaire, op. eit,, diap. i, vii. The tractates were reputed by 
Frauds Hotman $s an appendix to his DisputaHo de Contromsia Suceessionis Regiae, 1585. 

* Lib. II, cap* xxiv, fol. 55 b. 
^Liv* I, a, 3, edited by lUkpettl, Paris, 1830, p. 6. 
^ihOrtuetAutkoHtahImpeoURmMi,e^^ xxMCvi, Scliard,!)^ Jmrisdkthtte, pp. 

gas. 
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tended to the hurt or disadvantage of the realm/’ ^ The constitu¬ 
tion of the realm embodied in ordinances made for its conservation, 
says du Haillan, no king could think of violating, and should he 
do so his command would not be obeyed, particularly in those 
things concerning the royal domain and patrimony which a king 
cannot alienate except under necessity and with consent of the 
Estates.* 

‘^The Kingship is a dignity, not an inheritance,” declared 
Philippe Pot in the Estates General at Tours in 1484.* ” Kings 
are heirs, not of kings, but of the kingdom.” ^ 

It seems, then, that the normal thought of western Europe in 
the thirteenth century and afterward — as much in England as 
elsewhere — placed the rights of the Crown beyond even the “abso¬ 
lute” king’s power to abridge or to alienate; it certainly placed 
them out of the reach of any of the king’s subjects or of any 
assembly of them. Possibly more significant still is the contem¬ 
porary definition of royal authority which excludes it from any 
interference with a subject’s property but at the same time recog¬ 
nizes its absolute character within the sphere allotted to it.* Such 

^Feudorum Dedaraiio, Lugduni, 1566, p. 485. Such statements could be multiplied 
indefinitely from the writings of the French jurists. Many of them are referred to, applying 
to Spain and the Empire, as well as to France, in Choppin’s great work, De Domanio Franciat, 
Lib. n, Tit. I (3d ed., Paris, 1605). 

* Bernard de Girard, Seigneur du Haillan, De Vestai ef suceee des e^ffaires de France^ Paris, 
1571, folio 83. 

’ Journal of Jean Masselin, edited by A. Bernier, Paris, 1835, p. 146. 
^ Adam Blackwood, Pro Regibus Apologia, cap. xii (1580), Adame Bhcvodaei Opera Omniot 

Paris, 1644, p. 69. 
* A noteworthy example of the persistence of these medieval kleas in England occurs in 

the case of Willion v. Berkley, determined in the court of Common Pleas in the third and 
fourth years of Queen Elisabeth, in which it was declared that *' altho' by the Common Law 
the King has many Prerogatives touching his Person, his Goods, his Debts and Duties, and 
other personal Things, yet the Common Law has so admeasured his Prerogatives that they 
shall not take away nor prejudice the Inheritance of any. . . . The Ring’s Prerogative 
by the Common Law cannot prevail against such a Custom as stands with the Right of 
Inheritance of another.” Plowden’s CommetUarieSf p. 336. Many other similar statements 
might be added. Sir William Holdsworth quotes some of these {A History of English Law, 
Boston, Z034, vol. iv, p. 202), but the condusions he draws from them are very different 
from the ones set forth above. The view here set forth is essentially the position of Sir 
Matthew Hale in his Reflections on Hobbes’s Dialogue of the Common Loews of England, 
printed by Sir William Holdsworth (History of English Law, vol. v, p. 500): ”Tbe Laws of 
the Land,” he says, ” and the Oath of Supremacy teach us, that the King is ^e only Supreame 
Govemour of this Realme. . . . These are the greate Jura Summi Imperil that the L^ws 
of this Kingdome have fixed in the Crown of England, Butt yett there are certaine QuaBfi* 
cations of these Powers.” Sir William Hoklsworth’s comment is that Hale ”in his criticism 
of Hobbes, quite misunderstood his theory of sovereignty. He interpreted sovereignty 
as meaning only a supremacy, which was not incompatible with the supremacy of Parlia* 
ment or the law in thdr severd spheres” (Some Lessons from our Legal History, New York, 
1928, pp. i37-ta8). Hale In fact had ventured to differ from **Hqbbes, the one English¬ 
man who had really grasped the theory.” In all tUs it seems evident that Sir Matthew 
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a combination of ideas now usually regarded as mutually incom¬ 
patible was made in the De Officio Regis of Wycliffe,' and it was 
still retained apparently in the fifteenth century. When we exam¬ 
ine with care the praise given by Sir John Fortescue to the principles 
of the dominium politicum ei regale exemplified for him so perfectly 
in the English constitution but absent as he thinks from the 
dominium regale found in France^* or the similar observations of the 
French chronicler Commines; * we find nothing in either writer 
to conflict with the usual medieval view that the King was 

absolute” within his proper sphere. Both writers in contrasting 
France and England in the fifteenth century have in mind primarily 
les impots permanents which the French king had long been taking 
without consent of the Estates as no English king could do. 
Neither was thinking of the regular administration of the king. 
To both, the French monarchy seemed a despotic though not 
necessarily a tyrannical government, a dominatus or monarchie 
seigneuriale in which the goods of the subject were legally at the 
disposal of the monarch. In this lay the difference between the 
two kingdoms; it was not a difference between the ”absolute” 
administration of France and the constitutional” monarchy of 
England; in government, in its strict sense, both realms were 
**absolute.” The King ”has supreme jurisdiction in his realm” 
declared Jean Bouteiller, quoting the opinion of the great Italian 
jurist Baldus.^ 

The Humanistic revival of Roman law in the sixteenth century 
undoubtedly brought some change in these ideas. Esmein has 
shown how the truly absolutist Roman doctrine of monarchy 
affected the monarchy of France,* and Maitland in a brilliant 
lecture* has proved that even in England the outcome of the 
struggle between the two legal systems was not as certain as was 
formerly supposed. With the revived study of Roman law came 
Hale undentood Hobbes fully as clearly as Sir William Holdsworth does* but strongly dis¬ 
liked that of which Sir William as strongly ai^;>iDves. Apparently the latter is still ** beneath 
the shadow of the Austhdan idot.'* 

Mills, pp. 
* Tki Gmmane$ of Enghmd by Sir John Fortescue, Kt., edited by Clnfles Plummer, 

Ogford, xSSs; Fortescue, Do Ztufdi^ Legum Angliao, teat and EngU^ translation, edited 
by A. Amos, Cambridge, 1815. 

< Mimoiros do PMppe do Commyoof^ edited by B. de Mandrot, Paris, xpoi, Liv. iv, 
dhap. 1; liv. V, dhap. six. 

^SommRwroh edited by Charondaale Caron, Paris, x6sx, Bk. H, Title t, p. 646. 
^Lomoatim nxMcm uspiBus msiVTOp m dons foneiom droit pMkfron^ {Bssoys in 

Loegi Sistoty, edited by Paul Vinogradoff, Oxford, tpxs, pp. soz-4X4.) 
end Oto EmotUosoneot Cambrkige, igox. 
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the restoration of the Roman idea of indivisible ownership in 
place of the feudal conception of its partibility, as we have seen; ^ 
and it was natural that a Romanist such as Dr. Cowell, Regius 
Professor of the Civil Law at Cambridge, should define a subsidy 
in his law dictionary, as a levy ordinarily granted by Parliament 
but within the King’s right to take without consent if he chose.* 
The same view as Cowell’s had already been expressed by the 
King of the Scots in his Trew Law of free Monarchies^ (by which 
he meant monarchies free of control, the liberum regimen of St. 
Louis, and somewhat more); and by the celebrated jurist of Tou¬ 
louse, Pierre Gregoire, in his De Republican first published in 1578.^ 
For these men the monarchies of England, France, and Scotland 
were Seigneuries (dominatus) of their lords, the kings. They 
were monarchies not merely '^absolute” in the proper medieval 
sense: they were ^^economical” (in the primary meaning of that 
term) and ^Mespotic”;* somewhat like the government of the 
ancient paterfamilias over his household — though, of course, they 
were not tyrannical. 

Under the influence of the feudal conception of the proprietary 
character of all rights, a tendency had appeared in some medieval 
theorists, and now persisted among these neo-Romans, to identify 
such a despotic or economical” regime with the ”arbitrary” 
though not tyrannical government of a king, who as lord of his 
kingdom is legitimately under the control of no law but his own 
will: a ^despotism” had come to be thought of by them simply as 
a legitimate form of government not based upon law, thus diflPering 
from both the political and the **economical” rule of Aristotle, 
who held that the household is as much a regime of law as the 
state itself, though he argued against Plato that its law is diflTerent 
from that of the state, and less perfect, because its subjects are in 
part slaves, instead of the freemen who alone can constitute the 
higher political community of the polis. 

1 Ante, p. i8x, note a. 
* Tk4 Interpreter (eds. of 1607 and 1637), s, e. King, Partiameni, Snbtidy, and Preregaihe* 
* Phnt published in 1398. The PcUHeat Weeks ef James I, Caxnbriilge, Maaa., x9xSt 

pp. S3-70. 
*Dn, Petri GregerU Tkotesani, De RspMica lAM Sex at Viginti, FrancofortI, xSopb 

Ub. XXIV, cap. V, I $. **Nsm & sine oonsensn popuU, potest juie suo prince^ tsibuU 
imponere Sc esigere, ted ut pateme subditos mooeat, cmusam neoeaaaria» esse^ ex qua 
cQgatur propter uUUtatem publicam, ab ilUs lubridia petere." On Pierre Gilsoire> see 
A. Lenudre, Les less/endamentalas, pp. xaS-ija; Georges Weill, las tkMHes sue k pameie 
reyat, pp. X7X-X74- 

» See Aristotle*! PetUUs, I, i. 
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Such an arbitrary regime was recognized as possible in medieval 
political theory, but it was then thought scarcely fit even for 
serfs, who possessed some rights theoretically protected by the 
custom of the manor, and much less for vassals, who had undoubted 
proprietary right in their tenementa and their eontenementa. For 
some of these more modem devotees of Roman law, however, the 
revival of the Roman conception of indivisible ownership and the 
decline of vassalage tended to transform the royal lord of 
the middle ages into a **despot” who ought to be benevolent, but 
nevertheless lawfully enjoyed absolute proprietary rights over the 
goods and the persons of all his subjects. Compelled by the logic 
of the revived Roman doctrine that there could be but one owner 
of a given thing, the upholders of the seignorial or despotic mon¬ 
archy placed these proprietary rights in the monarch exclusively, 
and emphasized the medieval precedents drawn from the royal 
demesne, on which the king had always claimed and usually exer¬ 
cised the right to exact a tallage without consent; while they con¬ 
veniently forgot the unmistakable precedents on the other side. 
True, their opponents in England in 1628 were clearly going beyond 
medieval precedent when in the Petition of Right they quoted from 
the so-called statute De taUagio non concedendo the assertion that 
the King could levy no tallage without consent; but these support¬ 
ers of prerogative were guilty of an even worse offence in conceding 
to the King the right to dispense with assent to aids or to other 
novd exactions which, as Edward I had solemnly affirmed, the 
people had given *‘of their own grant and good will” and should 
never be taken “but by the common assent of all the realm, and 
for the common profit thereof.” 

The revival of Roman law principles and the obscuration of 
feudal conditions and conceptions, in short, led one party to 
treat the whole realm as royal demesne to be tallaged at will, 
while they led the opposite party to regard it as consisting exclu¬ 
sively of the “estates” of the King’s vassals or subjects, over which 
regalian rights were to be reduced to a minimum. Each party 
had plausible medieval precedents to cite and eadi was guilty of 
citing them unfairly, but the one-sided claims of the defenders of 
pren^ative were more illiberal and oppressive in their practical 
tendency than the contentions of their opponents, and constituted 
in reality a more fundamental departure from the general spirit 
of medieval institutions and ideas. 



THE GROWTH OF POLITICAL THOUGHT 386 

Toward the end of the sixteenth century there were some who 
were thus beginning to hold a ^*seigneurial’’ or despotic concep¬ 
tion of monarchy, and in the next century the number greatly 
increased; but no blunder could be more serious and none has 
been more frequent than the assumption that Jean Bodin was one 
of this number. In his own day Bodin was accused of holding 
these arbitrary views, and even now he is regarded by most 
English and American historians of political thought as one whose 
theories fall short in nothing but logic of the slavish political 
doctrines of Hobbes. 

In a letter prefixed to the later editions of his Ripublique he 
refutes this charge, and his refutation is as valid in answer to his 
modern detractors as to his contemporaries. He protests with 
some heat and with justice that almost alone among the defenders 
of monarchy in his time he allows his sovereign” no proprietary 
right in the subjects’ lands and goods, and his own courageous 
defence of this liberal principle in the Estates of Blois in 1576 ^ is 
proof that in him it was no mere academic doctrine, but a reasoned 
and sincere conviction. 

To Bodin, then, and in after years to others like him, such as 
Eliot, Twysden, Philip Hunton, and Sir Matthew Hale in Eng¬ 
land, the French monarchy, the English monarchy, and, in fact, 
every monarchy of the highest type existing in a free state, must 
needs be ”absolute” if it is to effect its great purpose of securing 
and enforcing peace and justice; a monarchy founded in law and 
based on ancient custom, in which the ”sovereign” is free from 
ordinary law but bound by those fundamental rules which define 
his authority in the state; and in every monarchy of this highest 
type these fundamental rules include the medieval principle that 
the subjects’ goods are their own, to be taken by the ruler only 
’’by the common assent of all the realm and for the common 
profit thereof.” * 

Thus for Bodin England and France were essentially alike, both 
were ’’royal monarchies” and ’’absolute,” and neither was ’’des- 

i Bodin’s own jounitl of this meetlns of the Estetee, giving his q^eeches, is printed in 
Det iM$ gMfaux ei an^res assmMes notion^, edited by Charles Josef Msyeiv vol slii 
(La Haye» 1789)* PP- 219-315. For a modem account of Us activity in the assembly^ see 
R. Oiauviid, Jean Bodin, Paris, 1914, pp. 59-dS. 

*The phtise comes from the ConfmaHo Cortarwi^ assented to by Edward I In tspf — 
‘^par common assent de tout le roiaume* et a oommutt profist de melsmes Is fUaume.** 
SUibbs, Sdoet Ckortero, 9th ed. p. 491. Cenmoie the idiUlar statements in Beanmanoir 
CSsImm’seditkio, If 1X95* and sgxg). 



CONCLUSION 387 

potic*' or ^^seignorial.’’ Was he entirely wrong in thinking 
England ‘^absolute*’ and France not ^‘despotic** ? Later develop¬ 
ments in both countries have made the answer somewhat difficult. 
The English civil wars of the seventeenth century roughly threw 
English political thought permanently out of its true orbit and 
substituted a theory of might for a theory of law; and the English 
theory of sovereignty, as well as the American theory derived from 
it, has been eccentric ever since in its adherence to the ideas of 
Hobbes and Austin — a costly aberration, which lost for England 
one great colonial empire and would soon have lost another if prac¬ 
tice had not fortunately departed from theory just before it was too 
late, and even within the realm had practical results scarcely less 
serious in their character. It furnished a basis for justification of 
the enactment or the retention by an unreformed Parliament of 
oppressive class legislation such as the combination acts, religious 
disabilities, the suspension of the habeas corpus act, and much more. 
The extension of the suffrage has fortunately removed all serious 
danger of further exploitation of this despotic theory for the ends 
of any social or economic class, but the theory itself is still generally 
accepted, and it is not inconceivable that the future may find 
some new mischief for it to do. 

This fatal identification of sovereignty with might is the 
damnosa hereditas of the English civil wars, but the beginnings of 
the departure from medieval thought which led to it go back 
much further, and before the Long Parliament the more extreme of 
the Parliamentary party were placing a one-sided emphasis upon 
the fixity of the coutume in the medieval precedents and thus 
developing Coke’s doctrine of the supremacy of the common law 
to the exclusion of the precedents for the King’s administrative 
supremacy; whilst their opponents in some cases were asserting 
with the same lack of discrimination a complete royal supremacy 
over every part of the common law itself. Later, under the stress 
of war, these opposing and one-sided but not yet wholly immoderate 
claims gave way to extremer views; on the one side, to a radical 
republicanim which had no precedent whatevc^r in medieval 
England, and on the other, to the advocacy of a ‘‘despotic” 
monarchy like that of Filmer’s Patriarchal which the political 
thought of the middle ages had recognized only to repudiate. 
In France the medieval precedents were similarly obscured and the 
great ideal of Id inonarckii umpirie was superseded in practice at 
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least) in the long period of the Bourbon personal monarchy which 
lasted till the Revolution, 

Bodin’s is a more moderate and a more medieval political con¬ 
ception than the theories of monarchy which thus replaced it, but 
it may well be doubted whether the views of any other theorist 
had such an influence on the political ideals of thoughtful and 
moderate men between 1576 and 164O) as those of Jean Bodin. 

The significant thing in his thought, which originally provoked 
even if it does not justify this long digression, is the fact that in 
his famous difference between a royal monarchy which is abso¬ 
lute” and a seignorial monarchy which is despotic,” he retains 
a medieval distinction which later political developments have 
obscured; and, above all, that in his description of the royal 

absolute” monarchy he mirrors far more faithfully than many 
writers of a later day the true political thought of the later middle 
ages in some of its most important aspects — more faithfully per¬ 
haps than he does the thought already becoming current in his own 
time. 

It was natural perhaps that Bodin’s followers of the seventeenth 
century, such as Loyseau, de L’Hommeau, and Lebret, should 
emphasize the evident absolutist tendencies of his thought to the 
exclusion of some of its more liberal elements drawn from medieval 
precedent; but there is less excuse for any view so one-sided in a 
modem historian than in a publicist of the time of Henry IV or 
Louis XIII. The more liberal parts of Bodin’s conception of 
kingship are a heritage of the middle ages; the development 
of the absolute monarchy into an arbitrary one is a modem 
achievement. 

True kingship was never absent from the medieval mind even 
in the period we think of as most feudal,^ but no doubt the idea 
of it as well as the actual authority of kings was deeply affected 
by the fact that every king was feudal lord or dominus as well as 
rex; and many of his people, feudal vassals as well as subjects. 
In the mass of changing reciprocal rights and obligations existing 
between a medieval king and his people it is not always easy to 
distinguish clearly between the ones arising solely out of fdnidal 
custom and those based upon the relation of king and subject 
Henry II of England demanded an oath of fealty from his knights, 

< Acbflle Luchaire, JBishki des itu$iiu$ipn$ 9mmkitUiii0tafeme$, ad ad., Fbilii sBsii 
vol I, pp. 47-59* 
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but he exacted it ^*even from rustics.” At one time the actual 
relations will seem more feudal, especially in the royal demesne, 
at another more national or constitutional. But we know that 
feudalism at length gave way to nationalism, or was merged with 
it, and the king of the feudal age became the national monarch 
of modern times. And with the passing of feudal conditions the 
full understanding of those conditions passed too, and we can only 
recover it now in part by a painful effort to rethink the thoughts 
of men long dead who lived their lives in the midst of conditions 
in many ways radically different from our own. Maitland’s re¬ 
mark that it was Sir Henry Spelman who introduced feudalism 
into England is only partly justified. A good many have not made 
its acquaintance. As we begin to know it better it may possibly 
appear that it was precisely because England remained in some 
ways more feudal than any other country, that the actual limits 
of her King’s authority in time became narrower than elsewhere; 
and we may be inclined more than formerly to attribute England’s 
remarkable and unique advance toward representative self-govern¬ 
ment in part to extra-constitutional causes, or to political concep¬ 
tions which were general, rather than to an original constitutional¬ 
ism inherent in English institutions as such. Among the many 
debts we owe the middle ages, the debt to feudalism is not the least. 

One of its most signal services in the development of modern 
liberty lay in the actual checks it imposed upon the arbitrary acts 
of the king, in excluding him from interference with the private 
rights of his subjects. It thus drove him eventually to bargain 
with them for the supply necessary for the conduct even of the 
ordinary business of government. It is probably, therefore, a 
principal source of the extreme individualism of most modern 
political thought as it is of modern constitutionalism, of the 
prominence of compact in so many phases of its development, and 
of its constant tendency to place emphasis upon the rights rather 
than the duties of the governed. In general the historical influence 
of feudalism has tended to set off the individual against the state, 
and to restrict the sphere of the latter. While admitting the 
great services which feudalism rendered in this way we must 
recognize the unavoidable defects in modern political thought 
resulting from it, especially the tendency to break up the organic 
unity of the state. A sovereign who bargains with his subjects 
is in a sense distinct from them. To a degree unthought of in 
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earlier ages, the King or the government^’ is thought of in modem 
times as outside the state, and either above or below it, but scaicely 
of it. As a whole, modern political thought has been atomistic 
rather than organic, and in this there has been loss as well as 
gain. It was this loss, no doubt, which led to the extreme reaction 
in certain quarters, as expressed in the nineteenth century in the 
political philosophy of Hegel and his followers. 

Among the characteristics of political thought to which we 
attach the word ^’modern” none is more important than the con¬ 
ceptions, closely related to each other, of sovereignty, of the 
responsibility of the ruler, of adequate public sanctions for the 
enforcement of this responsibility, and of nationality. The first 
of these conceptions, ** sovereignty,” which in its only correct and 
modern meaning is legislative sovereignty, could not and did not 
assume its distinct and definite form until ’’legislation” itself in 
its modern sense had become so frequent that it forced itself upon 
the attention of men, and this ’’legislation” is not the medieval 
’’finding” of a precept whose binding force comes from its supposed 
conformity to universal reason or to immemorial custom, but the 
modern making of a rule recognized to be law only because of the 
authority of the organ of the state, whether King or Assembly, 
by which it is promulgated. Until there is a State, standing prom¬ 
inent before the eyes of men with its reciprocal public relation of 
ruler and subject, instead of the mere quasi-private relationship 
existing between the individual vassal and his overlord, there 
can be no such organ by which national law can be made; until 
national law can thus be made, there can be no true ’’legislation”; 
and until there is true ’’legislation” of this more modern type, 
there can be no real conception of legislative sovereignty. Bodin 
with reason made the claim that he was the first of political phi<^ 
losophers or jurisconsults to give a clear analysis of the conception,‘ 
and Sir Frederick Pollock is justified in saying that this analysis 
could scarcely have been made at any time earlier than it was.* 

^ De ReptMieaf Lib. I, cap. vili (Paris, X586, p. 78). 
* An Introduction to the History of tko Science of FoUUcSf London, xpoo, p. 46. Bodin 

himself did not reach his final conclusions on this important subject at once. In his Metko^ 
duSf written in 1566, some ten years before the more famous RipMiqm, he finds the essence 
of a commonwealth in the sunmum impoHum, which the Frendi call swBormiUu^ but od the 
five parts into which he then divides It, he declares this to be the chief (praecipuo): '*the 
creation of the highest magistrates and the defining of the function of each’* (wi summis 
mogisiratidus creandis, oficio cmusgue dofiniendo). Uetkodm ad facUm hkhoHamm 
coptitionem, Paris, 157^, chi^. vl, p. s6x. But In the lUPuUigue, which first appeared hi 
X576 in Frem^, and in 1586 In Latin, this is changed, and he dewly recognises the prhnaear 
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The chief historical prerequisite to the growth of a conception 
of sovereignty is the existence of a *^nation>’’ with a governmental 
organ competent to make true law. In the later middle ages> 
such nations, such governmental organs, and such law, were 
rapidly taking shape in many parts of western Europe: the basis 
of fact for the modern theory of sovereignty was already there in 
incomplete form. But as we have seen it is almost a law of the 
development of political thought that political conceptions are 
the by-product of actual political relations, and oftentimes in 
history these relations have changed materially long before this 
change attracted the notice even of those most affected by it, 
or became a part of their unconscious habits of thought, much 
less of their political speculation, when they had any. The begin¬ 
nings of sovereignty are to be found in the later middle ages, but 
the formal recognition of it had to wait for a clearer apprehension 
than yet existed of the significance of the appearance of nationality, 
the greatest of all the factors which were remaking the political 
life of the West and changing it from a medieval into a modern 
world. In the spirit of the middle ages, as VioIIet says, '^the 
sovereign power had been instituted not to change the law but to 
ensure its respect,” and if men actually altered it “it was by uncon- 

ol legiaUtioQ in sovereign power. **Hoc igUur primum sit ac praecipuum caput maiestatis, 
legem universis ac singulis civibus dare posse," De Republican Libri Sex, Paris, 1586, Bk. I, 
chap. 10, p. XS3- 

** Et par ainsi nous oondurons que la premiere marque du Prince souverain, c’est la puis¬ 
sance de donner loy h tous en general, & k chacun en particulier.’’ Les Six Litres de la 
Ripublique, Paris, 1577, p. 161. The unusual character of these newer views of Bodin 
may be appreciated by comparing them with the statement of the great French jurist Cha- 
rondas le Caron, made as late as 1587: **La principale marque de souveraint^ est la droite & 
touveraine administration de la JusUce.*' Fandectes ou digestes du droit franQois, Lyon, 
1593. P. 3- 

*^Il est fadle de condure que la Justice est la premiere marque de souveraint4: car 
dMcelle depend la puissance de faire Loix & les casser pour le bien & salut de la repubUque, 
qui opntient la conservation de I’estat du souverain, & la tranquility des suiects: instituer 
h destituer les offiders, cognoistre des appellations de tous les magistrats: ft distribuer les 
byersfthonneurs&lespdnes.** Ibid.,p,s. The older view was retained also by the Chan¬ 
cellor Midid de rakpital, in his TraiU de la ri/ormation de la justice," **En somme, ii 
fault tenir pour la plus certaine maxime d'estat, et ne me lasseray point de le rep^t^r souvent, 
que le prlndpal office des roys et princes soubverains, est de judger et faire justice: veoire 
mesme par pluslettrs passaiges de PEscriture, se peult justifier que ce mot de judger sigaifie 
tdgner et commander absolument/* (Eueres inidites de Michel de VBospiuU (Paris, 1825), vol. I, 
p. 38. There is no improbability in the suggestion of Sir Frederick Pollock that the theory 
of Sir ThcMnas Smith expressed In Us Zb RepubUca Angjorum may have been influenced by 
Bodin, but it is important to note the fact, pointed out by the late Dr. JuUus Hatschdr, that 
It was the theories of the Metkodast not those of the Ripubli^, which Smith adopted. 
JuUus Hatsdiek, EngjUsehis Staatsreekt (Tubingen, 1905), vol. i, pp. 602-608. Dr. Hats- 
chek*s book deserves more attention than It has ever got from English readers. See also 
the seme author’s BntfMn VegfosHttHtgps^tkhte (Mflnchen and Berlin, 1913). PP- 3^4*377* 
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sciously stretching it”: they never so much as admitted even to 
themselves that they were making changes in the ancient coutunuJ 
Though it may not have been admitted, however, or even con¬ 
sciously done, this “stretching” process was more and more effect¬ 
ing real changes in the ancient customary law to keep pace with 
developments in the social and economic order which were prob¬ 
ably never more rapid than in the latter part of the medieval period. 
Under the guise of interpretation these changes ultimately became 
so radical and so frequent that men awoke at length to the fact that 
one of the principal functions actually performed by the King, 
and the one above all others that most clearly set him above every 
inferior officer as the embodiment of the nation’s supreme author¬ 
ity, was not the interpretation or the enforcement of law, but the 
making of it. The provision of the English coronation oath as it 
appears in the earliest surviving pontificals, that the people arc to 
live in peace under the king’s “judgment” {nostro arbitrio) \ * the 
fourteenth century theory that “the first and highest act of royal 
power is to as Alvarus Pelagius put it; these are giving 
place to the theory formulated in a later age by Bodin, that the 
head and front of sovereignty consists in the authority to give laws 
to citizens all and sundry; ^ which, after all, is but a return to the 
older theory of the Roman jurists, to the “antique-modern” view 
as Gierke aptly terms it, that the interpretation of law belongs to 
him who has promulgated it {conditor). Adjudication has become 
once more, as in ancient times, accessory to legislation, not vice 
versa. 

The full development of the idea of sovereignty belongs to 
the historian of modern, not of medieval, political thought, but 
the latter is warranted perhaps in indicating those elements in the 
political thought of his own period which tended to postpone 
the appearance of the idea till modern times, and also in pointing 
out the factors which must be considered as the earlier unconscious 
preparation for its appearance. Chief among the latter, conducive 
to a theoiy of sovereignty, is the idea of nationality, growing 
gradually into a sentiment of national unity. The complete 
expression of this sentiment is not to be found before the sixteenth 
century but its beginnings and much of its growth fall within the 

^ffisMfedefiHstiMhm^oUHqvesetodmittistreeimUlaPfomifycLHtP. too* 
*L. G. Wickham ttgg, CermOien MemdCt P* t$. 
•AfUe,p.30t. 
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later medieval period and they are its greatest contribution to our 
modern stock of political ideas. 

As we trace this growth backward toward its beginnings, we 
come at length to a time in the depth of the feudal period when 
scarcely any signs of a true national feeling can be discerned at all, 
at least among the governing class. Human relations are deter¬ 
mined mainly by tenure, and tenure knows little of distinctions 
of race or nation. It is doubtful if a single ^'King of the English” 
in the twelfth century could speak the language of the mass of 
his subjects. If a De Lucy or a Glanvill, each a chief justiciar 
of the realm of England under Henry II, had been asked whether he 
was French or English, he would have been hard pressed to give 
an answer, even on the assumption that he understood the ques< 
tion. The disaffected English barons In 1215 had few qualms 
of nationality in proclaiming a Dauphin of France King of England. 
It is for the writer of intellectual or constitutional history to show 
how these things changed, the history of political thought is 
concerned only with the reaction of that thought to these changes. 

However we characterize it, as the decline of feudalism, the 
substitution of the relation between King and subject for that 
between lord and vassal, or the growth of the spirit of nationality, 
there is abundant evidence, clear and unmistakable, that by the 
end of the fifteenth century a change almost revolutionary in its 
character had taken place in many parts of western Europe. The 
rights and revenues of an eleventh century king would not take 
long to enumerate if we left out what belonged to him as dominus; 
his successor of the fifteenth century was still **Our lord the King” 
but the title *^lord” was fast becoming an empty one. His impor¬ 
tance was owing to his being the head of the nation to whom his 
subjects of every grade were bound in an equal obedience enforce¬ 
able by national law. The chief developments in the theory of 
monarchy in the later centuries of the middle ages are the result 
of the growing feeling of patriotism, and of its concentration upon 
the king as the nation-s political centre and the embodiment of its 
law. It was nauch the same whether the national Estates met often 
or not. The fact that an English Statute might require the assent 
of the Lords and a representative Commons where a French Ordon- 
nance required only registry by magistrates in the ParlementSf 
thou^ it was a dilference of the greatest moment, was not such 
an one that we are warranted in thinking that England had a 
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constitution while France had none. In both countries the King 

was the political centre and embodied the political ideal. They 
were more alike politically than unlike. Only by reference to such 

facts can we understand the words of the publicist of the sixteenth 

century. In England France, Spain, and every other country 
where feudal decentralization had given way before the national 
ideal, their language is much the same, and the developments of 

the later m-ddle ages which lay behind this common ideal of a 

national king were everywhere more nearly alike than patriotic 
modern historians are sometimes ready to admit. 

If I were asked which of the famous maxims into which the polit¬ 

ical thought of the world has at times been compressed is the one 
which on the whole best comprises the living political conceptions 

of the later middle ages, my choice, I imagine, would be rather 

unexpected, and not in all cases accepted, but it is one which my 

study of this period makes me willing to defend. It is the aphor¬ 

ism from Seneca’s De Beneficiis, “Ad Reges enim potestas omnium 

pertinet: ad singulos, proprietas’* — to kings belongs authority 

over all; to private persons, property. 
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(From page 29, above) 

ABSOLUTE AND PARTICULAR JUSTICE 

I am aware that this identification of Plato's distinction between gen¬ 
eral and particular justice with that made apparently by Aristotle is very 
likely to be questioned. My reasons for making it may be briefly stated 
as follows: 

In the book on Justice where the distinction is stated most explicitly^ 
which stands in the same form and extent as number four in the Ethica 
Eudemia and number five in the Ethica Nicomacheay justice is spoken of 
as of two kinds, partial and complete (ra fjihv ws fiiprf ra 8*a>s oAa. 

Eth. iViV., V. 1130 8.). This seems to be intended as the primary classifi¬ 
cation, and the two kinds are usually called by modern commentators, 
“general" or “absolute," and “particular" or “relative" justice. But 
the meanings given by the author to these two kinds seem somewhat 
indistinct and confusing, if not at times inconsistent, and the modern 
commentaries reflect the same uncertainty. Elsewhere in the same 
discussion the just is defined as “the lawful and the fair" (rd rc vo/u^aov 
Kol ri uroF,) and the unjust, “the unlawful and the unfair" (rd vapavofjm 

Kol ri ivurw. Eth, Nic.f V, p. 1130 b). Further on, a somewhat differ¬ 
ent classification is made between the just in a general sense {roAwXm 
Sumoy) on the one hand, and on the other the just in a political or civic 
sense (rd ireAirucdF Sumay) as existing “among people who are asso¬ 
ciated in a common life with a view to independence, and enjoy freedom 
and equality whether proportionate or arithmetical" (Eth, Nic.t p. 1134 tf), 
or in the sense of the despotic justice prevailing between master and slave 
(kmmuAy ilmury) and of the paternal justice exercised by the father 
over his children (rd irarpocdK) (Ibid,, p. 11348). This political or civic 
justice m its turn is subdivided into natural justice (rd ^vcnjcdr) “which 
has the same ai^thority everywhere and is not dependent upon its being 
adopted or not**; and conventional (rhyofwtiy) whose origin makes no 
difference, provided only it be enacted (Eth. Nic., V, p. 1134 b). 

According to the Sophists, if the statements of Plato and Aristotle may 
be trusted, there is no higher kind of justice to be found among men than 
Ats oonvendonal justice based merely upon positive laws, and as variable 
at those Um themselves. It is this view that Plato combats with vigor 
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in the Republic. The writer of this book of the Ethics takes a position on 
this question not fundamentally diflFerent from Plato’s, but he expresses 
it differently and with great caution. The Sophistic view, he says, has 
some truth in it, but it is not altogether true. Among the gods it is not 
true at all, and though it is the fact among men that justice varies, it is 
not true that no justice can be found which is according to nature. As 
one might expect in the sphere of the contingent within which all human 
conduct falls, there will be variations among men in natural rules as well 
as conventional, but these variations are no proof that these rules as a 
whole are not according to nature; just as one may train himself to be 
ambidextrous though **naturally” we are right-handed. ’’Similarly, 
such rules of justice as exist not by nature, but by the will of man, are not 
everywhere the same, as polities themselves are not everywhere the same, 
though there is everywhere only one naturally perfect polity** {Eth, Nic.f 
pp. 1134 ^-1135 fl.) The word here used to indicate this conventional 
justice is vo/iucbp in contradistinction to ^wruedv. This is clearly a word 
far different in meaning from vofufwv which was used earlier to mark off 
what was lawful from what was merely fair (loop). Whatever be the 
cause, it is apparent in this whole discussion that the point of view is not 
always the same. What then is the real relation intended, if there is any 
single one, between these respective divisions of law into complete and 
partial; lawful and fair; political and despotic, paternal, or economic; 
natural and conventional? Are these pairs all coordinate one with an¬ 
other, or are some of them subordinate to others ? Are they the same in 
basis, or if not, are they based on differences equally fundamental ? 

From the entire discussion — which is rather rambling and disjointed 
— it appears that the whole of justice is that based on the law of a natu¬ 
rally perfect polity and of no other, and there it cannot but be whole and 
wholly natural as well, even though based in part on positive enactment; 
while actual polities will approximate this justice just in so far as they 
approximate this natural perfection. 

The laws of these polities, therefore, if just, will be so because of the 
’’natural” justice to be found in part in them, for there is such a justice 
shared to some extent by all actual polities not completely depraved, a 
universal which like all universals is to be found in every particular and 
nowhere else. This is the answer of the Ethics to the greatest of all the 
questions about justice, and in the main it b the same answer that Plato 
also gave to the Sophists. The distinetbn between the lawful and the 
fair, though very important, is less fundamental and has to do with the 
mere extension of justice rather than with its objective reality, and the 
same is true mutatis mutandis of the distinction between political and 
paternal justice. ” Particular,” as compared with ” general” in thb 
discussion, then, may be so-called because it does not extend to all virtue. 
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as fairnessi for example, compared with lawfulness, but only to relations 
between individuals; or because it does not extend to all these relations, 
as in the case of paternal justice; but in its deepest meaning particular’’ 
justice signifies a justice based merely on the law of actual states, com¬ 
pared with the whole of justice — existing by nature in a perfect state. 
Ail these different distinctions are found here, but they are not all of the 
same kind or of the same importance. It seems scarcely adequate or 
even accurate, then, to say, as Sir Paul Vinogradoff does, that by general 
justice Aristotle means merely **z complex of all the rules formulated by 
the State as legally oblign^iy for the members of the community,” and 
by particular justice, **the set of rules which govern relations between 

the members of the community.” {Historical Jurisprudence^ II, p. 45.) 
Mr. W. L. Newman’s statement excels this only in caution: — ”... what 
the laws prescribe (or * normally constituted laws,’ at all events) is there 
[in the Fifth book of the Nicomachean Ethics] said to be universally just.” 
{The Politics of Aristotle^ II, p. 390). One is tempted to ask whether all 
laws so prescribed are ipso facto ” normally constituted.” The answer of 
both Plato and Aristotle would, I think, have been an unhesitating ”No.” 

To Aristotle, as to Plato, the most fundamental question connected 
with justice was its objective reality. He was as much concerned as 
Plato in proving against the Sophists that it was no mere variable human 
device, but rather a natural and universal characteristic of man as man. 
It may vary in the extent of its application, but important as this is, 
such variation is to Aristotle as much as to Plato a less important thing 
than the establishment of the fundamental fact of its ”natural” character. 
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MONARCHY “ABSOLUTE” AND DESPOTIC, AND 
TYRANNY 

SatH fuv otv oiomu wokiriKov Ktu ffoffiXiKoy kcu ciKOvofwcov icoi Sccrirorucov 

[cW] Tov avrdv, ov kolXm^ Xiyowriv (wXyjOu yap kcu. ihyvrrjjn vapSiwtn 
Sui4>iptiVt dAA* ovK ciSci rovnav iKaaroy, otw Sv pjh SXiywy, Secnrorrfy, dy Sk 
wX€i€fywv, OiKoyopxWf ay 8* crt irXcidvcDv, iroXtrixov 17 jSaaiAixdv, d)s ovS^y &a- 

<l>€povaay ptydXriy oucCay ^ pjucpav vokty xcu itaXinKov 8^ xot fiaatXxKoy, oray 
pky avToi ^acrtXucdv, 8rav 8^ Kara rcnn Xoyov^ 1% Ifrurnjpiiq 
TOULVTvfi Kark p€po^ dpx^ xat iroXiTucay • ravra 8’ ovx timy dkifOrf), 
SitfXoy 8' JoTot ro Xcydfievov ^vtcrKOirovcn icara v^nfyrfpiyrp^ piOoiov, wnrtp 
yip iv roif aXXot^ ro <m^croi^ dtrvyfitraty dvdy/crf Suupiiv (ravra 
yip iXdxurra popta rov iravrd«), ovroi xoi rdXiy i( Sty ovyKnrai aKonwyrt^ 
^opida Ktu ir€fd rowruty paXXayf r{ rc Suii^ipovaiy dXXiqXMy^ lau ct ri r€xyuciy 
iyS^irai Aa^cTv ircpi iKocrroy rUv ^ffiiyrvty* 

Aristotle, Politics^ I, I, 2-3 (p. 1252 a). 

William of Moerbeka translated this passage as follows: 

Quicunque quidem igitur existimant politicum et regale et yconomicum 
et despoticum idem, non bene dicunt (multitudine enim et paucitate 
putant difFerre, sed non specie horum unumquodque, puta si quidem 
paucorum, patremfamiliae, si autem plurium, yconomum, si autem adhuc 
plurium, politicum aut regale, tamquam nihil dilFerentem magnam 
domum aut parvam civitatem: et politicum et regale, quando quidem 
ipse praeest, regale, quando autem secundum sermones disciplinae talis 
secundum partem principans et subiectus, politicum: haec autem non 
sunt vera): manifestum autem erit quod dicitur intendentibus secundum 
subiectam methodum. sicut enim in aliis compositum usque ad incomposita 
necesse dividere (haec enim minimae partes totius), sic et civitatem ex 
quibus componitur considerantes videbimus et de hiis magis, quidque 
differunt ab invicem, et si quid artificiale contingit accipere circa unum* 
quodque dictorum. 

— Afistoulis PoKtUofum Libri OetOf Ed. FrancUcus Susemihl, 
Lipsiae, 1872, pp. 1-3. 

The commentary of St. Thomas Aquinas on this passage is in part as follovrs: 

Civicas autem duplici regimine regitur: scilicet politico et regali* Ko> 
gale quidem est regimen, quando ille qui civitati praeest habet plenariam 
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potestatem. Politicum autem regimen est quando ilie qui praeest habet 
potestatem coarctatam secundum aliquas leges civitatis. ... 

Quando enim ipse homo praeest simpliciter et secundum omnia, dicitur 
regimen regale. Quando vero secundum rationem tabs scientiae in parte 
praesidet, id est secundum leges positas per disciplinam politicam, est 
regimen politicum; quasi secundum partem principetur, quantum ad ea 
scilicet quae eius potestatem subsunt; et secundum partem sit subiectus^ 
quantum ad ea in quibus subiicitur legi. 

— Sancti Thomae Aquinatisf Opera Omnia^ Parmae, 1867, vol. xxi. 

on fUv o{y Adyoi^ mu ovjc cimv o7 fUv ^wret SovXoi 
ol Sk i\€v0€(}Oi, S^Xov, icot Sri Iv run &ti»purrai rd rouwoVf Sw crv/i^cpci r<p 
fiky TO SovXevciv T<p rd SccnrdfciK mu StKoiov Kai Set rd /xcv Spxtafiai rd 
S*Spx€iv, ire^vfcacriv ware mu Sccrird^civ, rd 8e kok^ dcrv/x^dpcDS 
iatiy &fjL<Poiv (rd yap avro avptptpei p,€p€i teal rip dX^ mu tnapari mu 
6 Si SoOXos p>cpos rc roC Scinrdrov, otov Ipypvxoy ri rov aiaparoi Kex*»p^o’p,€voy 
Sc pepos [rov <rct)paros] * Sed koa <rvp<p€poy Icrrl n Kal <fnX.uk SovXif mi Seairorf^ 
irpoi <iXXi;Xovs rocs ^voei roioimxs ^uopcrocs, rots Si rovroK rdv rpdirov, 
dXXd icard vopjoy koX PtaaOeXtrif rovyayrCoy) * ^vepdv Sc «cat Ik rovrwVf on ov 
raSrSv icrri Scoirorctd koI iroXmici;, ovSc trootu dXXi;Xiu9 ai dpx<u, dxnrcp rtvis 
^ortV. ^ pcK ydp iXevOipm <Pva€i ^ Si SovXcor iortV, Kal ij piv obcovoptic^ 
pjoyapxia (povapx^iroi ydp irds oIkos), Si troXcriK^ iXevfiipwy mu ccrcav dp^i;* 
d piv oSv Scoirdri;s ov XdycTtu xard lirurn/pi^v, dXXd r^ roioaSc cfmt, dpotcos 
Si Kol d SovXos Kot d iXci^cpos * iirton^pi; S’ ftv cti; koI SccnrorcK^ mu SovXuctj, 
SovXudf piv otav ircp d iv rats Si^poKovdtus iiratScvo’cv (ixet ydp Xap^dvoiv ns 
fjLurObiy iSiSatnci rd iyKVKXca ScoKOv^para rovs iratSas), cti; S’ Sv mu iirt irXetov 
rovra>v pdAprts, olov S^ofiroirjntc^ ml rSXXa rd rotavra ycn^ r^s Suzkovuis, con 
ydp Ircpa iripm rd piv ivrepdrepa Ipya rd S’ dvayKaidrcpa, mu xard r^v 
impocpuxv “ SovXos irpd SovXov, Scoirdn^s irpd Scottotov.” ai piv otv roiavroi 
irdmu SovXcMil iircirr^pai cioc * Scoironin^ S’ imtmQprj cortv ^ XPV^^ SovXivv, 
d ydp Scoirdn^s odx iv rf icrdcrAu rods SovXovs, dXX’ iv r^ SovXots* 
loTi S’avTi; 4 iwumliprj odSiv peya ixovoa ovSi crcpvdv* d ydp rdv SovXov 
IwiaTturOai Sc! iroictv, ixcivov Sc? ravm itrurrairAu inrdrrciv. 

— Aristotle, Politics^ I, 6-7 (p. 1255 d). 

William of Moerbeka translates this thus: 

Quod quidem igitur habet quandam rationem dubitatio et non sunt 
hii quidem natura servi, hii autem liberi, palam, et quod in quibusdam 
determinatum est quod tale, quorum huic quidem expedit servire, huic 
autem dominari et iustum est et oportet hoc quidem subici, hoc autem 
principari quo nata sunt principatu principari, quare et despotizare, male 
autem inutiliter est ambobus (idem enim expedit parti et toti et corpori 
et animae» servus autem pars quaedam domini, veluti animatum aliquid 
corporis, separata autem pars corporis: propter quod et expediens ali« 
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quid est et atnicitia servo et domino ad invicem hiis qui natura tales 
dignilicantur, hiis autem qui non secundum hunc modum, sed secundum 
legem et violentiam passis contrarium): manifestum autem et ex hiis» 
quoniam non idem est despotia et politica neque omnes ad invicem prin- 

cipatus, sicut quidam aiunt. hie quidem enim liberorum natura» hie 
autem servorum est» et yconomica quidem monarchia (ab uno enim regi- 
tur omnis domus), politica autem liberorum et aequalium principatus. 
despotes quidem igitur non dicitur secundum scientiam, sed eo, quod 

talis sit» similiter autem et servus et liber: scientia autem utique erit et 
despotica et servilis, servilis quidem, qualem quidem qui in Syracusis 
erudivit (ibi enim accipiens quis pretium docuit ancillaria ministeria 

pueros), erit autem utique et ad plus horum disciplina, velut pulmentaria 
et alia talia genera ministrationis, sunt enim alia aliis haec quidem hono- 
rabiliora opera, haec autem necessariora, et secundum proverbium, 
** servus ante servum, dominus ante dominum.” tales quidem igitur 

omnes serviles scientiae sunt: despotica autem scientia est quae [est] 
usiva servorum, despotes enim non in possidendo servos, sed in utendo 

servis. est autem haec scientia nihil magnum habens neque venerandum: 
quae enim servum oportet scire facere, ilium oportet haec scire praecipere. 

— Susemihl, op. ciV., pp. 24-27. 

The next passage is ah entire chapter of the Dialogus of William of Occam 
{Pars III, Tractatus I, Liber II, Cap. VI, Goldast, Monarchia, vol. II, pp. 794- 
795)» the fullest and clearest discussion of these important distinctions that I 
have found in the political writings of the fourteenth century. 

agister: Politiarum autem duae sunt species primae: sicut & duae 
sunt species propriae principatuum sive praelationum, & principantium 
sive praelatorum seu rectorum. Omnis enim principatus aut ordinatur 

principaliter ad bonum seu conferens commune bonum, scilicet princi- 
pantis & principantium & etiam subiectorum: aut non ordinatur ad 
bonum commune. Si ordinetur ad bonum commune, sic est principatus 

temperatus & rectui. Si non ordinatur ad bonum commune, est princi* 

patus vitiatus & transgressio: quia est corruptio & transgressio princi« 
patus temperati & recti atque iusti. Politia igitur omnis, aut est tern* 

perata & recta: vel est vitiata & transgressa. Politiae autem temperatae 

& rectae tres sunt species principales U impermixtae. Prima est, quando 

principans est unus, & vocatur regalis monarchia: in qua dominatur unus 

solus propter commune bonum, & non principaliter propter propriam 

voluntatem & conferens. Et huius modi politia secundum Arist. 8 Ethic: 

est optima secundum optimum modum ipsius, sunt enim ipsius modi 
plures, secundum ipsum, 5 poli. e. 16 sed potissimus ipsius modus videtur, 

quando aliquis regnat k principatur in regno, non secundum legem, sed 

secundum voluntatem suam. Quod quidam sic intelligunt. Ille did^r 
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principari & regnare secundum voluntatem suam, & non secundum legem, 
qui regnat propter commune bonum omnium k nullis legibus humanis 
pure positivis vel consuetudinibus alligatur: sed est supra omnes huius- 
modi leges, licet legibus naturalibus astringatur. £t ideo tails rex non 

habet iurare nec promittere se servaturum quascunque leges vel con- 
suetudines humanas introductas, licet expediens sit ipsum iurare, quod 
leges naturales pro utilitate communi servabit, k quod in omnibus quae 
spectant ad principatum assumptum commune bonum intendet, non 

privatum. Talis rex potest diet Habere plenitudinem potestatis respectu 
scilicet eorum, quae bonum commune respiciunt^ non privatum, Talis 

autem principatus differt a principatu tyrannico: quia tile est propter com-- 

mune bonum^ differt etiam a principatu despotico, quia principatus despo^ 
ticus est principaliter propter bonum proprium principantisy quemadmodum 

dominium besiiarum aliarum rerum temporalium est propter bonum possi¬ 
dentis, Principatus autem regalis est propter bonum commune, k ideo 
non dicitur proprie principatus despoticus, k tamen rex talis est quodam- 
modo Dominus omnium, sed aliter quam in principatu despotico: quia 

in principatu despotico principans habet tantum dominium, quod potest 

uti suis servis k bonis aliis quibuscunque, quae ad suum pertinent princi¬ 
patum talem, non solum propter bonum commune, sed etiam propter 

bonum proprium, dummodo contra legem divinam vel naturalem nihil 

attentet. Sed principans in principatu regali praedicto non potest uti 
subiectis & bonis eorum qualitercunque sibi placet propter bonum pro¬ 
prium, k ideo sibi non sunt servi, sed naturali libertate gaudent: quia ad 

naturalem libertatem spectat, ut nullus possit uti liberis propter utili- 
ta tern utentis, sed non est contra naturalem libertatem, ut quis rationa- 
biliter utatur liberis ad bonum commune: cum quilibet teneatur bonum 
commune praeferre private. 

Discip. Secundum ista principatus despoticus esset maior k perfectios 
tali principatu regali: quia maiorem potestatem includeret, principans 

enim despotice potest uti servis k bonis eorum propter utilitatem tarn 

communem quam privatam, rex autem nisi propter utilitatem commu- 
nem, igitur est maior k perfection 

Magist, Respondetur, quod principatus desppticus est quodammodo 

maior; quia ad plura quodammodd se extendit, sed ex hoc ipso est imper- 
fectior, seu quia bonum multorum est melius, quam unius bonum: seu 
quia detrimen turn boni multorum nullam perfectionem sed imperfec- 

tionem importat. In principatu autem despotico est detrimentum mul¬ 
torum ex hoc ipso, quod despotes potest uti sibi subiectis & bonis eorum 

ad propriam utilitatem, k ideo talis potestas maior imperfectionem boni 

melioris, scilicet boni multorum includit. Propter quod .principatus 

despoticus non solum qui est unius patrisfamilias in una domo, sed qui 
esset unius regis in uno regno: & per consequens qui est unius impera- 
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tons in toto orbe, esset simpliciter imperfectior principatu tali regalL 
Praeter istum principatum regalem sunt alii principatus regales diver- 
simode deficientes ab isto: convenientes tamen in hoc^ quod sunt Monar- 
chiae quaedam. Quidam enim principatus unius Monarchiae deficit ab 
isto, quantum ad intentionem boni communis, quia scilicet non est insti- 
tutus totaliter propter bonum commune, sed etiam propter bonum pro- 
prium, & talis principatus regalis aliquid habet de principatu Tyrannico 
vel despotico: & est quodammodo mixtus ex principatu despotico, tyran¬ 
nico, & regali. In quantum enim quo ad aliqua intendit bonum com¬ 
mune : &; in quantum unus solus principatur, habet aliquid de principatu 
regali. In quantum vero bonum proprium etiam intendit, habet aliquid 
de principatu tyrannico & despotico, & ideo est quodammodo mixtus ex 
principatibus illis, unde & aliquis principatus regalis & tyrannicus vocatur 
ab Aristo[teles]. Principatus autem unius interdum deficit a saepe dicto 
principatu regali quantum ad potestatem, quod scilicet non habet illam 
plentitudinem potestatis, quam habet principatus regalis praefatus. Et 
talis principatus regalis dicitur secundum legem, quia licet unus princi- 
petur, modo tamen principatur secundum voluntatem, sed quibusdam 
legibus & consuetudinibus humanitus introductis astringitur, quas tenetur 
servare, U ipsas se servaturum iurare vel promittere obligatur, & quanto- 
plures tales leges & consuetudines servare tenetur, tanto magis recedit a 
memorato principatu regali, U ideo forte his diebus non est in universo 
orbe talis principatus scilicet primus regalis. Secundum Aristot[eles] 
nullus est dignus tali regno, nisi sapientia & virtute & bonis omnibus tarn 
corporis quam animae, quam etiam exterioribus bonis, scilicet amicis & 
divitiis, superexcellat. Aliter enim timendum est, ne ad tyrannidem se 
convertat, unde & propria bona debet habere vel ex se vel ex assignatione 
illorum quibus praeest, ut bona liberorum nequaquam sibi appropriet, 
nec etiam quoquomodo accipiat, nisi evidens utilitas vel manifesta neces- 
sitas hoc exposcat. Isti principatui regali etiam summae opponitur 
tyrannise quae est transgressio & cotruptio eius, quae est prima species 
& pessima politiae vitiatae, quia tyrannis non intendit bonum subiecto- 
rum, nisi per accidens, sed principaliter intendit bonum proprium, sive 
bonum proprium sit bonum etiam aliorum, sive sit malum ipsorum. 
Fiunt autem tyranni secundum Aristo. 5 Politi. c. 8. saepe ex Demagogis, 
sunt autem Demagogi, ducentes populum secundum voluntatem suam de 
beneplacito populi, non tanquam reges aut Domini vel Tyranni seu ius 
regendi populum aut imperandi habentes: sed quasi procuratores & con- 
cionatores seu monitores instigant populum ad ilia, quae populo placent 
id est quibus populus credit, & ideo Arist. vocat eos 4 Politic, c, j. adula- 
tores, tales enim saepe, postquam sibi unierint populum, incipiunt propter 
potentiam tyrannizare: & etiam involuntariis dominari* Fiunt eti^m 
Tyranni nonnunquam ex regibus, quia^ ut dicit Aristo, 8 Eihicorum^ 
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tmIus rex tyrannus fiu si enitn secundum legem incipiai principari in* 
voluntariis propter bonum proprium^ fit tyrannus^ si incipiai principari 
voluntariis propter bonum proprium^ fit proprie despotes* Cuius prin* 
cipatus nonnunquam Tyrannis ab Aristotele vocatur, propter similitudinem 
magnam ad despotic am: non tamen Tyrannis proprie est despotia, sicut 
ex supradictis patere potest. Ex praedictis colligi potest^ quod princi* 
paiui regaliy praesertim potissimo, non solum Tyrannis proprie dicta, sed 
etiam principatus despoticus aliquo modo opponitur, vel est principatus ita 
disparatus, ut nullus unus principatus possit esse regalis Of despoticus 
respeciu eorundem: quo tamen aliquis dominetur regaliter, aliquis despo* 
tice, inconveniens non videtur} 

To these might be added the definitiont of Bodin in the sixteenth century: 

Done la Monarchie xoy2Xt [Monarchia regalis, in Bodin’s own Latin 
version], ou legitime, est celle ou les sugets obeissent aux loix du Mo» 
narque, & le Monarque aux loix de nature, demeurant la liberte naturelle, 
k propriete des biens aux sugets. La Monarchie seigneuriale [Latin 
Dominatus], est celle ou le Prince est fait Seigneur [domtnus] des biens & 
des personnes par le droict des armes, & de bonne guerre, gouvernant ses 
sugets comme le pere de famille ses esclaves. La Monarchie tyrannique 
[Tyrannis], est ou le Monarque mesprisant les loix de nature, abuse des 
personnes libres comme d’esclaves, & des biens des sugets comme des 
siens. 

— De la Republique, Liv, II, Chap, II, edition of 1577 (French), p. 200; 
edition of 1586 (Latin), p. 189. 

^ The Italics are not in the original 
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Abelard, on obedience to authority, 153; 
on acts ultra vires^ 153. 

Absolute monarchy not arbitrary, 364 f.; 
English illustrations, 374 fF.; in Eng¬ 
land, decisions of Innocent III and St. 
Louis, 376. 

Absolutism, in Roman Empire, 143; in 
the middle ages, 197; nature of, 368. 

Adjudication subordinate to legislation. 

Administration, as distinct from the 
state, 117. 

Administrative law, and custom in feudal 
system, 187. 

Aelius Aristides, To Rome, 138. 
Aeneas Sylvius, 353 f.; study of sover¬ 

eignty, 353; Imperial sovereignty 
inalienable, 381. 

Agobard, Bishop of Lyons, 169. 
Alcuin, 174. 
Alexander, 5; pupil of Aristotle, 52. 
Althusius, 73. 
Alvarus Pelagius, pro-papal writer, 280 

IF.; importance of, 287. 
Anarchy, early Christian leanings, 120. 
Anti-clerical doctrines, general statement, 

222 f. 
Antigone, on law and justice, 19, note 3. 
Antinomianism, in early church, 148. 
Anti-papal writings, 262 S'. 
Appian, 139. 
Aquinas, Thomas, see St. Thomas. 
Arbitrary monarchy, 384 f. 
Aristocracy, Plato, 47; Aristotle, 82 IF. 

passim. 
Aristotle, Chapter III; on ethics and 

politics, 5; on women’s place, 9; 
special market-place, 9; empiricism, 
12; definition of St ate, 12 f.; criticism 
of Plato, 39, 41; difficulties of undei> 
standing, 50; form of his political 
writings, 51; history of his known 
worb, 51 f.; his life, 52 f.; tutor of 
Alexander, 52; fewness of reference 
to contemporary events, 53; compare 

dOS 

ative studies of constitutions, 53 f.; 
fatalism, 54; the science of politics, 
56; nature and art, 57; end as nature, 
57; potentiality, 57; priority of 
end, 57; form and matter, 58; Codas 
perfect potentiality, 58; state and 
man as form and matter, 58; ethics 
as branch of politics, 56; tyranny, 
54, 58; purpose of the Politics, 59; 
practical reason, 59 f.; rejection of 
Platonic idea, 59; induction, 60; Po/i- 
tics, construction and order of books, 
61; on legislation, 62; friendship and 
politics, 62, 64, 65; the state as a 
koinonia, 63; justice and friendship 
essential to a koinonia, 66; relation 
of a whole to its parts, 67; self-suf¬ 
ficiency of the state, 68; law as natural, 
69; slavery, 70; liberal and practical 
pursuits, 72; general discussion of the 
state, 73 ff.; the nature of the citizen, 
74 IF.; constitution identifies a partic¬ 
ular state, 75; virtue as relative to the 
constitution, 77; changes in the con¬ 
stitution, 78; constitution and the 
ruling class, 79 f.; revolution, 81; 
classification of polities, 81 IF.; the 
forms of government and their ad¬ 
vantages, 83 IF.; description of the 
best possible state, 89; the mixed form 
or polity, 83, 90; classes as parts of 
the state, 91; polity as best form, 
91 f.; education as guarantee of a 
constitution, 93; tyranny as worst 
form, 91 IF.; advice to tyrants, 93; 
great change from Aristotle to Cicero 
and Seneca, 98 f.; influence in later 
middle ages, 225, 273; influence com¬ 
pared with that of Roman law, 226; 
influence on Egidius, 259, 338; in¬ 
fluence in the Defensor PaciSf 297 f.; 
ideas compared with those of the 
Defensor, 306; influence on St. 
Thomas, 324; justice, 395; on kinds 
of monarchy, quoted, 398 f. 
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"Art of drawing pay," 7. 
Assizes of Jerusalem, 185; origin, 193. 
Athens, the Athenian state, 11; descrip¬ 

tion in Pericles* oration, 95. 
Augustinus Triumphus, influenced by 

James of Viterbo, 262; pro-papal 
doctrine, 278 fP.; analysis of law, 279; 
on obedience of a Christian, a pagan, 
a Jew, 279; the Emperor as agent of 
the Church, 280; importance of, 287. 

Auscvlta fili. Bull of 1301, 244. 
Austin, theory of sovereignty, 387. 
Authority, as natural, 114. 
Avignon, 239; the " Babylonish cap¬ 

tivity,** 276, 346. 

Bakunin, 2. 
Baldus, 381,^383. 
Barbarian invasions, 149. 
Baron, rights in his barony, 356. 
Barons* War, 375. 
Bartolus, 191, 293, 345. 
Beaumanoir, 185 f. 
Becket, Thomas, struggle with Henry 

II, 227 f. 
Bellarmine, on indirect power of the 

Pope in secular matters, 209, 219, 
352 f.; on St. Thomas theory of papal 
power, 236. 

Bentham, 133. 
Bodin, 118, 132, 188; "royal" and 

"seigneurial” monarchy, 199; legis¬ 
lative sovereignty, 286; absolute and 
arbitrary monarchy, 287; England 
classed as an absolute monarchy, 364; 
no proprietary right in the sovereign, 
386; medieval basis of his theory 
of monarchy, 388; classification of 
monarchy, quoted, 403. 

Boetie, Etienne de la, quoted, i. 
Boniface VIII, Pope, struggle with 

Philip the Fair, 223, 238 £; Bull 
Auscidta filu 244; false bull of 1301, 
244; protests of French estates 
against the false bull, 244 f.; answer to 
protests against the false bull, 245; 
claim of power to depose kings, 245; 
Bull Unam sanctam^ 245; contribution 
of Egidius to the struggle with Philip 
the Fair, 248; on relation of France 
to the Empire, 267. 

Bracton, 185; on law and custom, 192; 
on kingt&p, 195; his knowledge of| 

Latin, 196, note i; apparent incon¬ 
sistencies of, 371 f. 

British Empire, 139, 142, 292. 

Calvin, parallel to Plato on virtue, 43. 
Camden, 365. 
Canon law. Pope as judge of, 218; rela¬ 

tion to divine law, 221; in conflict of 
Boniface VIII and Philip the Fair, 
224; as partially binding on the Pope, 
Egidius, 256. 

Canonists, as formulators of papal 
claims, 224; on the plenitudo poUs- 
tails, 238. 

Cato, 103. 
Christ, as king and priest, 212; as sole 

judge of divine law. Defensor Pads, 310. 
Christianity, unique characteristics, 145; 

political ideas, 147; tolerance of and 
establishment in Roman Empire, 
163. 

Church, early history, 145; early doc¬ 
trines on sin, 151; independence of 
secular authority, 164; growth of 
spirit of independence, 166; as 
superior to the state, 206; character 
and position, York Tractates, 215; 
as a community, 225; as a societas 
perfecta, 225, 2^; problem of church 
property, 239; canonist views at time 
of Boniface VIII, 247; as supreme in 
dominion, 252; as a regnum, Alvarus, 
281; as an aspect of the state, 287; 
as a department of the State, Defensor 
Pads, 308; as the body of all the 
faithful. Defensor Pads, 309; its con¬ 
stitution, 346IF.; concept of church 
as in all nations, 352. 

Church and State, problem, 14^318; 
views of early middle ages, 163; effect 
of collapse of the Roman Empire in 
the West, 178; importance of the early 
middle ages in the problem, 178 f.; 
medieval controversy, the issues, 
314; age of the concordats, 351. 

Cicero, on territorial aspect of city state, 
II, note 4; great change from Aris¬ 
totle, 98 f., 106 ff.; the nature of a 
Republic, 107; the mixed state, 108; 
praise of Roman constitution, 106; 
on tyranny, 109: on tyranny of the 
mob, no; definition of true law, 
III f.; magistrate under the law. 
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114; on equality, law as bond 
of civil society, 116; distinction be¬ 
tween the state and the government, 

.1.17. 
Citizen, Aristotle’s definition of, 8n.; the 

nature of, Aristotle, 74 fF. 
City of Gody importance of, 159. 
City-state, 4, 6fF.; concept extended 

to province and kingdom, 7; feeling of 
community, 8; independence of, 10; 
identical with mind of the individual, 
11; economic problems, ii; limit to 
size of, 13; as a moral organism, 13. 

Civil law, see Roman law. 
Classes, as parts of the state, Aristotle^ 

91. 

Clergy, feudal obligations, 203 f.; posi¬ 
tion as administrators, 204; more 
clearly distinguished, 225; temporal¬ 
ities of, in controversy of Boniface 
VIII and Philip the Fair, 238; pro¬ 
test of French clergy against false 
bull, 244; as experts in divine law. 
Defensor Pacisy 310; have no coercive 
judgment. Defensor PaciSy 310; sphere 
of, Defensor Pacisy 311. 

Coercion, St. Thomas on, 329. 
Coke, law and reason, 365. 
“Commentators,” later medieval, 344. 
Communism, Plato, 40; early Christian 

leanings, 120. 
Community, 6; in city-state, 8. 
Compact, as basis of association, Aris¬ 

totle, 65; as origin of possession, 
Egidius, 253. See Social Compact. 

Conciliar doctrine, anticipated by Occam, 
296. 

Conciliar movement, 346 flP.; concern 
Vith pure politics, 349; theory of the 
church as a mixed monarchy, 350; 
overcome by papalist reaction, 350. 

Concordats, 351; as price of papal 
victory over the Councils, 352; im¬ 
plication of indirect power, 352. 

Consecration, as sign of superiority, 
York TractaUSy 212. 

Consent, as foundation of a state, 117; 
necessary to taxation, 189, 373. 

Constantine, declaration on written law 
and custom, 171; Donation of, see 
Donation. 

Constituent functk>n, in the Defensor 
PaciSy 305 f. 

Constitution, identifies the state, Aris¬ 
totle, 76; as determinant of virtue, 
Aristotle, 77; the life of the state, 
Aristotle, 78; identical with ruling 
class, Aristotle, 79 f. 

Constitutional limitations, and political 
progress, 199. 

Contingency, and political science, 56. 
Convention, as basis of law, 14 f.; con¬ 

trary to law of nature, 130; origin in 
compact, Egidius, 253. 

Coronation oath, early forms, 174; Eng¬ 
lish, as a lex regioy 196; English, 371; 
requiring King to defend regalian 
rights, 379. 

Council, conciliar view of its authority, 

347.. 
Council of Constance, 347. 
Crown, rights of, inalienable, 382. 
Cujas, 131. 
Cujus regiOy ejus religio, origin of the 

doctrine, 144. 
Customary law, 182-193; Germanic 

conception, 170fF.; St. Isidore of 
Seville, 171; as immemorial and 
permanent, 184 f.; written records, 
185 f.; as a social compact, 190 f.; 
and the revival of Roman law, 191 f.; 
method of determination, 193; Eng¬ 
lish, 365. 

Dante, a defender of the Empire, 274 fF.; 
the Italian solution for the problem of 
the Empire, 275. 

Decentralization, under feudalism, 182 f. 
De Concordantia Catholicoy of Nicholas 

of Cusa, 349. 
Decretalists, extreme views of papal 

power, 236; Dante’s opinion of them, 
236 f. 

De Ecclesiastica Potestatey see Egidius 
Romanus. 

Defensor Pacisy authorship and impor¬ 
tance, 297 ff.; the state as organic, 
300; the pars principans, 3CX); the 
legislatory 300; forms of government, 
300; on monarchy, 301; nature of the 
legislatory 301; meaning of valentior 
parsy ^02; not democratic, 303; mean¬ 
ing of legislatory 305; de^tions from 
Aristotle, 306; medieval character, 
307; limited monarchy, 308; power of 
the prince, 308; application of 
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theories to facts of the time, 309; the 
Church as the body of all the faithful, 
309; on law, divine and human, 309; 
clergy as expert in divine law, 310; 
Christ as sole judge under divine law, 
310; on coercive jurisdiction, 311; 
the position of the Pope, 311; on 
pUnitudo poUstatiSf 312; as first 
extreme claim of secular power, 312; 
effect on the secular position, 313; 
great importance of the Defensor 
Pacts, 313. 

De Laudibus Legum Angliae, of Sir 
John Fortescue, 358 ff. 

Democracy, 46, 47; Aristotle, 83 ff. 
passim; 91. 

De Natura Legis Naturae, of Sir John 
Fortescue, 358 ff. 

De Planctu Ecclesiae, of Alvarus Pela- 
gius, 280 ff. 

De Recuperatione Terre Sancte, 269. 
De Regimine Christiano of James of 

Viterbo, 260 ff. 
De Regimine Principum, of St. Thomas 

and Tholommeo of Lucca, 235, 258; 
of Egidius Romanus, 248, 258, 338 ff.; 
begun by St. Thomas, 335; Italian 
spirit of the last part, 337; last part, 
disapproval of monarchy, 337 f. 

Despotism, 359, note 1. | 
Determinatio Compendiosa, of Thol¬ 

ommeo of Lucca, 272. 
Dialectic, Aristotelian, 57 f. 
Dictum de Keniltaorth, 377. 
Dio Chrysostom, on Kingship and Tyr¬ 

anny, 138. 
Dispensation, papal pcmer, 218. 
Disputaiio inter Clericum et Militem, 

defence of royal power, 242. 
Distribution, distributive justice, Aris¬ 

totle, 84. 
Divine law, clergy as experts therein. 

Defensor Pads, 310; Christ as sole 
judge. Defensor Pads, 310. 

Divine right of kings, 142,153. 
Division of powers, seen in the Defensor 

Pacts, 307. 
Dominion, Aristotle, 70^ note i; origin of 

the doctrine, 177; tendency to fuse 
with imperium, 198; in theories of 
Egidius Romanus, 250; dependent on 
right, 250; of Church, supreme over 
aH tldngs, 25a; of a prince subordinate 

to that of the Church, 254; John of 
Paris’ denial of Pope’s dominion, 
265; Wycliffc’s doctrine, 315; doc¬ 
trine in the De Regimine Principum, 
336; classification, 337; in Fortescue, 
3S5; Fitzralph,quoted,355ff.; feudal 
division, Fitzralph, 356. 

Dominium, see Dominion. 
Donation of Constantine, criticism of, 

267; character and importance, 270 f. 
Dualism, of church and state, 165 f» 

223, 314; in medieval society, 226; 
and nationalism in the Disputatio, 243. 

Dubois, Pierre, extreme antipapalist, 2^. 

Eclecticism, of Roman political thought, 
105. 

Economic man, 8. 
Education, for citizenship, the business 

of the statesman, 90; as guarantee of 
a constitution, Aristotle, 93. 

Egidius Romanus, on law, 188, 190; 
defense of papacy, 248 ff.; claim of 
direct temporal power of the Pope, 
249; first complete and final assertion 
of papal power, 249; theory of 
dominion, 250; Papal supremacy in 
the Church, 255 f.; comparison of 
earlier and later views, 258; possible 
influence on the bull Unam sanctam, 
258; adaptation of Aristotelian ideas, 
259; De Regimine Prindpum, 338 ff,; 
conventions as natural, 339; Aris¬ 
totelian discussion of society, 340 f.; 
tegnum as a true society, 341. 

Election, of the Emperor, Lupoid, 289, 
380. 

Electors, as representatives of the whole 
people. Lupoid, 291. 

Emperor, authority of the Roman em¬ 
peror, 128; Roman, his imperium 
and poUstas, 133; legal and actual 
power, 136; assumed supreme by 
Seneca, 137; Roman, Greek views of 
his power, 138 f.; Roman, judicial 
power, 140; Roman, deification of, 
140; as focus of loyalty, 142; Roman, 
contribution of oriental religion to 
despotism of, 143; Roman, as pontiff, 
144; Roman, power in matters of 
faith, 164; as dependent on the Pope, 
235; as agent of the Church, 280; 
dection of. Lupoid, 289. 
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Empire, relation of kingdoms to it, 267; 
as necessary and just, Engelbert, 
274; Dante’s defense, 274 ff.; claim 
put forth in Licet iuris, 277; relation 
to national state, Lupoid, 292; Eng¬ 
land independent, Wycliffc, 317; 
constitution of, studies of Peter von 
Andlau and Aeneas Sylvius, 354. 

Empire and Papacy, investiture conflict, 
202 IF.; struggle of, 270 ff.; struggle 
during reign of Frederick II, 233; 
liberty required supremacy, 313. 

Empiricism, in Aristotle and Plato, 12. 
Engelbert of Admont, imperialist writer 

and Aristotelian, 274; Empire as 
necessary and just, 274. 

England, independent of the Empire, 
WyclifFe, 317; classed as absolute 
monarchy by Bodin, 364; actual 
limitations on royal power, 366; 
Civil war, 386 f. 

Equality, Cicero, 114 f.; and law, 115 f.; 
in Christian doctrine, 160 f. 

Eternal law, St. Thomas on, 326. 
Ethics, as part of politics, 5; as branch 

of politics, Aristotle, 56, 61. 
Excommunication, as deprivation of all 

rights, Egidius, 253. 
Experience, and truth, 31. 

Fall of man, Christian doctrine, 151. 
Fatalism, Aristotle, 54; modern, 54. 
Federalism, 7. 
Feudal bond, 183. 
Feudal law, lack of sanctions, 285. 
Feudalism, origins, 175; ownership as 

basis of authority, 177; development 
and character, 180IF.; tenure and 
status, 181 f.; rights under, feudal 
relations, 182; contradictions and 
complexity of the period, 184; rights 
and remedies, 199; dual position of 
higher clergy, 203; elements in 
Egidius* theory of dominion, 259; 
right of the king as quasi-private, 
357 > permanent contributions, 389; 
end of, 393. 

Fictions, in Roman public law^ 234; in 
the Hdy Roman Empire, 292^ 

Fief, 180 f. 
Fitaralph, compared to Egidius, 250, 

316,notea; ondotnimon,3i6; quoted 
on dominion, 355 ff. 
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Fleta^ 197, note 1,376; on inalienability 
of crown lands, 380. 

Flotte, Peter, see Peter Flotte. 
Force, as idtima ratio or sanction, 369. 
Form, as nature, Aristotle, 57. 
Fortcscue, Sir John, 189, 354 fF.; later 

misunderstandings of, 355; on domin¬ 
ion, 355; on dominium regale, 357; 
classiflcation of governments, 357; 
dominium politicum et regale, not 
limited monarchy, 358 f.; despotism, 
359, note i; power and duties of the 
I^ng, 361; natural law, 361 f. 

France, independent of Empire, 243 f., 
267, 293; commitment to conciliar 
doctrine, 353; Pragmatic Sanction of 
Bourges, 353; actual limitations on 
the royal power, 366. 

Franciscan order, split over poverty, 276. 
Frankish capitularies, 174, note 4, 175. 
Frankish monarchy, disintegration, 180. 
Fraticelli, the Spiritual Franciscans, 276; 

Occam as a representative, 293. 
Frederic Barbarossa, 230. 
Frederick II, struggle with Papacy, 233. 
Freedom, under monarchy, St. Thomas, 

333- 
Friendship, and politics, Aristotle, 62, 

64, 65; essential to a koinonia, Aris¬ 
totle, 65 f. 

Gaius, 122 IF.; the varieties of law, 122; 
on slavery, 123, 132. 

GalHcanism, basis in fundamental law, 
241; John of Paris as first Gallican, 
267; in Gerson, 349; the Pragmatic 
Sanction of Bourges, 353. 

Gelasius I, Pope, on Church and State, 
164 f. 

German law, early doctrines on slavery 
and property, 176. 

Germany, as guardian of the universal 
church, Jordan of Osnabruck, 273; 
preparation for reception of Roman 
law, 353. 

Gerson, chief source for ideas of Council 
of Constance, 348; Gallican influence, 

349- 
Glanvill, on customary and written law, 

191. 
Glosses, on the power of a king over the 

I property of his subjects, 190, note i. 
i G<^, Aristotle, 58. 
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“Golden Bull,” 380. 
Governance of England^ The^ of Sir John 

Fortescue, 358 fF. 
Government, as all inclusive in city-state, 

10; forms of, 28 f.; ideal, 29; as a 
form of dominion, 250; forms of. 
Defensor Pacts, 300. 

Greece, as first source of political science, 
3 ff.; contributions compared with 
those of Rome, 121. 

Greek political theory, sources outside 
Plato and Aristotle, 94. 

Gregoire, Pierre, on custom and law, 
365. 

Gregory VII, Pope, on the papal author¬ 
ity, 207; claims similar to those made 
by Bellarmine, 209; claim to power of 
administrative enactment, 218; on 
judicial power, 218. 

Grote, criticism of Plato, 41, 43. 
Guardians, 36 ff.; deprivation, 41. 

Hadrian, imperial consciousness, 141. 
de Harlay, 188. 
Henry II, of England, and Thomas 

Becket, 227 f. 
Henry III, Confirmation of the Charters, 

374- 
Henry of Cremona, papal supporter, 

*47 f- 
Hermodorus, possible author of the 

Twelve Tables, 102. 
Hildebrand, see Gregory VII. 
Hincmar of Rheims, 174. 
Hobbes, Thomas, quoted, 2; theory 

based on might, 387. 
Holy Roman Empire, 160. 
Honorius Augustodunensis, on papal 

power, 209, note i. 
Hostiensis, 224; extr(^me supporter of 

the papacy, 237. 
Household, as koinonia, Aristotle, 65. 
Human law, as derived from natural 

law, St. Thomas, 327; needs promul¬ 
gation, St. Thomas, 328. 

Imperium, 128,133; of the consuls, 135; 
of the Emperor, 136; tendency to 
fuse with dominium, 198. 

Independence, of city-state, 6; of Church 
and State, 206. 

India, and the British Empire, 139. 

“ Indirect power,” claims of Gregory VII, 
209, 219; in St. Thomas* theory, 
236; implied in the concordats, 352. 

Individualism, debt to feudalism, 389. 
Inequality, Plato, 26!.; occasioned by 

sin, 151. 
Inheritance, and regeneration, as basis 

of dominion, 251. 
Innocence, original state of man, 151. 
Innocent III, exercise of authority, 231; 

annulment of Magna Carta, 231; 
claims of authority, 232. 

Innocent IV, first official assertion of 
extreme papal claims, 233 f.; as 
canonist, 234. 

Investiture struggle, 202-318; points of 
agreement, 205; implied supremacy 
of each power, 206 f.; results and 
close, 221 ff. 

Isocrates, 5, 94. 

James of Viterbo, 159,260 ff.; the world 
as one universal regnum, 260; the 
position of the Pope in the Church, 
261; sources of his ideas, 261; mon¬ 
archy in the Church, 262; influence on 
Augustinus Triumphus, 262. 

Jean de Terre Rouge, rights of Crown of 
France inalienable, 381. 

John XXII, struggle with Lewis of 
Bavaria, 276ff.; contest with Lewis 
marked passing of medieval condi¬ 
tions, 314. 

John of Jandun, co-author of the De- 
fensor Pads, 297 ff. 

John of Paris, supporter of secular 
monarchy, 263 ff.; Aristotelian dia¬ 
lectic, 264; on monarchy, 264; secular 
power independent of the spiritual, 
265; spiritual authority superior in 
dignity only, 265. 

John of Salisbury, on tyranny and 
tyrannicide, 286, 320, 322; on the two 
swords, 229 f.; supremacy of the 
church, 230; first official assertion of 
his doctrine on papal power, 233 f., 
319(1.; systematizer, 320; on unity of 
Christendom, 320; the King as under 
the law, 320; lack of constitutional 
sanctions, 321; the organic state, 
321; exaltation of kingship, 323. 

John of Turrecremata, 351; on indirect 
power, 352. 
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Jordan of Osnabnick, defense of imperial 
claims, 272; Germans as saviours of 
Christendom, 273. 

Judicial power, of medieval King, 189 if. 
Jurisdiction, of the church, 223, 227 f.; 

analysis and claims of Innocent III, 
231 f.; of Pope and Emperor, 235. 

Jurisprudence, Roman, 121. 
Jurists, medieval, 293; of later middle 

ages, 344- 
Jury, 6; early use in civil cases, in 

England, 193. 
Jus civile^ Gaius* definition, 122, 127. 
Jus gsntium, 105; Gaius* definition, 122; 

Ulpian, 126; as contrary to nature 
on some points, 130; property as 
arising under, 161. 

Jus naiurais, 105; distinguished from 
JUS gentium^ 150. 

Jus sacrum^ as part of jus publicum^ 144, 
224; tendency to absorb the jus 
publicum^ 224 f. 

Justice, sophist conception, 15; in 
nature and reason, 30; Plato’s defini¬ 
tion, 30, 45; essential to a koinonia, 
Aristotle, 66; universal and particular, 
109; as end of monarchy, 154; in St. 
Augustine’s thought, 154 ff.; as only 
bond of a true republic, St. Augustine, 
158; in the Roman Empire, James of 
Viterbo, 159; absolute and particular, 
395 ff.; reality of, 397. 

Justinian, the Digest and Institutes^ 125. 

KaiserkulU 140 f. 
Keys, given by Christ to St. Peter, 

interpreted by Hostiensis, 238; power 
effective over pagans, Augustinus 
TriumphuSf 279. 

King, as legihus solutus^ 153; as vicar of 
God, 153; as bound by law, 173 f.; 
power to maintain the law, 189; 
obligations and powers of feudal 
Kings, 194 ff.; Bracton on the King’s 
position, 195; as supreme landlord, 
198; his rights over property, 198; 
rule by personal right, Peter Crassus, 
222; as minister of the church, 229; 
as equal to Emperor in his realm, 
243 f., 268; as deputies of the Pope, 
Alvarus, 283; as lawgiver, as judge, 
286; as pars principans. Defensor 
Pads, 306; as servant of the people, 
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Defensor Pads, 307; under the law, 
John of Salisbury, 320; power of, 
in De Regimine Principum^ 338; 
nature of his “absolute” power, 368; 
absolute power, English illustrations, 

374 ff- 
Kingship, early Germanic, 172; depend¬ 

ent upon ideas of law in feudal period, 
194; exaltation by John of Salisbury, 

323- 
Knowledge, Plato, 26. 
Koinonia^ Aristotle’s meaning, 63 ff.; not 

unity, 64; slavery not one, Aristotle, 
65; the political koinonia as all- 
inclusive, 66 f., 156. 

Lactantius, 109. 
Land-tenure, early medieval, 177. 
Langton, Stephen, 374 ff. passim. 
Large letters, analogy of, Plato, 10. 
Law, sophist concept, 14; as interest 

of the stronger, 15; origin of, 16; 
“higher law,” Socrates, 19; sub¬ 
stitute for wisdom, 27 f.; as natural, 
Aristotle, 69; advantage of law over 
men in authority, Aristotle, 88; bond 
of law as basis of a republic, Cicero, 
III; Cicero’s definition, 111 f.; and 
equality, 115 f.; as bond of civil 
society, Cicero, 116; Roman con¬ 
stitutional, 132; sources of universal 
law, 149; divine and natural, 150; 
German conceptions, 167 ff.; tribal, 
168; personality of, 168 ff.; German 
concept of law as custom, 170 f.; 
personality displaced by territoriality, 
170, 179 f.; as superior to the King, 
173 f.; public and private combined 
under feudalism, 182; customary, see 
Customary law; customary, written, 
185 f.; to be promulgated by the King, 
but not made, 189; as gift of God, 
191; feudal, 182-193; Augustinus 
on the kinds of law, 279; divine and 
human in the Defensor Pacis^ 309; 
to be determined by experts, 309; St. 
Thomas* conception, 326; nature of, 
St. Thomas, 327 f.; and custom, 365. 

Law of God, as limitation on an absolute 
King, 365. 

Law of nature, identified withy«j gentium, 
119, 129 f.; in early Christianity, 
149 L; beyond Pope’s dispensation, 284. 
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Legalism, and conservatism, 135. 
Ligis Henrici Primi, 185. 
Ligibus joluiuSf kings as, 153. 
Legislation, Aristotle, 62; modern con¬ 

cept, 390. 
Legislative power, not claimed in middle 

ages, 219. 
Legislatori in the Defensor Pacisy 300; the 

valentior pars of the populust 301; 
meaning of, 305; power to punish the 
prince. Defensor Pacis^ 307. 

Leisure, essential to true citizenship, 
Aristotle, 71. 

Leuctra, battle, 53. 
Lewis of Bavaria, struggle with John 

XXII, 276 flP.; Licet iuris, 277; his 
supporters against the Pope, 288. 

i>;r,Gaius on its nature and sources, 122 f. 
Lex regia of Vespasian, 128, 136; 

Bracton’s conception, 195 f. 
Lex Ribuariat 168. 
Lex Salic a, 168. 
Libri Feudorunit 185. 
Licet iuriSf enactment of Lewis of Ba¬ 

varia, 277. 
Limited monarchy, in the Defensor Pacis^ 

308; in middle ages, 330, 366; St. 
Thomas, 330, note i; not in Fortcscue, 
358 f.; nature of limitation and 
control^ 363 ; a matter of degree, 369. 

Locke, on property, 199, note i, 371. 
Lombardy, laws of, 174. 
Louis XIV, 135, 222. 
Loyalty, to a person, 142. 
Lupoid of Bebenburg, imperialist writer, 

288 fF.; denial of Pope's temporal 
power, 289; on the Translatio Im* 
perii, 289; German national con¬ 
sciousness, 291. 

Macedon, Macedonian conquest and 
end of city-state, 97 L 

M^chiavelli, 141. 
Magistrate, under the law, Cicero, 114. 
Magna Cartas annulled by Innocent III, 

231. 
Majority rule, found by some in the 

Defensor Pads, 303. 
Manegold of Lautenbach, on royal 

power, 209 f.; on social compact, 222. 
Manichaeans, dualism, 223; heresy of, 

262. 
Mankind, as one community, 26$* 

Marcian, 128. 
Market-place, in city-state, 9. 
Marsiglio of Padua, co-author of the 

Defensor Pads, 297 ff. 
Massachusetts, proportion of citizens to 

residents, 8ft. 
Matter, as defective, Aristotle, 58. 
Medieval thought outside the Investiture 

struggle, 318 £ 
Method, Aristotle, 54 f. 
Mixed constitution, Aristotle, 83, 90, 

91 f.; Polybius, 100. 
Mixed monarchy, in the church, 350. 
Mixed state, 7; Cicero, 108. 
Monarch, as national, 239. 
Monarchy, Plato, 29; Aristotle, 82 £. 

passim; in Roman Empire, 136; 
normal form for 1500 years, 152; 
theories of early Church on, 152 £; 
dependent on justice to make it a res 
publica, 155; among German tribes, 
172 f.; St. Isidore of Seville, 173 j 
feudal monarchy dependent upon 
conception of law held at the time, 
194; feudal, general characteristics, 
194 £; fundamental laws of the 
French monarchy, 241; in the 
Church, James of Viterbo, 262; in 
theory of John of Paris, 2^; in the 
church, Alvarus, 281; **absolute*’ 
distinguished from "arbitrary,** Bodin, 
287; in the Defensor Pads, 301; 
limited, in the Defensor Pads, 308; as 
preferred form, St. Thomas, 331 ff.; 
disapproval of in last part of De 
Regimine Principum, 337!.; as best 
form, Egidius, 342; medieval con¬ 
ception, 364; distinction of autocrat 
and despot, 365; effect of Roman law, 
383 f.; classifications. Appendix II. 

Monasticism, and Platonic communism, 
40. 

Monotheism, effect on early Christian 
views of the law of nature, 150. 

Nation-state, 219; new element and 
problem, 239; made plenitude petes- 
tads untenable, 352; essential to 
modem sovereignty, 391. 

Nationalism, in Wycliffe, 318; monarchy 
as focus of, 35a « 

Nationality, 392.f; German conscious¬ 
ness in Lupoid, 291. 
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Natural law, as derived from law of God, 
St. Thomas, 327; Fortcscue, 361 f.; 
as a limitation on an absolute King, 

365. 
Nature, relation to law according to 

Sophists, 14,17; Aristotle, 57. 
Nero, Seneca’s appeal, 137. 
Nicholas of Cusa, on judicial function, 

286} on Council of Basel, 348. 
Nullification, 370. 

Obedience, as a religious duty, 151; of 
Christian, pagan, and Jew, 279; as a 
dilemma in all ages, 369. 

Occam, William of, 293 fF.; limitations 
on the papal power, 294 f.; anodpa* 
tions of conciliar doctrines, 29€; on 
kinds of monarchy, quoted, 4cx> IF. 

Ochlocracy, Polybius* definition, 100. 
Office, as distinct from occupant, 152. 
Old Testament, importance for political 

thought, 147. 
Oligarchy, 46; Aristotle, 82 ff. passim. 
Organic state, city-state, 13; Plato, 39; 

Defensor Pads, 300; theory of, 319; 
theory of, John of Salisbury, 321, 

Ostia, Cardinal of, see Hostiensis. 
Ostracism, 87. 
Ownership, divisible in early middle ages, 

177. 

Papacy, investiture struggle, 202 fF.; 
power of, Gregory VII, 207; sup¬ 
porters of, at time of Boniface, 247 IF.; 
instituted for advantage of its subjects, 
Occam, 295. 

Papal authority, as exercised by Innocent 
III, 231; claim in the bull Unam 
sanctam, 245 f. 

Papal power, extreme views of Decre- 
talists, 236 f. 

Papal reaction, 350; moderation on 
relation of church to states, 351. 

Papal supremacy, in the church, Egidius 
Romanus, 255 f. 

Papinian, 127. 
ParUmifUf power of registration, 366. 
Pars principanSf in the Defensor Pacts, 

30a 
Pars oedenHor, not democratic, 304. 
Participation, aa essential to fre^om, 

74 f-. 333- 
Paa Romano, importance to Greece, 139. 

Peace, disturbed by power of the Pope, 
Defensor Pacts, 312. 

People, as legal sovereign in Rome, 124; 
of the Empire, as supreme authority, 
291. 

Per venerabilem, decretal of Innocqnt 
III, 231. 

Pericles, on law and justice, 15, note 2; 
funeral oration, as given by Thucyd¬ 
ides, quoted, 95. 

Personality of law, 168 ff.; the preser¬ 
vation of Roman law, 169 f.; displaced 
by territoriality, 170; change to 
territoriality, 179 f. 

Peter von Andlau, 353 f. 
Peter Crassus, Defense of King Henry, 

210; on personal right of the King, 
222. 

Peter Damian, adviser of Gregory VII, 
219. 

Peter Flotte, French civil lawyer, 224; 
probable author of Philip’s answer to 
Boniface, 241; accused of forging the 
false bull, 245. 

Petrus de Palude, pro-papal writer, 280. 
Philip the Fair, struggle with Boniface 

VIII, importance of, 223; struggle 
with Boniface VIII, 238ff.; answer 
to Boniface, quoted, 240; his sup¬ 
porters against the papal doctrines, 
263. 

Plato, Chapter II; on size of state, 
4; difficulties for our understanding, 
22; meaning of “ politics,** 22; horror 
of stasis, 23; life, 23 f.; order and 
differences of dialogues, 24; on 
reality, 25 f.; nature of intelligence 
and knowledge, 26; religious basis, 
26; inequality, 26 f.; definition of 
justice, 30,45; use of analogy, 31; the 
small and large letters, 32; purpose of 
the Republic, 33; positive nature of 
virtue, 34; origin of the state, 36; 
warrior class, 36; character and educa¬ 
tion, 37; unity of state, 39; Aristotle’s 
criticism, 39; communism, 40; guard¬ 
ians, 36ff.; value of virtue, 42; the 
virtues of a perfect state, 44; forms 
of government, 46; nature of state 
depends on the nature of the citizens, 
46; aristocracy, 47; aiticism of 
democracy, 47 ff.; absolute and par¬ 
ticular justice, 395. 
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Platonic idea, Aristotle’s rejection, 59. 
Plebiscite, 122. 
Plenitudo potestatis, 223; of the Pope, 

235; doctrine of the canonists, 238; 
according to Egidius Rom anus, 255 f.; 
comparison of doctrines, 257; in 
Alvarus’s theory, 283; as chief dis¬ 
turber of the peace. Defensor Pacisy 
312; doctrine made untenable by 
rise of national states, 352. 

Polemic, writings on church and state, 
1052-1112, 202. 

Policraticus, of John of Salisbury, 319 IF. 
Polis, see city-state. 
“ Political,** meaning of, 3, 5 f. 
Political animal, 8. 
Political theory, Greek, sources outside 

Plato and Aristotle, 94. 
Politics, meaning in Plato, 22; as a 

science, 56. 
Polity, the mixed form of government, 

Aristotle, 83, 90; as best form, Aris¬ 
totle, 91 f. 

Polybius, 99; cyclical theory, 99; mixed 
constitution, 100. 

Pope, as pastor of the flock of Christ, 
208, 220; powers and duties of, York 
Tractates, 213 f.; apostolic power, 
York Tractates, 214; power of dis¬ 
pensation, 218; plenitudo potestatis, 
223; jurisdiction of, 223, 227; as 
judex ordinarius omnium, 234; St. 
Thomas* theory of papal power, 
235 f.; direct power in secular matters, 
236; power of, Decretalist view, 236 f.; 
supremacy, as claimed by Hostiensis 
and Durandus, 237; direct power in 
temporal matters, Egidius, 249; as su¬ 
preme head, in doctrine of Egidius, 
251; £gidiu8*8 doctrine of the suprem¬ 
acy of the Pope in the Church, 255; not 
entirely legibus solutus, according to 
Egidius, 257; plenitudo potestatis and i 
position in the church, James of 
Viterbo, 261; his power over property, 
John of Paris, 265; has neither do¬ 
minion nor jurisdiction, John of Paris, 
266; as supreme, Augustinus Trium- 
phus, 278; direct temporal power of, 
Augustinus Triumphus, 278; extent 
and content of authority, Occam, 295; 
as universal monarch, Alvarus, 281; 
superior to the whole Church, Alvarus, 

283; as legjhus solutus, Alvarus, 283; 
limited dispensation, Alvarus, 284; 
holds no coercive jurisdiction. Defensor 

I Pads, 311; position in the church, 
I Defensor Pads, 311 f.; identified with 

Anti-Christ by WyclifFe, 315; purely 
spiritual authority, Wycliffe, 317. 

Popular sovereignty, in Roman Republic, 

135- 

Post-Glossators, 345. 
Potestas, 128, 133; of the Emperor, 136. 
Potestas jurisdictionis, 223, 227. 
Practical reason, Aristotle, 60. 
Praemunire, statute of, 318. 
Pragmatic Sanction of Bourges, 353. 
Prerogative, as a fundamental law, 378. 

Priesthood of the Christian man,** sug¬ 
gested in York Tractates, 216. 

Prince, as minister of the church, 229; 
subordinate in dominion to the Church, 
254; as deputy of the Church in 
temporal matters, Egidius, 255; Pope 
as the only prince, Alvarus, 281; power 
of, in the Defensor Pads, 308; the sole 
holder of coercive jurisdiction. Defensor 
Pads, 311; as head of the State, 
John of Salisbury, 321; responsible to 
God, St. Thomas, 330; duties and 
functions, Egidius, 342; personifica¬ 
tion of law, Egidius, 343; books written 
for instruction of, 339 f. 

Principate, Roman, 135. 
Priority, of state and church, 260. 
Private judgment, in York Tractates, 

216; basis in Occam, 296; in politics, 
369. 

Private war, 182, 197; as sanction of 
constitutional custom, 368. 

Promulgation, necessary to human law, 
St. Thomas, 328. 

Property, in Christian doctrine, 161; 
ideas of early Christians on obligations, 
i6ifF.; in early German law, 176; 
duties and rights, 177; power of a 
King over property of his subjects in 
the medieval glosses, 190, note i; 
as right of the King, 198; of the 
Church, as a problem in thirteenth 
century, 239; as a form of dominion, 
250; as free of all authority, John of 
Paris, 265; and dominion, Fitzralph, 
357; of subjects beyond the King’s 
power, 367; rights against King basis 
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of bargaining for redress, 373; rights 
outside of absolute authority, 383; 
effect of humanistic revival of Roman 
law, 384 f. 

Protagoras, 13. 
Protestantism, spirit of, in the York 

Tractates 9 216; medieval origins, 
2i6 f.; elements in Occam, 296. 

Provisions of Oxford, in derogation of 
royal power, 375. 

Punishment, monopoly of the prince, St. 
Thomas, 329. 

Pythagoras, influence, 103. 

Reality, Plato, 25 f. 
Reason, Socrates' reassertion, 20; as 

basis of law, 113. 
Regalian rights, inalienable, 379. 
Relativity of law, 14, 18. 
Religion, in the city-state, 8 f., 9n.; re¬ 

ligious meaning of reason and law, 
Cicero, 113; unity of religion within a 
state, 142; Roman, 143; oriental in 
Roman Empire, 143; and public 1 
law, 144; exclusive religions, 145. 

Remedies, for infringements of feudal I 
rights, 199. 

Renaissance of the twelfth century, 201. 
Representation, in the Defensor Pads, 

3^3 f- 
Revolution, and the constitution, Aris¬ 

totle, 78, 81. 
** Rex est imperator in regno suof* 268. 
Rex Pacificus, tract in support of 

Philip the Fair, 263. 
Rights, and remedies, under feudalism, 

198; exempt from papal authority, 
295. 

Rogatio, of Roman magistrates, 135 f. 
Roman Empire, tolerance and establish¬ 

ment of Christianity, 163. 
Roman law, as channel of Greek ideas, 

103; origins, 104; and philosophy, 
105; evolution of, 121; second cen¬ 
tury conceptions, 122; third century 
conceptions, 126; fictions, 134; saved 
by principle of personality, 169; re¬ 
vival, 201, 224; in conflict of Boni¬ 
face VIII and Philip the Fair, 224; as 
weapon against 4:anonists, 241; in¬ 
fluence on Johtl of Salisbury, 318; 
theoretical universality^ 34S; prepa¬ 
ration for reception in Germany, 353; 

influence on absolute monarchy, 383 f.; 
humanistic revival, 383 f. 

Rome, Chapter IV; Greek influence, 
102 f.; contributions compared with 
those of Greece, 121; constitutional 
doctrines, 132; Greek views of the 
Empire, 138 f.; religion, 143; decline, 
149; decline and fall, 161. 

Rousseau, J. J., quoted, i, 2, 5; and 
Seneca, 121. 

Royal power, inalienable, 376 ff. 

Sacerdotium, supremacy over regnum, 
claimed by Gregory VII, 220. 

Sachsenspiegel, 185. 
St. Ambrose, on the law of nature, 150; 

on supremacy of the bishops in 
matters of faith, 164. 

St. Augustine, on justice, 154-160; 
influence on James of Viterbo, 261. 

St. Bernard, on the two swords, 229. 
St. Chrysostom, on obedience, 153. 
St. Cyprian, on religious uniformity, 

166 f. 
St. Gregory the Great, on authority of 

the King, 153. 
St. Isidore of Seville, on property, 163; 

on law and custom, 171; on monarchy, 
173; on property, 177, 191; on tyr¬ 
anny, relation to John of Salisbury, 
322. 

St. Optatus, on authority of the King, 
153; on conflict of civil and religious 
authorities, 164. 

St. Paul, 2, 147; doctrine of Romans 
XIII, 152. 

St. Peter, the power to bind and loose, 
207; the keys given to St. Peter by 
Christ, 238. 

St. Thomas, on papal jurisdiction, 235; 
greatest figure of thirteenth century, 
323 ff.; great change from John of 
Salisbury, 324; influence of Aristotle 
on, 324; on law, 326; natural law 
derived from law of God, 327; deriva¬ 
tion of human law from natural law, 
327; practical and speculative reason, 
327 f.; on promulgation and sanctions 
of human law, 328; law must be for 
the common good, 3281^ on tyranny, 
329; relation of law to politics, 329; 
meaning of legibus solutus, 329; on 
punishment, 329; on coercion, 329; 
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on limited monarchy, 330, note i; 
preference for monarchy, 331 ff.; 
relation of law to nature and virtue, 
334; sin as cause of servitude, 335; 
commentary on passages quoted from 
Aristotle on monarchy, quoted, 398 ff. 

Sanction, insignificant in medieval law, 
284; modern preoccupation with, 365. 

Sanctions, against the prince, 285; lack 
of, in the constitutional theory of John 
of Salisbury, 321; against tyranny, a 
matter of degree, 369. 

Schism, 315, 346. 
Science, Aristotle’s division, 56. 
Segusia, see Hostiensis. 
“Seisin,” 176. 
Self-sufficiency (a6rapxela), 6; of the 

state, Aristotle, 68. 
Senatuj consultum, 122. 
Seneca, 119; theory of man’s fall, 119; 

sin as occasion of departures from 
natural law, 120; De dementia, 137; 
quoted, 394. 

Separation of powers, Polybius, 100. 
Simony, at time of Investiture struggle, 

204. 
Sin, basis of need for institutions, 120; 

as basis of coercion, 150; as cause of 
inequality, 151; cause of oppression, 
151; as basis of property, 161; as 
cause of servitude, St. Thomas, 335. 

Skepticism, sophists, 14. 
Slavery, not a koinonia, Aristotle, 65; 

as natural and just, Aristotle, 70; 
criticism of Aristotle’s doctrine, 70 f.; 
Gaius, 123; views of early church, 148; 
occasioned by sin, i6a; effect of Stoic 
and Roman legal ideas on Christian 
doctrine, 161; in German tribal law, 

175- 
Social compact, Cicero, 110,117; theory 

in middle ages, 222. 
Societas perfecta, Plato, 44, 225, 260. 
Socrates, reaction to subjectivism, 19; 

higher law, 19, note 4; debt to 
Sophists, 20; objectivity, 20. 

Somnium Viridarii, see Songe du Vergier. 
Song of Lewes, 376; quoted, note 1. 
Songe du Vergier, 315; IGngs* rights 

inalienable, 380 f. 
Sophists, 14^*; on law and nature, 

14 f.; cynicism of, 17. 
Sophocles, higher law, 19. 

Sovereignty, compared with Aristotle’s 
conception of the ruling power, 
80 f.; in Cicero’s theory, 118; legal 
sovereignty in Rome, 135; doctrine of 
Gregory VII in relation to, 219, 221; 
as judicial in middle ages, and as legis¬ 
lative in modern times, 286; tacitly 
recognized in the concordats, 352; 
identification with might, 387; as 
legislative power, 390. 

Sparta, 53. 
Speculum Juris, papal defense, 237. 
Spencer, Herbert, 22. 
Stasis, 23. 
State, modern limitations, 23; origin, 

36; as a koinonia, Aristotle, 63; as 
person, 63; as final end and destina¬ 
tion, Aristotle, 68; Aristotle’s general 
discussion, 73 ff.; as embodied in its 
constitution, Aristotle, 76; Aristotle’s 
classification of states, 81 ff.; Aris¬ 
totle on the best possible, 89; the 
state as creator of property rights, 
162; as subordinate to the church, 
225 f.; dependent on tenure, 198. 

Statute of York, 377. 
Stoic ideas in the later Empire, 149. 
Stoics, contribution to Roman pohtical 

thought, 106* 
Subjectivism, of the sophists, 14; 

Socratic reaction, 19; relapse into 
subjectivism after Aristotle, 97. 

Summa de Legihus, 185; on custom and 
law, 186. 

Summa de Potestaie Ecelesiastica, of 
Augustinus Triumphus, 277 fiP. 

Supply, and redress, 371; as a voluntary 
bargain, 373. 

Supremacy, of King in secular matters, 
York Tractates, 212. 

Sword, as symbol of authority, 229. 
Swords, John of Paris on the doctrine 

266 f. 

Tacitus, 172. 
Tarquins, 108. 
Taxation, of church property, 239 f.; 

largely voluntary, 373. 
Temporalities of the clergy, at issue, 238* 
Tenure, 181; replaced by ownership, 

198; feudal, as an element in the 
theory of dominion, 259. 

Theocracy, in medieval society, %tS» 
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Tholommeo of Lucca, tract in support of 
the Pope, 234 f.; De Regimine Pritf 
cipum, 235; comparison with Egidius’s 
De Regimine Principum^ 258; on papal 
claims against the Empire, 272. 

Thomas Aquinas, see St. Thomas. 
Thucydides, 94 f.; Pericles* funeral 

oration, 95. 
du Tillet, on law and custom, 188. 
Timocracy, 46. 
TracUUus Eboracensest see York Tractates, 
Tractatus de luribus Regni et Imperii 

Romani, of Lupoid of Bebenburg, 288 
ff. 

Tractatus de Potestaie Regia et Papali, 
see John of Paris, 263 fF. 

Tractatus de Prerogativa, of Jordan of 
Osnabruck, 272. 

Translatio Imperii, discussed by Lupoid, 
289. 

Tres^ancien Coutumier de Normandie, 
185. 

Trew Law of Free Monarchies, of James 

I. 384. 
Tyrannicide, as informal sanction, John 

of Salisbury, 286; John of Salisbury, 
320. 

Tyranny, 46; Aristotle, 54, 58, 83 ff. 
passim; Aristotle’s advice to tyrants, 
93; Cicero, 109; Cicero on tyranny 
of the mob, no, 131; as breach of 
royal trust, 210; York Tractates, 213; 
under medieval legal ideas, 285; John 
of Salisbury on, 320; St. Thomas,329. 

Ulpian, distinction of jus gentium from 
law of nature, 120, 125 ff.; man as 
an animal, 131. 

Ultra vires, doctrine in early church, 
152 f. i in relation to royal acts, 367. 

Unam sanctam. Bull of 1302, 245 f,; no 
claim to direct temporal power, 246. 

Unity, Plato, 39; religious and political, 
142; in medieval society, 205, 225 f.; 
reassertion, 223; effect of Aristotle 
and of Roman law in breaking it down, 
226; the church as all-inclusive, James 
of Viterbo, 260; as basis of papal 
power, Alvarus, 283; of Christendom, 
in John of Salisbury, 320; preferred 
to uniformity by Egidius, 341. 

Utilitarianism, antithesis to Plato, 43. 

Valla, Lorenzo, repudiation of the Dona¬ 
tion of Constantine, 271. 

Vespasian, lex regia, 128, 136; and the 
Emperor cult, 142. 

Virtue, as positive art, in Plato, 34; as 
relative to the constitution, 77. 

War, first form of public service, 36. 
Wealth, as justification of power, Aris¬ 

totle, 86. 
Weimar, as city-state, 89. 
William of Moerbeka, translation of 

Aristotle’s Politics, 298, note 2; 
translation of the Politics, quoted on 
kinds of monarchy, 398 f. 

William of Nogaret, French civil lawyer, 
224. 

Wycliffe, John, quoted, i; on dominion, 
quoted, 250, 315 ff.; identification of 
Pope with Anti-Christ, 315; doctrine 
of dominion, 315; complete separation 
of the two powers, 317. 

York Tractates, defense of royal power, 
21 iff.; on consecration as sign of 
superiority, 212; on tyranny, 213; 
nature and authority of the Church, 
215; Protestant elements, 216. 






