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[p. 1]
THERE is nothing in history more remarkable than the way in which two small nations created and learnt how to administer two vast dominions: the Romans their world-empire, into which all the streams of the political and social life of antiquity flowed and were blent; and the English their Indian Empire, to which are now committed the fortunes of more than three hundred millions of men. A comparison of these two great dominions in their points of resemblance and difference, points in which the phenomena of each serve to explain and illustrate the parallel phenomena of the other, is a subject, which has engaged the attention of many philosophic minds, and is still far from being exhausted. Exhausted indeed it can scarcely be, for every year brings some changes in the conditions of Indian government, and nearly every year gives us some fresh light upon the organization and government of the Roman Empire. The observations and reflections contained in this Essay were suggested by a journey through India, which followed upon travels through most of the regions that once owned the sway of Rome; and I have tried to test them by conversations with many persons, both natives and Europeans, who know India thoroughly. This Essay is intended to compare Rome and Britain as conquering and ruling powers, acquiring and administering dominions outside the original dwelling-place of 
[p. 2]
[bookmark: 0005.tif]their peoples, and impressing upon these dominions their own type of civilization. The following Essay compares the action of each as a power diffusing its law over the earth.
The comparison derives a special interest from a con­ sideration of the position in which the world finds itself at the beginning of the twentieth century. The great civilized nations have spread themselves out so widely, and that with increasing rapidity during the last fifty years, as to have brought under their dominion or con­ trol nearly all the barbarous or semi-civilized races. Eu­ rope-that is to say the five or six races which we call the European branch of mankind-has annexed the rest of the earth, extinguishing some races, absorbing others, ruling others as subjects, and spreading over their native customs and beliefs a layer of European ideas which will sink deeper and deeper till the old native life dies out. Thus, while the face of the earth is being changed in a ma­ terial sense by the application of European science, so it seems likely that within a measurable time European forms of thought and ways of life will come to prevail everywhere, except possibly in China, whose vast popu­ lation may enable her to resist these solvent influences for several generations, and in some parts of the tropics where climate makes settlement by the white race diffi­ cult.
In this process whose agencies are migration, conquest, commerce, and finance, England has led the way and has achieved most. Russia, however, as well as France and Germany, have annexed vast areas in­ habited by backward races. Even the United States has, by occupying the Hawaiian and the Philippine Islands, entered, somewhat to her own surprise, on the same path. Thus a new sort of unity is being created among man­ kind. This unity is seen in the bringing of every part of the globe into close relations, both commercial and
[p. 3]
political, with every other part.
It is seen in the estab­ lishment of a few ' world languages ' as vehicles of com­ munication between many peoples, vehicles which carry to them the treasures of literature and science which the four or five leading nations have gathered. It is seen in the diffusion of a civilization which is everywhere the same in its material aspects, and is tolerably uniform even on its intellectual side, since it teaches men to think on similar lines and to apply similar methods of scientific inquiry. The process has been going on for some cen­ turies. In our own day it advances so swiftly that we can almost foresee the time when it will be complete. It is one of the great events in the history of the world. Yet it is not altogether a new thing. A similar process went on in the ancient world from the time of Alexander the Macedonian to that of Alaric the Visigoth. The Greek type of civilization, and to some extent the Greek popu­ lation also, spread out over the regions around the eastern Mediterranean and the Euxine. Presently the conquests of Rome brought all these regions, as well as the western countries as far as Caledonia, under one government. This produced a uniform type of civilization which was Greek on the side of thought, of literature, and of art, Roman on the side of law and institutions. Then came Christianity which, in giving to all these countries one religion and one standard of morality, created a still deeper sense of unity among them. Thus the ancient world, omitting the barbarous North and the semi-civi­ lized heathen who dwelt beyond the Euphrates, became unified, the backward races having been raised, at least in the upper strata of their population, to the level of the more advanced. One government, one faith, and two lan­ guages, were making out of the mass of races and king­ doms that had existed before the Macedonian conquest, a single people who were at once a Nation and a World Nation.
[p. 4]
[bookmark: 0006.tif]The process was not quite complete when it was inter­ rupted by the political dissolution of the Roman do­ minion, first through the immigrations of the Teutonic peoples from the north, and afterwards by the terrible strokes which Arab conquerors from the south-east dealt at the already weakened empire. The results that had been attained were not wholly lost, for Europe clung to the Grceco-Romano-Christian civilization, though in a lowered form and with a diminished sense of intellectual as well as of political unity. But that civilization was not able to extend itself further, save by slow degrees over the north and towards the north-east. Several centuries passed. Then, at first faintly from the twelfth century onwards, afterwards more swiftly from the middle of the fifteenth century, when the intellectual impulse given by the Re­ naissance began to be followed by the rapid march of geographical discovery along the coasts of Africa, in America, and in the further east, the process was re­ sumed. We have watched its later stages with our own eyes. It embraces a far vaster field than did the earlier one, the field of the whole earth. As we watch it, we are naturally led to ask what light the earlier effort of Nature to gather men together under one type of civilization throws on this later one. As Rome was the principal agent in the earlier, so has England been in the later effort. England has sent her language, her commerce, her laws and institutions forth from herself over an even wider and more populous area than that whose races were moulded into new forms by the laws and institu­ tions of Rome. The conditions are, as we shall see, in many respects different. Yet there is in the parallel enough to make it instructive for the present, and possibly significant for the future …
… [p. 6]
[bookmark: 0007.tif]Of all the dominions which the ancient world saw, it is only that of Rome that can well be compared with any modern civilized State. The monarchies of the Assyrian and Egyptian conquerors, like those of the Seleucid kings and of the Sassanicl dynasty in Persia, stood on. a far lower level of culture and administrative efficiency than did the Roman. Neither was there in the Middle Ages any far stretching dominion fit to be matched with that of Rome …
… [p. 9]
[bookmark: 0008.tif]The Romans however, though they did not start out with the notion of conquering even Italy, much less the Mediterranean world, came to enjoy fighting for its own sake, and were content with slight pretexts for it. For several centuries they were always more or less at war somewhere. The English went to India as traders, with no intention of fighting anybody, and were led into the acquisition of territory partly in order to recoup them­ selves for the expensive efforts they had made to support their first allies, partly that they might get revenue for the East India Company's shareholders, partly in order to counterwork the schemes of the French, who were at once their enemies in Europe and their rivals in the East. One may find a not too fanciful analogy to the policy of the English in the days of Clive, when they were drawn
[p. 10]
[bookmark: 0009.tif]further and further into Indian conflicts by their efforts to check the enterprises of [Joseph François] Dupleix [1697–1763, Governor-General of French India and rival of Robert Clive] and [Thomas Arthur, comte de] Lally [1702 –1766, French general of Irish Jacobite ancestry who served in India], in the policy of the Romans when they entered Sicily to prevent Carthage from establishing her control over it. In both cases an effort which was advocated as self-protective led to a long series of wars and annexations. …
… [p. 12]
[bookmark: 0010.tif]The fact that their dominions were acquired by force of arms exerted an enduring effect upon the Roman Empire and continues to exert it upon the British in imprinting upon their rule in India a permanently mili­ tary character. The Roman administration began with this character, and never lost it, at least in the frontier provinces. The governors were proconsuls or propraetors, or other officials, intrusted with the exercise of an authority in its origin military rather than civil.
[p. 13]
A governor's first duty was to command the troops sta­ tioned in the province. The camps grew into towns, and that which had been a group of canabae or market stalls a sort of bazaar for the service of the camp, some­ times' became a municipality. One of the most efficient means of unifying the Empire was found in the bringing of soldiers born in one part of it to be quartered for many years together in another. Military distinction was open to every subject, and military distinction might lead to the imperial throne. So the English in India are pri­ marily soldiers. True it is that they went to India three centuries ago as traders, that it was out of a trading com­ pany that their power arose, and that this trading com­ pany did not disappear till 1858. The covenanted civil service, to which Clive for instance belonged, began as a body of commercial clerks. Nothing sounds more pacific. But the men of the sword very soon began to eclipse the men of the quill and account book. Being in the majority, they do so still, although for forty years there have been none but petty frontier wars. Society is not in India, as it is in England, an ordinary civil society occu­ pied with the works and arts of peace, with an extremely small military element. It is military society, military first and foremost, though with an infusion of civilian officials, and in some towns with a small infusion of law­ yers and merchants, as well as a still smaller infusion of m1ss10naries. Military questions occupy every one's thoughts and talk. A great deal of administrative or diplomatic work is done, and often extremely well done, by officers in civil employment. Many of the railways are primarily strategic lines, as were the Roman roads. The railway stations are often placed, for military rea­ sons, at a distance from the towns they serve: and the cantonments where the Europeans, civilians as well as soldiers, reside, usually built some way off from the native cities, have themselves, as happened in the Roman Em-
[p. 14]
[bookmark: 0011.tif]pire, grown into regular towns.
The traveller from peaceful England feels himself, except perhaps in Bom­ bay, surrounded by an atmosphere of gunpowder all the time he stays in India.
… [p. 20]
[bookmark: 0013.tif]To make forces so small as those on which Rome re­ lied and those which now defend British India adequate for the work they have to do, good means of communi­ cation are indispensable. It was one of the first tasks of the Romans to establish such means. They were the great-indeed one may say, the only-road builders of antiquity. They began this policy before they had com­ pleted the conquest of Italy; and it was one of the devices which assured their supremacy throughout that penin­ sula. They followed it out in Gaul, Spain, Africa, Britain, and the East, doing their work so thoroughly that in Britain some of the Roman roads continued to be the chief avenues of travel down till the eighteenth century. So the English have been in India a great engineering people, constructing lines of communication, first roads and afterwards railways, on a scale of expenditure un­ known to earlier ages. The potentates of elder days, Hindu rajahs, and subsequently Pathans and Moguls, with other less famous Musulman dynasties, have left their memorials in temples and mosques, in palaces and tombs. The English are commemorating their sway by railway works, by tunnels and cuttings, by embankments and bridges. If India were to relapse into barbarism the bridges, being mostly of iron, would after a while perish, and the embankments would in time be swept away by tor­ tential rains, but the rock-cuttings and the tunnels would remain, as the indestructible paving-stones of the Roman roads, and such majestic bridges as the Pont du Gard near Nismes, remain to witness to the skill and thoroughness with which a great race did its work.
… [p. 21]
Railways, bringing the numerous races that inhabit India into a closer touch with one another than was possible before, are breaking down, slowly but surely, the demarcations of caste, and are tending to­ wards an assimilation of the jarring elements, racial and linguistic, as well as religious, which have divided India into a number of distinct, and in many cases hostile, groups. Centuries may elapse before this assimilation can become a source of political danger to the rulers of the country : yet we discern the faint beginnings of the process now, especially in the more educated class …
The excellence of the highways of communication provided by the wise energy of the Romans and of the English has contributed not only to the easier defence
[p. 22]
[bookmark: 0014.tif]of the frontiers of both Empires, but also to the main­ tenance of a wonderfully high standard of internal peace and order.
… [p. 28]
[bookmark: 0017.tif]The government of India by the English resembles that of her provinces by Rome in being virtually des­ potic. In both cases, whatever may have been done for the people, nothing was or is done by the people. 'There was under Rome, and there is in British India, no room for popular initiative, or for popular interference with the acts of the rulers, from the Viceroy down to a district official. For wrongs cognizable by the courts of law, the courts of law were and are open, doubtless more fully open in India than they were in the Roman Empire …
… [p. 29]
… Empires, it is hardly necessary to advert to such differ­ ences as the fact that India is placed under a Viceroy to whom all the other high functionaries, Governors, Lieu­ tenant-Governors and Chief Commissioners, are subor­ dinated, whereas, in the Roman world every provincial governor stood directly under the Emperor. Neither need one dwell upon the position in the English system of the Secretary of State for India in Council as a mem­ ber of the British Cabinet. Such details do not affect the main point to which I now come.
The territories conquered by the Romans were of three kinds. Some, such as Egypt, Macedonia, and Fon­ tus, had been, under their own princes, monarchies prac­ tically despotic. In these, of course, there could be no question of what we call popular government. Some had been tribal principalities, monarchic or oligarchic, such as those among the Iceni and Brigantes in Britain, the Arverni in Gaul, the Cantabrian mountaineers in Spain. Here, again, free institutions had not existed before, and could hardly have been created by the con­ queror. The third kind consisted of small commonwealths, such as the Greek cities. These were fitted for self­ government, which indeed they had enjoyed before they had become subject to Rome …
[p. 30]
[bookmark: 0018.tif]India is ruled despotically by the English, not merely because they found her so ruled, but because they con-
[p. 31]
ceive that no other sort of government would suit a vast population of different races and tongues, divided by the religious animosities of Hindus and Musulmans, and with no sort of experience of self-government on a scale larger than that of the Village Council. No more in India than in the Roman Empire has there been any question of establishing free institutions either for the country as a whole, or for any particular province. But the English, like the Romans, have permitted such self­ government as they found to subsist. It subsists only in the very rudimentary but very useful form of the Vil­ lage Council just referred to, called in some parts of India the Panchayet or body of Five. Of late years mu­ nicipal constitutions, resembling at a distance those of English boroughs, have been given to some of the larger cities, in the first instance as a sort of experiment, for the sake of training the people to a sense of public duty, and of relieving the provincial government of local duties. So far the plan has been generally justified by experience, though in some cities it has proved only a moderate suc­ cess. The truth is that, though a few intelligent men, educated in European ideas, complain of the despotic power of the Anglo-Indian bureaucracy, the people of India generally do not wish to govern themselves. Their traditions, their habits, their ideas, are all the other way, and dispose them to accept submissively any rule which is strong and which neither disturbs their religion and cus­ toms nor lays too heavy imposts upon them.
Here let an interesting contrast be noted. The Roman Emperors were despots at home in Italy, almost as much, and ultimately quite as much, as in the provinces. The English govern their own country on democratic, India on absolutist principles. The inconsistency is patent but inevitable. It affords an easy theme for declamation when any arbitrary act of the Indian administration gives rise to complaints, and it may fairly be used as the founda-
[p. 32]
[bookmark: 0019.tif]tion for an argument that a people which enjoys freedom at home is specially bound to deal justly and consider­ ately with those subjects to whom she refuses a like free­ dom. But every one admits in his heart that it is impos­ sible to ignore the differences which make one group of races unfit for the institutions which have given energy and contentment to another more favourably placed.
… [p. 34]
[bookmark: 0020.tif]Rome brought many prin­
cipalities or kingdoms under her influence, especially in the eastern parts of the Empire; and dealt with each upon the basis of the treaty by which her supremacy had been acknowledged, allowing to some a wider, to some a nar­ rower measure of autonomy.' Ultimately, however, all these, except a few on the frontiers, passed under her direct sway: and this frequently happened in cases where the native dynasty had died out, so that the title lapsed to the Emperor. The Iceni in Britain seem to have been such a protected State, and it was the failure of male heirs that caused a lapse. So the Indian Government was wont, when the ruling family became extinct or hopelessly incompetent, to annex to the dominions of the British Crown the principality it had ruled. From the days of Lord Canning, however, a new policy has been adopted. It is now deemed better to maintain the native dynasties whenever this can be done, so a childless prince is suffered to adopt, or provide for the adoption of, some person approved by the Government; and the descen-
[p. 35]
dants of this person are recognized as rulers.
… [p. 38]
[bookmark: 0022.tif]Under the Republic, Rome levied tribute from the provinces, and spent some of it on herself, though of course the larger part went to the general expenses of the military and civil administration·. Under the Em­ perors that which was spent in Rome became gradually less and less, as the Emperor became more and more de­ tached from the imperial city, and after Diocletian, Italy was treated as a province. England, like Spain in the days of her American Empire and like Holland now, for a time drew from her Indian conquests a substantial revenue
… [p. 39]
Britain has drawn no tribute from India.
She profits by her dominion only in respect of having an enormous market for her goods, industrial or commercial enter­ prises offering comparatively safe investments for her capital, and a field where her sons can make a career. Apart from any considerations of justice or of sentiment, India could not afford to make any substantial contribu­ tion to the expenses of the non-Indian dominions of the Crown.
	 … Those whom Rome sent out to govern the provinces were, in the days of the Republic and in the days of Augustus, Romans, that is to say Roman citizens and natives of Italy. Very soon, however, citizens born in the provinces began to be admitted to the great offices and to be selected by the Emperor for high employment … By the time of the Antonines (A. D. 138-180) there was prac­ tically no distinction between a Roman and a provincial citizen ///
… [p. 40]
[bookmark: 0023.tif]A Gaul might be sent to govern Cilicia, or a Thracian Britain, because both were now Romans rather than Gauls or Thracians. The fact that Latin and Greek were practically familiar to nearly all highly educated civil servants, because Latin was the language of law as well as the tongue commonly spoken in the West, while Greek was the language of philosophy and ( to a great extent) of letters, besides being the spoken tongue of most parts of the East, made a well-educated man fit for public employment everywhere, for he was not (except perhaps in Syria and Egypt and a few odd corners of the Empire) obliged to learn any fresh language. And a provincial was just as likely as an Italian to be highly educated. Thus the officials could easily get into touch with the subjects, and felt hardly more strange if they came from a distance than a Scotchman feels if he is appointed to a professorship in Quebec, or an Irish­ man if he becomes postmaster in a Norfolk village. Nothing contributed more powerfully to the unity and the strength of the Roman dominion than this sense of an imperial nationality.
The English in India have, as did the Romans, always employed the natives in subordinate posts. The enormous majority of persons who carry on the civil administration there at this moment are Asiatics. But the English, unlike the Romans, have continued to re­ serve the higher posts for men of European stock. The contrast in this respect between the Roman and the English policy is instructive, and goes down to the foundation of the differences between English and Roman
[p. 41]
rule. As we have seen, the City of Rome became the Empire, and the Empire became Rome … In the third century AD. a Gaul, a Spaniard, a Pannonian, a Bithynian, a Syrian called himself a Roman, and for all practical purposes was a Roman … In fact, men of .Italian birth play no great part in later imperial history.
It is far otherwise in India, though there was among the races of India no nation. The Englishman does not become an Indian, nor the Indian an Englishman. The Indian does not as a rule, though of course there have been not a few remarkable exceptions to the rule, possess the qualities which the English deem to be needed for leadership in war or for the higher posts of ad­ ministration in peace. For several reasons, reasons to be referred to later, he can seldom be expected to feel like an Englishman, and to have that full comprehension of the principles of British policy which may be counted on in an Englishman. Accordingly the English have
[p. 42]
[bookmark: 0024.tif]similar in the Roman Empire. They have two armies, a native and a European, the latter of which is never suffered to fall below a certain ratio to the former. The latter is composed entirely of Englishmen . In the former all military posts in line regiments above that of subahdar (equivalent to captain) are reserved to Englishmen. The artillery and engineer services are kept in English hands … the Romans had but one army; and it was an army in which all subjects had an equal chance of rising .
In a civil career, the native of India may go higher under the English than he can in a military one. A few natives, mostly Hindus, and indeed largely Bengali Hindus, have won their way into the civil service by passing the competitive Indian Civil Service examina­ tion in England, and some of these have risen to the posts of magistrate, of revenue commissioner, and of district judge. A fair proportion of the seats on the benches of the Supreme Courts in Calcutta, Madras, Bombay, Allahabad, and Lahore have been allotted to native barristers of eminence … 
[p. 43]
No native, however seems to have been as yet seriously considered for the very high­ est places, such as those of Lieutenant-Governor or Chief Commissioner, although all British subjects are legally eligible for any post in the service of the Crown in any part of the British Dominions
… Here we touch an extremely interesting point of comparison between the Roman and the English systems. Both nations, when they started on their career of con­ quest, had already built up at home elaborate constitu­ tional systems in which the rights of citizens, both public and private civil rights, had been carefully settled and determined. What was the working of these rights in the conquered territories? How far were they extended to
[p. 44]
[bookmark: 0025.tif]the new subjects by the conquerors, Roman and English, and with what results?
Rome set out from the usual practice of the city re­ publics of the ancient world, in which no man en­ joyed any rights at all, public or private, except a citizen of the Republic. A stranger coming to reside in the city did not, no matter how long he lived there nor did his son or grandson, obtain those rights unless he was specially admitted to become a citizen. From this principle Rome, as she grew, presently found her­ self obliged to deviate. She admitted one set of neigh­ bours after another, sometimes as allies, sometimes in later days, as conquered and incorporated communi­ ties, to a citizenship which was sometimes incom­ plete, including only private civil rights, sometimes complete, including the right of voting in the assembly and the right of being chosen to a public office … Finally, early in the third century AD every Roman subject was by imperial edict made a citizen for all purposes whatsoever.
[p. 45]
…  Thus Rome at last extended to all her subjects the rights that had originally been confined to her own small and exclusive community.
In England itself, the principle that all private civil rights belong to every subject alike was very soon estab­ lished, and may be said to have never been doubted since the final extinction of serfdom in the beginning of the seventeenth century. Public civil rights, however, did not necessarily go with private. Everybody, it is true, was (subject to certain religious restrictions now almost en­ tirely repealed) eligible to any office to which he might be appointed by the Crown, and was also (subject to certain property qualifications which lasted till our own time) capable of being chosen to fill any elective post or function, such as that of member of the House of Commons. But the right of voting did not necessarily go along with other rights, whether public or private, and it is only within the last forty years that it has been extended by a series of statutes to the bulk of the adult male population. Now, when Englishmen began to settle abroad, they carried with them all their private rights as citizens, and also their eligibility to office; but their other public rights, i. e. those of voting, they could not carry, because these were attached to local areas in England.
…  The rights of an English settler in Massachusetts in the seventeenth and eigh-
[p. 46]
[bookmark: 0026.tif]that he could not vote at an English parliamentary elec­ tion because he was not resident in any English constitu­ ency; and the same rule became applicable to a French Canadian after the cession of Canada to the British Crown.
When India was conquered, the same principles
were again applied. Every free Indian subject of the Crown soon became entitled to the private civil rights of an Englishman, except so far as his own personal law, Hindu or Musulman or Parsi or Jain, might modify those rights; and if there was any such modification, that was recognized for his benefit rather than to his prejudice. Thus the process which the Romans took centuries to complete was effected almost at once in India by the application of long established doctrines of English law. Accordingly we have in India the singular result that although there are in that country no free institutions (other than those municipal ones previously referred to) nor any representative government, every Indian subject is eligible to any office in the gift of the Crown anywhere, and to any post or function to which any body of electors may select him. He may be chosen by a British constituency a member of the British House of Commons. Two natives of India (both Parsis) have already been chosen, both by London constituencies, to sit in the British House. So a native Hindu or Musul­ man might be appointed by the Crown to be Lord Chief Justice of England or Governor-General of Canada or Australia. He might be created a peer. He might be­ come Prime Minister. And as far as mere legal eligibility goes, he might be named Governor-General of India. Neither birth, nor colour, nor religion constitutes any legal disqualification. This was expressly declared as regards India by the India Act of 1833, and has been more than once formally declared since, but it did not
[p. 47] 
require any statute to establish what flowed from the principles of British law. And it need hardly be added that the same principles apply to the Chinese subjects of the Crown in Hong Kong or Singapore, to the Kafir subjects of the Crown in Zululand, to the Red Indian subjects of the Crown in British Columbia, and to the Maori subjects of the Crown in New Zealand. In this respect at least England has worthily repeated the liberal policy of Rome.
[p. 51]
[bookmark: 0028.tif]When the English set forth to trade and afterwards to conquer in India they were not thinking of religion at all … The East India Company did not at first interfere in any way with the religious rites it found practised by the people, however cruel or immoral they might be … After a time, however, some of the more offensive or harmful features of native worship began to be forbidden. The human sacrifices that occasionally occurred among the hill tribes were
[p. 52]
[bookmark: 0029.tif]treated as murders, and the practice of Sutti – the self-immolation of the Hindu widow on her husband's funeral pyre – was forbidden as far back as 1829. No hindrance is now thrown in the way of Christian mis­ sions: and there is perfect equality, as respects civil rights and privileges, not only between the native votaries of different native religions, but also between them and Europeans.
... [p. 54]
[bookmark: 0030.tif]There is one other point in which the Romans and the English may be compared as conquering powers. Both triumphed by force of character. During the two centuries that elapsed between the destruction of Car­ thage, when Rome had already come to rule many prov inces, and the time of Vespasian, when she had ceased to be a city, and was passing into a nation conterminous with her dominions, the Romans were the ruling race of
[p. 55]
the world, small in numbers, even if we count all the in­ habitants of middle Italy as Romans, but gifted with such talents for war and government, and possessed of such courage and force of will as to be able, not only to dominate the whole civilized world and hold down its peoples, but also to carry on a succession of bloody civil wars among themselves without giving those peoples any chance of recovering their freedom. The Roman armies, though superior in discipline to the enemies they had to encounter, except the Macedonians and Greeks, were not generally superior in weapons, and had no resources of superior scientific knowledge at their command. Their adversaries in Africa, in Greece, and in Asia Minor were as far advanced in material civilization as they were them­ selves. It was their strenuous and indomitable will, buoyed up by the pride and self-confidence born of a long succession of victories in the past, that enabled them to achieve this unparalleled triumph. The triumph was a triumph of character … 
The English conquered India with forces much smaller than those of the Romans; and their success in sub­ jugating a still vaster population in a shorter time may thus appear more brilliant. But the English had an­ tagonists immeasurably inferior in valour, in discipline, in military science, and generally also in the material of war, to those whom the Romans overcame. Nor had they ever either a first-rate general or a monarch of
[p. 56]
[bookmark: 0031.tif]persistent energy opposed to the
m. No Hannibal, no even a Mithradates, appeared to bar their path. Hyder Ali had no nation behind him; and fortune spared the an encounter with the Afghan Ahmed Shah and th Sikh Ranjit Singh. Their most formidable opponents might rather be compared with the gallant but untrained Celtic Vercingetorix, or the showy but incompetent Antiochus the Great. It was only when Europeans like Dupleix came upon the scene that they had men of their own kind to grapple with; and Dupleix had not the sup­ port from home which Clive could count on in case of dire necessity. Still the conquest of India was a splendid achievement, more striking and more difficult, if less romantic, than the conquest of Mexico by Hernan Cortez or the conquest of Peru by Francisco Pizarro, though it must be admitted that the courage of those two adven­ turers in venturing far into unknown regions with a handful of followers has never been surpassed. Among the English, as among the Romans, the sense of personal force, the conscious ascendency of a race so often already victorious, with centuries of fame behind them, and a contempt for the feebler folk against whom they were contending, were the main source of that dash and energy and readiness to face any odds which bore down all resistance. These qualities have lasted into our own time. No more brilliant examples were ever given of them than in the defence of the Fort at Lucknow and in the siege 0f Delhi at the time of the Indian Mutiny of 1857-8. And it is worth noting that almost the only
disasters that have ever befallen the British arms have occurred where the general in command was either in­ competent, as must sometimes happen in every army, or was wanting in boldness. In the East, more than any­ where else, confidence makes for victory, and one victory leads on to another.
It is by these qualities that the English continue to
[p. 57]
hold India … .... The English have impressed the imagination of the people by their resistless energy and their almost uniform success. Their domination seems to have about it an element of the supernatural, for the masses of India are still in that mental condition which looks to the supernatural for an explanation of whatever astonishes it. The British Raj fills them with a sense of awe and mystery. That over three hundred millions of men should be ruled by a few palefaced strangers from be­ yond the great and wide sea, strangers who all obey some distant power, and who never, like the lieutenants of Oriental sovereigns, try to revolt for their own benefit
-this seems too wonderful to be anything but the doing of some unseen and irresistible divinity. I heard at Lahore an ancedote which, slight as it is, illustrates the way in which the native thinks of these things. A tiger had escaped from the Zoological Gardens, and its keeper, hoping to lure it back, followed it. When all other in­ ducements had failed, he lifted up his voice and solemnly adjured it in the name of the British Government, to which it belonged, to come back to its cage. The tiger obeyed.
… [p. 58]
[bookmark: 0032.tif]The relations of the conquerin country to the con­ quered country, and of the conquering race to the conquered races, are totally different in the two cases compared. In the case of Rome there was a similarity of conditions which pointed to and ultimately effected a fusion of the peoples. In the case of England there
[p. 59]
is a dissimilarity which makes the fusion of her people with the peoples of India impossible.
Climate offers the first point of contrast. Rome, to be sure, ruled countries some of which were far hotter and others far colder than was the valley of the Tiber. Doubtless the officer who was stationed in Nubia com­ plained of the torrid summer, much as an English officer complains of Quetta or Multan; nor were the winters of Ardoch or Hexham agreeable to a soldier from Apulia. But if the Roman married in Nubia, he could bring up his family there. An English officer cannot do this at Quetta or Multan. The English race becomes so enfeebled in the second generation by living without respite under the Indian sun that it would probably die out, at least in the plains, in the third or fourth genera­ tion. Few Englishmen feel disposed to make India their home, if only because the physical conditions of life there are so different from those under which their earlier years were passed … 
The second contrast is in the colour of the races. All the races of India are dark, though individuals may be found among high-caste Brahmins and among the Parsis of Poona or Gujarat who are as light in hue as many Englishmen. Now to the Teutonic peoples, and especially to the English and Anglo-Americans, the dif­ ference of colour means a great deal. It creates a feeling of separation, perhaps even of a slight repulsion. Such a feeling may be deemed unreasonable or un­ christian, but it seems too deeply rooted to be effaceable in any time we can foresee. It is, to be sure, not nearly so strong towards members of the more civilized races of India, with their faces often full of an intelligence and refinement which witness to many generations of mental culture, as it is in North America towards the negroes
[p. 60]
[bookmark: 0033.tif]of the Gulf Coast, or in South Africa towards the Kafirs. Yet it is sufficient to be, as a rule, a bar to social intimacy, and a complete bar to intermarriage.
… There was no severing line like this in the ancient world. The only dark races (other than the Egyptians) with whom the Romans came in contact were some of the Numidian tribes, few of whom became really Roman­ ized, and the Nubians of the Middle Nile, also scarcely within the pale of civilization. The question, therefore, did not arise in the form it has taken in India. Prob­ ably, however, the Romans would have felt and acted not like Teutons, but rather as the Spanish and Portu­ guese have done. Difference of colour does not repel members of these last-named nations. Among them, unions, by which I mean legal unions, of whites with dark-skinned people, are not uncommon, nor is the mulatto or quadroon offspring kept apart and looked down upon as he is among the Anglo-Americans. Noth­ ing contributed more to the fusion of the races and nationalities that composed the Roman Empire than the
[p. 61]
absence of any physical and conspicuous distinctions between those races, just as nothing did more to mitigate the horrors of slavery than the fact that the slave was usually of a tint and type of features not markedly unlike those of his master.

… . In India it is otherwise. Slavery, which was never harsh there, has for­ tunately not come into the matter, in the way it did in the Southern States of America and in South Africa. But the population is sharply divided into whites and natives. The so-called Eurasians, a mixed race due to the unions of whites with persons of Indian race, give their sympathies to the whites, but are treated by the latter as an inferior class.
… [p. 62]
[bookmark: 0034.tif]It may be thought that, even if colour did not form an obstacle to intermarriage, religion would. Religion, however, can be changed, and colour cannot. In North America blacks and whites belong to the same religious denominations, but the social demarcation remains com­ plete. Still it is true that the difference of religion does constitute in India a further barrier not merely to intermarriage but also to intimate social relations … 
One must always remember that in the East religion constitutes a bond of union far stronger than it does in Western Europe. It largely replaces that national feel­ ing which is absent in India and among the Eastern peoples ( except the Chinese and Japanese) generally. Among Hindus and Musulmans religious practices are inwoven with a man's whole life, and religious differ­ ences are fundamental. To the Hindu more espe­ cially caste is everything. It creates a sort of nation-
… [p. 63]
ality within a nationality, dividing the man of one caste from the man of another, as well as from the man who outside Hinduism altogether.
… Here  I touch a matter of the utmost interest when one thinks of the more remote future of India. Political consequences greater than now appear may depend upon the spread of Christianity there, a spread whose progress, though at present scarcely perceptible in the upper classes, may possibly become much more rapid than it has been during the last century. I do not say that Hinduism or Islam is a cause of hostility to British rule. Neither do I suggest that a Christian native population would become fused with the European or Eurasian population. Colour might still operate against that, though hardly to such an extent as it does in keeping blacks and whites apart in North America. But if the number of Christians,
[p. 64]
[bookmark: 0035.tif]especially in the middle and upper ranks of Indian so­ ciety, were to increase, the difficulty of ascertaining native opinion, now so much felt by Indian administra­ tors, would be perceptibly lessened, and the social sepa­ ration of natives and Europeans might become less acute, to the great benefit of both sections of the population.
When we turn back to the Roman Empire how strik­ ing is the absence of any lines of religious demarca­ tion! One must not speak of toleration as the note of its policy, because there was nothing to tolerate. All religions were equally true, or equally useful, each for its own country or nation.
… [p. 65]
[Another] agency working for fusion which the Roman Empire possessed, and which the English in India want, is to be found in language and literature. The con­ quests of Rome had been preceded by the spread of the Greek tongue and of Greek culture over the coasts of the Eastern Mediterranean.
… [p. 66]
[bookmark: 0036.tif]Very different have been the conditions of India.
When the British came, they found no national litera­ ture, unless we can apply that name to the ancient Sanskrit epics, written in a tongue which had ceased to be spoken many centuries before. Persian and Arabic were cultivated languages, used by educated Musulmans and by a few Hindu servants of the Musulman princes. The lingua franca called Hindustani or Urdu, which had sprung up in the camps of the Mogul Emperors, was becoming a means of intercourse over Northern India, but was hardly used throughout the South. Only a handful of the population were sufficiently educated to be accessible to the influences of any literature, or spoke any tongue except that of their own district.
… [p. 67]
ture. There is therefore no national literature for India, nor any prospect that one will arise. No Cicero forms prose style, no Virgil inspires an imperial patriotism.
… [p. 68]
[bookmark: 0037.tif]If in the course of ages any one language comes to predominate in India and to be the language not only of commerce, law and administration, but also of literature, English is likely to be that language; and English will by that time have also become the leading language of the world. This will tend both to unify the peoples of India and ( in a sense) to bring them nearer to their rulers.
… These considerations have shown us how different have been the results of English from those of Roman con­ quest. In the latter case a double process began from. the first. The provinces became assimilated to one an­ other, and Rome became assimilated to them, or they to her …
[p. 69]
… In this one huge nation the city and people of Rome had been merged, their original character so obliterated that they could give their name to the world. But in India there has been neither a fusion of the con­ querors and the conquered, nor even a fusion of the various conquered races into one people. Differences of race, language and religion have prevented the latter fusion; yet it may some day come. But a fusion of conquerors and conquered seems to be forbidden by climate and by the disparity of character and of civiliza­ tion, as well as by antagonism of colour and religion. The English are too unlike the races of India, or any one of those races, to mingle with them, or to come to form, in the sense of Claudian's words, one people with them.
The nations and tribes that were overcome and in­ corporated by Rome were either, like the Greeks, the pos­ sessors of a civilization as old and as advanced as was her own, or else, like the Gauls and the Germans, belonged to stocks full of intellectual force, capable of receiving her lessons, and of rapidly rising to the level of her culture … But the races of India were all of them far behind the English in material civilization. Some of them were and are intellectually backward;
[p. 70]
[bookmark: 0038.tif]others, whose keen inte llige nce and aptitude for learn­ ing equals that of Europeans, are inferior in energy and strength of will. Yet even these differences might not render an ultimate fusion impossible.
… The observation that Rome effaced herself in giving her name and laws to the world suggests an inquiry into what may be called the retroactive influence of India upon England … The provinces avenged themselves upon their conquerors. In the end,Rome ceases to have any history of her own, except an
[p. 71]
architectural history, so completely is she merged in her Empire.
Quite otherwise with England. Though England has founded many colonies, sent out vast bodies of emigrants, and conquered wide dominions, her do­ mestic history has been, since she lost Normandy and Aquitaine, comparatively little affected by these frequent wars and this immense expansion. One might compose a constitutional history of England, or an economic and industrial history, or an ecclesiastical history, or a literary history, or a social history, in which only few and slight references would need to be made to either the colonies or India. England was a great European power before she had any colonies or any Indian territories: and she would be a great European power if all of these trans­ marine possessions were to drop off. Only at a few moments in the century and a half since the battle of Plassy have Indian affairs gravely affected English poli­ tics. Every one remembers Fox's India Bill in 1783, and the trial of Warren Hastings, and the way in which the wealthy Nabobs seemed for a time to be demoralizing so­ ciety and politics. It was in India that the Duke of Well­ ington first showed his military gifts. It was through the Indian opium trade that England first came into collision with China. The notion that Russian ambition might become dangerous to the security of Britain in India had something to do with the Crimean War …
[p. 72]
[bookmark: 0039.tif]Other instances might be added in which Indian questions have told upon the foreign policy of Great Britain, or have given rise to parliamentary strife … Yet, if all these instances be put together, they are less numerous and momentous than might have been expected when one considers the magnitude of the stake which Britain holds in India. And even when we add to these the effect of Indian markets upon British trade, and the undeniable influence of the possession of India upon the thoughts and aspirations of Englishmen, strengthening in them a sense of pride and what is called an imperial spirit, we shall still be surprised that the control of this vast territory and of a population more than seven times as large as that of the United Kingdom has not told more forcibly upon Britain, and coloured her history more deeply than it has in fact done.
Suppose that England had not conquered India. Would her domestic development, whether constitutional or so­ cial, have taken a course greatly different from that which it has actually followed? So far as we can judge, it would not. It has been the good fortune of England to stand far off from the conquered countries, and to have had a population too large to suffer sensibly from the moral evils which conquest and the influx of wealth bring in their train.
The remark was made at the outset of this discussion that the contact of the English race with native races in India, and the process by which the former is giving the material civilization, and a tincture of the intellec-
[p. 73]
Tual culture, of Europe to a group of Asiatic peoples, is only part of that contact of European races with native races and of that Europeanizing of the latter by the former which is going on all over the world. France is doing a similar work in North Africa and Madagascar. Russia is doing it in Siberia and Turkistan and on the Amur. Germany is doing it in tropical Africa. England is doing it in Egypt and Borneo and Matabililand. The people of the United States are entering upon it in the Philippine Islands. Every one of these nations pro­ fesses to be guided by philanthropic motives in its action. But it is not philanthropy that has carried any of them into these enterprises, nor is it clear that the immediate result will be to increase the sum of human happiness.
It is in India, however, that the process has been in progress for the longest time and on the largest scale. Even after a century's experience the results cannot be adequately judged, for the country is in a state of transition, with all sorts of new factors, such as rail­ ways and newspapers and colleges, working as well upon the humbler as upon the wealthier sections of the people. Three things, however, the career of the Eng­ lish in India has proved. One is, that it is possible for a European race to rule a subject native race on prin­ ciples of strict justice, restraining the natural propen­ sity of the stronger to abuse their power. India has been, and is, ruled upon such principles
…. [p. 74]
[bookmark: 0040.tif]European civilians, supported by a relatively small armed force, can maintain peace and order in an immense population standing on a lower plane of civilization, and itself divided by religious animosities bitter enough to cause the outbreak of intestine wars were the restraining hand withdrawn.
The third fact is that the existence of a system securing these benefits is compatible with an absolute separation between the rulers and the ruled. The chasm between them has in these hundred years of intercourse grown no narrower. Some even deem it wider, and regret the fact that the European official, who now visits England more easily and frequently, does not identify himself so thoroughly with India as did his predecessors some eighty years ago. As one of the greatest problems of this age, and of the age which will follow, is and must be the relation between the European races as a whole on the one hand, and the more backward races of a different colour on the other hand, this incompatibility of temper, this indisposition to be fused, or one may almost say, this impracticability of fusion, is a momentous result, full of significance for the future.
… Itis impossible to think of the future and to recall that first impulse towards the unity of mankind which closed fourteen centuries ago, without reverting once more to the Roman Empire, and asking whether the events which caused, and the circumstances which accompanied, its
[p. 75]
dissolution throw any light on the probable fate of British dominion in the East.
Empires die sometimes by violence and sometimes by disease. Frequently they die from a combination of the two, that is to say, some wasting disease so reduces their vitality that a small amount of external violence suffices to extinguish the feeble life. It was so with the dominion of Rome
… [p. 76]
[bookmark: 0041.tif]… We may say that it was really from internal maladies, from anaemia or atrophy, from the want of men and the want of money, perhaps also from the want of wisdom, rather than from the appearance of more formidable foes, that the Roman dominion perished in the West.
[bookmark: _GoBack]British power in India shows no similar signs of weak­ ness, for though the establishment of internal peace is beginning to make it less easy to recruit the native army with first-class fighting-men, such as the Punjab used to furnish, it has been hitherto found possible to keep that army up to its old standard of numbers and efficiency. Still the warning Rome has bequeathed is a warning not to be neglected.
