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    Rome’s ascent was a triumph of institutions that continually wrestled with the appetites that could undo them. Theodor Mommsen’s The History of Rome (Volumes 1–5) enters that struggle with uncommon urgency, asking how a small city’s laws, assemblies, and ambitions fashioned an empire and a political tradition. He treats Rome not as a museum piece but as a living argument about power and civic order. From the first pages, readers meet a historian who unites evidence and interpretation, drawing a long arc of development while keeping sight of the local textures—land, language, custom—that gave Rome its particular character.

Written by the German classicist and jurist Theodor Mommsen (1817–1903), the work first appeared in German between 1854 and 1856 as three volumes, with two further volumes on the Roman provinces issued in the 1880s. In English publication history, these materials often appear together as Volumes 1–5. The central premise is broad yet precise: to explain Rome’s political, social, and legal evolution—from its formative centuries and republican experiments to the structures that ordered life across the empire’s provinces—by marrying narrative drive with disciplined evaluation of sources.

Mommsen brought to this undertaking a rare combination of scholarly range and public voice. Trained in classical philology and law, he became a leading authority on Roman epigraphy and helped initiate the monumental Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum, which transformed the study of the ancient world. His historical writing earned the Nobel Prize in Literature in 1902, a recognition of prose that could carry complex argument without losing clarity or force. The History of Rome distills that achievement: a work that speaks to specialists through its evidence and to general readers through its lucid, animated storytelling.

The book holds classic status because it reshaped how a modern audience could read antiquity: as a drama of institutions, economies, and ideas no less than armies and leaders. Mommsen’s method—sorting testimony from rhetoric, aligning literary accounts with inscriptions, coins, law, and geography—helped fix a standard for Roman studies. Its pages are alive with questions that remain central to historical craft: how to balance narrative with analysis, where to locate causation, how to weigh character against structure, and how to write history that preserves nuance while advancing a coherent, testable thesis.

Its literary impact has been unusually durable. Beyond the seminar and archive, The History of Rome circulated widely in translation and shaped the general image of the Roman past for generations of readers. The energy of its chapters, the clarity of its transitions, and the rhythm of its argumentation made it a model for later historical prose. Many twentieth‑ and twenty‑first‑century writers on Rome have engaged with Mommsen—sometimes adopting his lines of inquiry, sometimes opposing them—but almost always taking his synthesis as a point of departure for their own work.

The book’s enduring themes give it a reach beyond antiquity. It examines how laws take root, how citizenship expands or contracts, and how a community integrates allies and strangers into a shared order. It probes the costs of hegemony and the strains placed on civic norms as power accumulates. It follows the creation of administrative practices that could bind distant regions without erasing local identities. Throughout, it is alert to the tension between institutional continuity and charismatic disruption, and to the perennial question of how a republic preserves itself while pursuing greatness.

The architecture of the five volumes mirrors that ambition. The early volumes trace Rome’s origins, social foundations, constitutional forms, and the dynamics by which a city-state projected authority beyond Italy. The later volumes turn outward to survey the provinces from the age of Caesar to Diocletian, mapping governance, economies, and cultural patterns across the imperial world. The result is both chronological and geographic: a movement from center to periphery that shows how decisions in Rome intertwined with the lived realities of communities from the Atlantic to the Near East.

One key to the work’s power is its balance of closeness and distance. Mommsen patiently inspects institutions—assemblies, magistracies, courts—while also stepping back to consider demography, landholding, commerce, and fiscal policy. He reconstructs provincial life with attention to roads and rivers, languages and cults, taxation and local elites. This multi‑layered approach makes room for contingency without losing structural clarity, and it encourages readers to see Rome as a system whose parts changed pace and scale yet remained linked by law, administration, and habit.

The book has influenced not only historians of the Republic and Empire but also legal scholars, epigraphers, and essayists interested in civic life. Debates about Roman political culture, patronage, the evolution of citizenship, and the nature of imperial governance often begin by situating Mommsen’s claims. Even when subsequent research revises details or reinterprets evidence, the questions he posed—about institutional resilience, about the uses and abuses of constitutional forms—continue to organize inquiry and to test new findings against a well‑articulated baseline.

Its stature does not preclude critique. Some of Mommsen’s frameworks reflect nineteenth‑century intellectual habits and political horizons, and modern archaeology, papyrology, and social history have diversified the picture. Yet the work remains indispensable precisely because it makes its assumptions legible and its arguments bold. Readers can see where interpretations hinge on evidence and where they rest on principle, and so can separate what time has refined from what still stands. That openness to correction is part of its longevity as a classic.

For new readers, a few practical expectations help. The narrative momentum carries major developments briskly, but the analysis invites slow attention to terms, offices, and regional contexts. Maps, timelines, and glossaries in many modern editions support this, and the dual focus—Rome’s core institutions and the varied provincial landscapes—rewards reading across volumes rather than in isolation. The work can be approached as both history and literature: a sustained argument about a civilization and a performance in historical style that models clarity under pressure.

The History of Rome endures because it narrates more than the rise of a city; it analyzes the recurrent dilemmas of governance, law, expansion, and belonging. In an age still wrestling with federal structures, migration, economic integration, and the limits of executive authority, Mommsen’s questions remain pointed and useful. His synthesis shows how a community’s rules can make greatness possible and also make it answerable. That double insight—ambition tethered to accountability—gives the book its contemporary relevance and its lasting appeal as a guide to Rome and to the politics of any durable commonwealth.
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    Theodor Mommsen’s The History of Rome (Volumes 1–5) offers a comprehensive account of Rome’s political community from its origins to the mature imperial system of provinces. Written in the nineteenth century by a German historian who later received the Nobel Prize in Literature, the work blends narrative with structural analysis of institutions, economy, and law. Mommsen engages literary testimony alongside inscriptions and coins, privileging administrative and social frameworks over anecdote. The first three volumes narrate the Roman Republic’s formation, expansion, and crises; the final two, published later, examine the Empire’s provinces from Caesar to Diocletian, emphasizing governance, legal status, and regional diversity within an imperial order.

Volume I reconstructs the Italian background—Latins, Sabellians, Etruscans—and the emergence of Rome on the Tiber. Mommsen surveys the monarchy and the early republican constitution, detailing senate, assemblies, magistracies, and the patron–client nexus. Central to his account is the conflict of orders between patricians and plebeians, presented as a long negotiation that broadened civic inclusion and refined legal procedure. He emphasizes the agrarian foundation of citizenship and militia, the discipline of landholding, and the early formation of Roman law. The volume culminates in Rome’s leadership in Italy, secured through persistent warfare, notably the Samnite conflicts, and consolidated by roads, colonies, and municipal organization.

Volume II turns to Rome’s projection of power beyond Italy, first against Carthage. Mommsen stresses the improvisational creation of a fleet, the learning curve of naval warfare, and the strategic implications of Sicily and Sardinia as Rome’s earliest provinces. He then follows the Second Punic War, highlighting Rome’s institutional resilience under extreme pressure and the extension of operations to Spain. Rather than celebrating battles, the analysis foregrounds command structures, logistics, alliances, and the capacity to integrate setbacks into a more durable military–political system, laying foundations for a Mediterranean role that would outlast the immediate crises.

With Carthage contained, Rome’s involvement in the Hellenistic East reshapes the balance of power. Mommsen narrates the Macedonian and Syrian conflicts, the settlement of Greek affairs, and the emergence of regular provincial administration in the Aegean and Asia Minor. He examines the rise of tax farming, the status of communities under Roman oversight, and the cultural currents of Hellenization that influenced Roman elites. At home, the influx of wealth and slaves accelerates social change: smallholder decline, growth of latifundia, and urban pressures. The senate’s leadership persists, but the strains of empire begin to test republican mechanisms designed for a city-state.

Volume III concentrates on internal upheaval. The Gracchan program frames the crisis: agrarian redistribution, reforms to courts and provincial oversight, and efforts to recalibrate the power of the tribunate. Mommsen analyzes how these initiatives exposed structural conflicts between senatorial authority and broader civic demands, while elevating the equestrian order through financial and judicial roles. He tracks the political uses of violence, the contentious regulation of provincial exactions, and struggles over citizenship access, especially among Italian allies. The narrative presents a republic learning that empire required new norms of representation, accountability, and military command beyond inherited civic traditions.

Military and constitutional strains dominate the next phase. Mommsen discusses the Jugurthine War as a stage for competition among ambitious commanders, the reorganization of recruitment and service under Marius, and the Cimbric threat’s transformative pressures. The Social War forces a redefinition of civic membership, extending citizenship and reshaping Italy’s legal map. Sulla’s march on Rome, dictatorship, and proscriptions become a case study in violent institutional reset. His constitutional settlement, designed to restore senatorial primacy and constrain extraordinary commands, reveals both the ingenuity and the limitations of attempting to stabilize imperial governance within republican forms.

In the post-Sullan world, extraordinary imperia and personal coalitions further unsettle the balance among magistracies. Mommsen follows the concentration of military and administrative power in the hands of leading commanders, reforms to provincial management, and the recalibration of urban politics. He treats Caesar’s ascent as a turning point in state organization, emphasizing standardization of administration, measures affecting debt and municipal life, and the overhaul of the calendar as emblematic of programmatic order. The analysis frames these changes as responses to the mismatch between a city-republic’s procedures and a vast, interconnected dominion requiring unified direction.

Volumes IV and V, published as The Provinces of the Roman Empire from Caesar to Diocletian, abandon a continuous political narrative to survey regions under Roman rule. Mommsen organizes the material by geography—western provinces such as Gaul, Spain, and Africa, and eastern provinces including Greece, Asia, Syria, and Egypt—examining municipal institutions, legal statuses, taxation, and defense. He highlights frontiers on the Rhine, Danube, and Euphrates, the integration of local elites, and the diffusion of Roman law and citizenship. The portrait is comparative and systemic, tracing variations in urban life, economy, and administration across centuries of evolving imperial practice.

Across the five volumes, Mommsen’s central questions concern how institutions adapt to expansion, how law mediates citizenship and power, and how social change reshapes political forms. His synthesis argues that Rome’s endurance derived less from singular leaders than from a capacity to organize communities, extract resources, and incorporate diversity within legal frameworks, even as military command and inequality strained those systems. The work’s enduring significance lies in its methodology—critical engagement with sources, attention to structures, and integration of economic and legal history—which helped define the modern study of antiquity and continues to frame debates about empire, governance, and civic inclusion.
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    Theodor Mommsen’s The History of Rome emerged in mid‑19th‑century German scholarship, a setting defined by research universities, state academies, and an expanding book trade. Its narrative frame is ancient Rome’s development from a small city‑state to a Mediterranean power and, in later volumes, an imperial system of provinces. The dominant institutions behind the book were the Prussian Academy of Sciences and the seminar‑based university, which promoted source‑driven history. Readers belonged to a growing literate middle class in a Europe negotiating nationalism, constitutional reform, and industrial change. Mommsen’s Rome is never merely antiquarian; it is a study in power, citizenship, and administration aimed at modern understanding.

Born in 1817 in Schleswig, Mommsen came of age in a Europe unsettled by the revolutions of 1848–49. He studied law and philology, then pursued an academic career across German‑speaking universities. The upheavals sharpened his liberal nationalist convictions and his interest in how law, citizenship, and institutions shape states. Those convictions inform his historical judgments, especially his attention to constitutional development. The first three volumes appeared in the mid‑1850s, when questions of national unity, representative institutions, and executive power animated public debate. Later provincial volumes in the 1880s extended his scope into the Empire, reflecting decades of accumulated research and a matured epigraphic method.

Mommsen’s work belongs to 19th‑century historicism and the drive to reconstruct the past from primary evidence. He combined philology with law, archaeology, and numismatics, insisting that inscriptions, coins, and institutions reveal the machinery of power more reliably than anecdotes. He helped launch and long direct the Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum under the Prussian Academy, coordinating the systematic collection of Latin inscriptions. While influenced by earlier figures such as Barthold Georg Niebuhr, he was less tolerant of mythic origins and more confident that careful, comparative analysis could strip away late annalistic embroidery. His history sought explanation, not just narrative, balancing erudition with forceful interpretation.

The research infrastructure of the period shaped both the scope and authority of Mommsen’s narrative. Railways and improved postal systems enabled extensive research travel across Italy and the Mediterranean. He and colleagues made squeezes of inscriptions, collated coin hoards, and mapped roads and colonies, building a documentary basis for Roman political and social history. University seminars trained students to produce critical editions and commentaries, while learned journals disseminated findings rapidly. The result was a history grounded in verifiable evidence: legal texts, municipal charters, provincial edicts, and epitaphs that illuminated administration, social status, and local identities, rather than relying solely on the canonical literary historians of antiquity.

In treating early Rome, Mommsen confronted a tradition dense with legend. He presented the monarchy, Senate, assemblies, and clientship as evolving structures rather than fixed foundations. The Twelve Tables, set in the mid‑5th century BCE, signaled for him a pivot from aristocratic custom to public law, anchoring civic order in formal procedures. He was cautious with regal narratives and origin stories, but attentive to how kinship groups, land tenure, and military obligation became civic institutions. The early chapters thus reflect a method: separate later reconstructions from plausible institutional change and use legal and linguistic evidence to test the narrative of Rome’s beginnings.

A central theme is the transformation from city‑state to Italian hegemon. Mommsen traced Rome’s diplomacy within the Latin League, its graded alliances with Italian communities, and its strategic use of colonies and roads to bind the peninsula. He emphasized differential citizenship and municipal statuses as tools of integration and control. This approach resonated with 19th‑century debates about federalism, unity, and local autonomy, without collapsing ancient and modern contexts. The book’s attention to civic rights, census classes, and treaty networks shows how legal categories became instruments of statecraft and how Rome’s inclusive yet hierarchical system laid the groundwork for wider expansion.

Rome’s wars with Carthage anchor the discussion of Mediterranean expansion. Mommsen highlighted the logistical innovations, naval build‑up, and institutional resilience that allowed Rome to recover from early setbacks and prevail. He examined how conquest generated tribute, provincial taxation, and new governance problems, shifting the Republic’s balance of power. The work does not romanticize war; it assesses the administrative consequences of empire, including the strain on civic equality. For contemporary readers living amid European imperial competition, the account offered a case study in how military success triggers fiscal, legal, and moral challenges in managing subject peoples and distant territories.

Cultural exchange with the Hellenistic world figures prominently. Mommsen saw a Rome permeated by Greek art, education, and economic forms, transforming elite tastes and urban life. He traced the spread of coined money, commercial contracts, and slave‑driven latifundia, connecting economic change to political instability. His expertise in numismatics informed analyses of monetary policy and trade flows, while inscriptions documented benefactions, guilds, and civic festivals. The result is a portrait of a republic becoming a cosmopolitan metropolis, with wealth and ideas crossing the sea, and a political class negotiating between ancestral discipline and the attractions of a more luxurious, interconnected Mediterranean.

The social consequences of expansion occupy a major place in the narrative. Mommsen emphasized the concentration of land, the reliance on enslaved labor, and the erosion of the smallholder base that had sustained the citizen‑militia. In this context he treated the Gracchan reforms as responses to structural crisis: agrarian redistribution, grain supply policies, and proposals to integrate Italian allies more fully. He was sympathetic to the reform impulse even while acknowledging political missteps and violent opposition. The Gracchi became, in his telling, figures who exposed the limits of oligarchic self‑correction and the mounting costs of empire on republican social foundations.

Military and civic reform accelerate in the late second and early first centuries BCE. Mommsen depicted the long‑term shift toward a more professional soldiery commonly associated with Marius, linking recruitment patterns to electoral politics and provincial command. He underscored the Social War (circa 91–88 BCE) as a decisive step in incorporating Italy through broadened citizenship, aligning legal status with the realities of shared military service and economic interdependence. These developments highlight Rome’s movement from hegemonic coalition to a more integrated polity, a theme that echoed 19th‑century reflections on nationhood, legal equality, and the tensions between local identity and central authority.

The Sullan dictatorship is presented as a conservative reconstruction that sought to restore senatorial control by curbing popular tribunes and judicial independence. Mommsen’s critique of the senatorial oligarchy is sharp: he argued that attempts to freeze the constitution ignored the pressures of empire and finance. Proscriptions and constitutional revisions seemed to secure order, but at the cost of deepening factionalism and empowering military patrons. For readers in an age of constitutional experiments and reaction, the episode served as a study in how authoritarian restorations can resolve immediate crises while sowing longer‑term instability through exclusion and punitive politics.

Mommsen framed the later Republic as a contest among ambitious commanders, entrenched oligarchs, and a public sphere distorted by provincial plunder. He analyzed Pompey’s extraordinary commands, campaigns against Mediterranean piracy, and eastern settlements as evidence of ad hoc solutions to systemic problems. Provincial exploitation by tax‑farmers and governors illustrated institutional vulnerabilities that reformers struggled to fix. In this setting he charted Julius Caesars rise within a blocked political system, focusing on his administrative skill, coalition building, and programmatic reforming impulse, rather than on anecdote. The narrative emphasizes structural constraints while acknowledging the agency of dominant personalities.

Civil war and dictatorship mark the hinge of the work’s republican volumes. Mommsen portrayed Caesar as a statesman who grasped the need for centralized, lawful administration of a vast empire. He stressed projects in calendar reform, local government, and debt management as signs of constructive governance, and judged the senatorial resistance as unable to propose viable alternatives. This favorable assessment became the book’s most contested claim, reflecting 19th‑century debates about the merits of strong executive leadership in constitutional crises. The analysis is less about personalities than about whether republican mechanisms could accommodate imperial scale.

The later volumes, often counted as volumes four and five in English editions, survey the provinces from Caesar to Diocletian. Here Mommsen shifted from political narrative to administrative, social, and cultural history of the Empire. He used inscriptions to reconstruct municipal councils, local elites, military settlements, and patterns of Romanization and resistance. Taxation, legal appeals, and the spread of Latin and citizenship are traced region by region. The emphasis on city life and local governance presented empire as a mosaic of communities bound by law and roads, showing how cohesion depended on predictable procedures as much as on imperial charisma or conquest.

Publication history and reception reinforce the work’s place in 19th‑century culture. Volumes one to three appeared in 1854–56; the provincial studies followed decades later in the 1880s. Translations multiplied its audience across Europe and beyond. The book’s prose and breadth earned Mommsen the Nobel Prize in Literature in 1902, an unusual acknowledgment of historical scholarship. Yet critics objected to his partisan judgments, notably his admiration for Caesar and severity toward the senatorial elite and figures such as Cicero. These debates kept the work central to discussions about method, bias, and the purposes of writing history.

Mommsen’s broader scholarly production and institutional roles fed into the History’s authority. He wrote monumental studies of Roman constitutional and criminal law and supervised epigraphic projects that standardized evidence collection. The Prussian Academy’s resources, university seminars, and state libraries underwrote a collaborative enterprise in which individual monographs and corpora supported grand syntheses. This ecosystem illustrates how 19th‑century scholarship professionalized the ancient past. The History embodies that professionalism: carefully cited, comparative, and anchored in public, verifiable documentation, even as it allows itself strong evaluations about the success or failure of political classes and constitutional experiments.

Technological and social changes shaped the book’s production and readership. Steam‑powered presses, cheaper paper, and improved distribution created a mass market for serious non‑fiction. Railways and steamships shortened research itineraries to Italy, North Africa, and the Near East. Epigraphers refined techniques for copying inscriptions, while museums and cabinets assembled coins for systematic study. Urban middle classes, formed by new schools and civil service careers, sought works that linked classical antiquity with modern civic ideals. The History of Rome met that demand by connecting administrative detail with questions of citizenship, rights, and state capacity intelligible to contemporary concerns. The book functions as both mirror and critique of its era. By reconstructing Rome through law, institutions, and material evidence, Mommsen offered 19th‑century readers a case study in building and governing a complex polity. His liberal nationalism shines in sympathetic treatments of inclusive citizenship and administrative rationality, while his discomfort with oligarchic obstruction and unstable assemblies reflects post‑1848 anxieties. The work’s enduring appeal lies in this double vision: it illuminates antiquity with scientific rigor and, at the same time, tests modern political aspirations against the successes and failures of Rome.
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    Theodor Mommsen (1817–1903) was a German classicist, historian, jurist, and epigrapher whose work reshaped the study of ancient Rome. Writing in the nineteenth century’s age of professionalized scholarship, he combined philological rigor with a distinctive literary voice. His multivolume History of Rome and his leadership of the Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum established models for narrative history and documentary research that remain influential. Active as a public intellectual and parliamentarian, he brought historical perspectives to contemporary debates on law, nation, and citizenship. In 1902 he received the Nobel Prize in Literature, recognized as a master of historical prose and interpretation.

Educated at the University of Kiel, Mommsen trained in jurisprudence while immersing himself in classics and history. He absorbed the methods of the historical school of law, which treated legal institutions as evolving products of social life, and this orientation informed all his later work. A travel stipend in the mid-1840s enabled extended study in Italy, where he systematically copied Latin inscriptions in archives and the field. Encounters with leading epigraphists, notably Bartolomeo Borghesi, sharpened his documentary techniques and reinforced his conviction that Roman history had to be rebuilt from primary evidence. Early articles and reports on inscriptions marked his arrival as a scholar.

The revolutions of 1848 coincided with Mommsen’s first academic post, at Leipzig, and with his prominent involvement in liberal journalism and public debate. The political climate soon turned against such activism, and by the early 1850s he had left Saxony. He taught Roman law at the University of Zürich and then at Breslau before settling in Berlin, where he would spend the bulk of his career. There he joined the Prussian Academy of Sciences and helped launch the Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum, a comprehensive, critical edition of Latin inscriptions. Coordinating teams of collaborators, he imposed exacting standards of collection, editing, and citation.

Mommsen’s Römische Geschichte, published in the mid-1850s with a later companion volume on the imperial provinces, made him internationally famous. The early volumes narrate Rome’s rise and the crisis of the late Republic, culminating in a forceful portrait of Julius Caesar. Written with unusual energy and moral clarity, the work combined close reading of sources with epigraphic and legal insight. It was widely translated and read beyond academic circles, admired for both learning and style. Although he never produced a full imperial narrative, his volume on the provinces (issued in the 1880s) integrated archaeology, inscriptions, and geography to map Rome’s administrative world.

Parallel to his narrative history, Mommsen produced foundational studies of Roman public and criminal law. His multivolume Römisches Staatsrecht, appearing from the 1870s into the 1880s, systematized offices, assemblies, and constitutional practice across Rome’s history, showing how institutions adapted to political change. Late in life he published Römisches Strafrecht, a synthetic account of criminal norms, procedure, and sanctions. Throughout, he drew heavily on inscriptions, coins, and other primary sources, modeling an integrated approach to evidence. As general editor and contributor to the Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum, he set typographical conventions, curated indices, and authored many introductions that still anchor the discipline of Latin epigraphy.

Beyond the seminar, Mommsen was a force in German public life. In the 1860s and 1870s he sat in representative bodies at the Prussian and, later, imperial level, generally aligned with liberal currents that favored constitutional government and national unification under law. He carried historical arguments into policy debates on education, legal reform, and civil rights. In 1880–81 he publicly opposed the rising antisemitic agitation, notably in the widely discussed piece Auch ein Wort über unser Judenthum, which defended equal citizenship while urging cultural integration. His interventions, fierce yet learned, exemplified a scholar’s responsibility to the broader political community.

Mommsen worked at an extraordinary pace into old age, supervising epigraphic volumes, revising essays, and teaching in Berlin. A serious house fire in 1880 destroyed parts of his library and papers, yet he rebuilt his working collection and resumed publication. International honors culminated in the Nobel Prize in Literature in 1902, a rare acknowledgment of historical writing as a literary art. He died the following year. His legacy endures in two intertwined achievements: a sweeping, readable vision of Roman history and a rigorous documentary infrastructure for studying it. Modern historians still rely on his editions, methods, and arguments, even as they revise them.
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The Period Anterior to the Abolition of the Monarchy

—Ta palaiotera saphos men eurein dia chronou pleithos adunata
ein ek de tekmeirion on epi makrotaton skopounti moi pisteusai
xumbainei ou megala nomizo genesthai oute kata tous polemous oute
es ta alla.—

Thucydides[1].
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Introduction

Ancient History

The Mediterranean Sea with its various branches, penetrating far
into the great Continent, forms the largest gulf of the ocean,
and, alternately narrowed by islands or projections of the land and
expanding to considerable breadth, at once separates and connects
the three divisions of the Old World.  The shores of this inland
sea were in ancient times peopled by various nations belonging in
an ethnographical and philological point of view to different races,
but constituting in their historical aspect one whole.  This historic
whole has been usually, but not very appropriately, entitled the
history of the ancient world.  It is in reality the history of
civilization among the Mediterranean nations; and, as it passes
before us in its successive stages, it presents four great phases
of development—the history of the Coptic or Egyptian stock dwelling
on the southern shore, the history of the Aramaean or Syrian nation
which occupied the east coast and extended into the interior of
Asia as far as the Euphrates and Tigris, and the histories of the
twin-peoples, the Hellenes and Italians, who received as their heritage
the countries on the European shore.  Each of these histories was
in its earlier stages connected with other regions and with other
cycles of historical evolution; but each soon entered on its own
distinctive career.  The surrounding nations of alien or even of
kindred extraction—the Berbers and Negroes of Africa, the Arabs,
Persians, and Indians of Asia, the Celts and Germans of Europe—came
into manifold contact with the peoples inhabiting the borders of
the Mediterranean, but they neither imparted unto them nor received
from them any influences exercising decisive effect on their
respective destinies.  So far, therefore, as cycles of culture admit
of demarcation at all, the cycle which has its culminating points
denoted by the names Thebes, Carthage, Athens, and Rome, may be
regarded as an unity.  The four nations represented by these names,
after each of them had attained in a path of its own a peculiar
and noble civilization, mingled with one another in the most varied
relations of reciprocal intercourse, and skilfully elaborated and
richly developed all the elements of human nature.  At length their
cycle was accomplished.  New peoples who hitherto had only laved
the territories of the states of the Mediterranean, as waves lave
the beach, overflowed both its shores, severed the history of its
south coast from that of the north, and transferred the centre of
civilization from the Mediterranean to the Atlantic Ocean.  The
distinction between ancient and modern history, therefore, is no
mere accident, nor yet a mere matter of chronological convenience.
What is called modern history is in reality the formation of a new
cycle of culture, connected in several stages of its development
with the perishing or perished civilization of the Mediterranean
states, as this was connected with the primitive civilization of
the Indo-Germanic stock, but destined, like the earlier cycle, to
traverse an orbit of its own.  It too is destined to experience in
full measure the vicissitudes of national weal and woe, the periods
of growth, of maturity, and of age, the blessedness of creative
effort in religion, polity, and art, the comfort of enjoying the
material and intellectual acquisitions which it has won, perhaps
also, some day, the decay of productive power in the satiety of
contentment with the goal attained.  And yet this goal will only
be temporary: the grandest system of civilization has its orbit,
and may complete its course but not so the human race, to which,
just when it seems to have reached its goal, the old task is ever
set anew with a wider range and with a deeper meaning.

Italy

Our aim is to exhibit the last act of this great historical drama,
to relate the ancient history of the central peninsula projecting
from the northern continent into the Mediterranean.  It is formed
by the mountain-system of the Apennines branching off in a southern
direction from the western Alps.  The Apennines take in the first
instance a south-eastern course between the broader gulf of the
Mediterranean on the west, and the narrow one on the east; and in the
close vicinity of the latter they attain their greatest elevation,
which, however, scarce reaches the line of perpetual snow, in
the Abruzzi.  From the Abruzzi the chain continues in a southern
direction, at first undivided and of considerable height; after
a depression which formsa hill-country, it splits into a somewhat
flattened succession of heights towards the south-east and a more
rugged chain towards the south, and in both directions terminates
in the formation of narrow peninsulas.

The flat country on the north, extending between the Alps and the
Apennines as far down as the Abruzzi, does not belong geographically,
nor until a very late period even historically, to the southern land
of mountain and hill, the Italy whose history is here to engage
our attention.  It was not till the seventh century of the city
that the coast-district from Sinigaglia to Rimini, and not till the
eighth that the basin of the Po, became incorporated with Italy.
The ancient boundary of Italy on the north was not the Alps but
the Apennines.  This mountain-system nowhere rises abruptly into
a precipitous chain, but, spreading broadly over the land and
enclosing many valleys and table-lands connected by easy passes,
presents conditions which well adapt it to become the settlement of
man.  Still more suitable in this respect are the adjacent slopes
and the coast-districts on the east, south, and west.  On the
east coast the plain of Apulia, shut in towards the north by the
mountain-block of the Abruzzi and only broken by the steep isolated
ridge of Garganus, stretches in a uniform level with but a scanty
development of coast and stream.  On the south coast, between the
two peninsulas in which the Apennines terminate, extensive lowlands,
poorly provided with harbours but well watered and fertile,
adjoin the hill-country of the interior.  The west coast presents
a far-stretching domain intersected by considerable streams, in
particular by the Tiber, and shaped by the action of the waves and
of the once numerous volcanoes into manifold variety of hill and
valley, harbour and island.  Here the regions of Etruria, Latium,
and Campania form the very flower of the land of Italy.  South of
Campania, the land in front of the mountains gradually diminishes,
and the Tyrrhenian Sea almost washes their base.  Moreover, as
the Peloponnesus is attached to Greece, so the island of Sicily is
attached to Italy—the largest and fairest isle of the Mediterranean,
having a mountainous and partly desert interior, but girt, especially
on the east and south, by a broad belt of the finest coast-land,
mainly the result of volcanic action.  Geographically the Sicilian
mountains are a continuation of the Apennines, hardly interrupted
by the narrow "rent" —Pegion—of the straits; and in its historical
relations Sicily was in earlier times quite as decidedly a part of
Italy as the Peloponnesus was of Greece, a field for the struggles
of the same races, and the seat of a similar superior civilization.

The Italian peninsula resembles the Grecian in the temperate climate
and wholesome air that prevail on the hills of moderate height, and
on the whole, also, in the valleys and plains.  In development of
coast it is inferior; it wants, in particular, the island-studded
sea which made the Hellenes a seafaring nation.  Italy on the
other hand excels its neighbour in the rich alluvial plains and
the fertile and grassy mountain-slopes, which are requisite for
agriculture and the rearing of cattle.  Like Greece, it is a noble
land which calls forth and rewards the energies of man, opening
up alike for restless adventure the way to distant lands and for
quiet exertion modes of peaceful gain at home.

But, while the Grecian peninsula is turned towards the east, the
Italian is turned towards the west.  As the coasts of Epirus and
Acarnania had but a subordinate importance in the case of Hellas,
so had the Apulian and Messapian coasts in that of Italy; and, while
the regions on which the historical development of Greece has been
mainly dependent—Attica and Macedonia—look to the east, Etruria,
Latium, and Campania look to the west.  In this way the two peninsulas,
so close neighbours and almost sisters, stand as it were averted
from each other.  Although the naked eye can discern from Otranto
the Acroceraunian mountains, the Italians and Hellenes came into
earlier and closer contact on every other pathway rather than on the
nearest across the Adriatic Sea, In their instance, as has happened
so often, the historical vocation of the nations was prefigured
in the relations of the ground which they occupied; the two great
stocks, on which the civilization of the ancient world grew, threw
their shadow as well as their seed, the one towards the east, the
other towards the west.

Italian History

We intend here to relate the history of Italy, not simply the history
of the city of Rome.  Although, in the formal sense of political
law, it was the civic community of Rome which gained the sovereignty
first of Italy and then of the world, such a view cannot be held
to express the higher and real meaning of history.  What has been
called the subjugation of Italy by the Romans appears rather,
when viewed in its true light, as the consolidation into an united
state of the whole Italian stock—a stock of which the Romans were
doubtless the most powerful branch, but still were only a branch.

The history of Italy falls into two main sections: (1) its internal
history down to its union under the leadership of the Latin stock,
and (2) the history of its sovereignty over the world.  Under the
first section, which will occupy the first two books, we shall have
to set forth the settlement of the Italian stock in the peninsula;
the imperilling of its national and political existence, and
its partial subjugation, by nations of other descent and older
civilization, Greeks and Etruscans; the revolt of the Italians
against the strangers, and the annihilation or subjection of the
latter; finally, the struggles between the two chief Italian stocks,
the Latins and the Samnites, for the hegemony of the peninsula, and
the victory of the Latins at the end of the fourth century before
the birth of Christ—or of the fifth century of the city. The second
section opens with the Punic wars; it embraces the rapid extension
of the dominion of Rome up to and beyond the natural boundaries of
Italy, the long status quo of the imperial period, and the collapse
of the mighty empire.  These events will be narrated in the third
and following books.

Notes for Book I Chapter I

1.  The dates as hereafter inserted in the text are years of the
City (A.U.C[2].); those in the margin give the corresponding years
B.C.
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The Earliest Migrations into Italy

Primitive Races of Italy

We have no information, not even a tradition, concerning the first
migration of the human race into Italy.  It was the universal
belief of antiquity that in Italy, as well as elsewhere, the first
population had sprung from the soil.  We leave it to the province
of the naturalist to decide the question of the origin of different
races, and of the influence of climate in producing their diversities.
In a historical point of view it is neither possible, nor is it of
any importance, to determine whether the oldest recorded population
of a country were autochthones or immigrants.  But it is incumbent
on the historical inquirer to bring to light the successive strata of
population in the country of which he treats, in order to trace,
from as remote an epoch as possible, the gradual progress of
civilization to more perfect forms, and the suppression of races
less capable of, or less advanced in, culture by nations of higher
standing.

Italy is singularly poor in memorials of the primitive period, and
presents in this respect a remarkable contrast to other fields of
civilization.  The results of German archaeological research lead
to the conclusion that in England, France, the North of Germany
and Scandinavia, before the settlement of the Indo-Germans in those
lands, there must have dwelt, or rather roamed, a people, perhaps
of Mongolian race, gaining their subsistence by hunting and fishing,
making their implements of stone, clay, or bones, adorning themselves
with the teeth of animals and with amber, but unacquainted with
agriculture and the use of the metals.  In India, in like manner, the
Indo-Germanic settlers were preceded by a dark-coloured population
less susceptible of culture.  But in Italy we neither meet with
fragments of a supplanted nation, such as the Finns and Lapps in the
Celto-Germanic domain and the black tribes in the Indian mountains;
nor have any remains of an extinct primitive people been hitherto
pointed out there, such as appear to be revealed in the peculiarly-formed
skeletons, the places of assembling, and the burial mounds of what
is called the stone-period of Germanic antiquity.  Nothing has
hitherto been brought to light to warrant the supposition that
mankind existed in Italy at a period anterior to the knowledge of
agriculture and of the smelting of the metals; and if the human
race ever within the bounds of Italy really occupied the level of
that primitive stage of culture which we are accustomed to call
the savage state, every trace of such a fact has disappeared.

Individual tribes, or in other words, races or stocks, are the
constituent elements of the earliest history.  Among the stocks which
in later times we meet with in Italy, the immigration of some, of
the Hellenes for instance, and the denationalization of others,
such as the Bruttians and the inhabitants of the Sabine territory,
are historically attested.  Setting aside both these classes, there
remain a number of stocks whose wanderings can no longer be traced
by means of historical testimony, but only by a priori inference,
and whose nationality cannot be shown to have undergone any radical
change from external causes.  To establish the national individuality
of these is the first aim of our inquiry.  In such an inquiry,
had we nothing to fall back upon but the chaotic mass of names of
tribes and the confusion of what professes to be historical tradition,
the task might well be abandoned as hopeless.  The conventionally
received tradition, which assumes the name of history, is composed
of a few serviceable notices by civilized travellers, and a mass
of mostly worthless legends, which have usually been combined with
little discrimination of the true character either of legend or
of history.  But there is another source of tradition to which we
may resort, and which yields information fragmentary but authentic;
we mean the indigenous languages of the stocks settled in Italy from
time immemorial.  These languages, which have grown with the growth
of the peoples themselves, have had the stamp of their process
of growth impressed upon them too deeply to be wholly effaced
by subsequent civilization.  One only of the Italian languages is
known to us completely; but the remains which have been preserved
of several of the others are sufficient to afford a basis for
historical inquiry regarding the existence, and the degrees, of
family relationship among the several languages and peoples.

In this way philological research teaches us to distinguish three
primitive Italian stocks, the Iapygian, the Etruscan, and that
which we shall call the Italian.  The last is divided into two main
branches,—the Latin branch, and that to which the dialects of the
Umbri, Marsi, Volsci, and Samnites belong.

Iapygians[3]

As to the Iapygian stock, we have but little information.  At the
south-eastern extremity of Italy, in the Messapian or Calabrian
peninsula, inscriptions in a peculiar extinct language(1) have been
found in considerable numbers; undoubtedly remains of the dialect
of the Iapygians, who are very distinctly pronounced by tradition
also to have been different from the Latin and Samnite stocks.
Statements deserving of credit and numerous indications lead to the
conclusion that the same language and the same stock were indigenous
also in Apulia.  What we at present know of this people suffices
to show clearly that they were distinct from the other Italians,
but does not suffice to determine what position should be assigned
to them and to their language in the history of the human race.  The
inscriptions have not yet been, and it is scarcely to be expected
that they ever will be, deciphered.  The genitive forms, -aihi- and
-ihi-, corresponding to the Sanscrit -asya- and the Greek —oio—,
appear to indicate that the dialect belongs to the Indo-Germanic
family.  Other indications, such as the use of the aspirated consonants
and the avoiding of the letters m and t as terminal sounds, show
that this Iapygian dialect was essentially different from the
Italian and corresponded in some respects to the Greek dialects.
The supposition of an especially close affinity between the Iapygian
nation and the Hellenes finds further support in the frequent
occurrence of the names of Greek divinities in the inscriptions,
and in the surprising facility with which that people became
Hellenized, presenting a striking contrast to the shyness in this
respect of the other Italian nations.  Apulia, which in the time
of Timaeus (400) was still described as a barbarous land, had in
the sixth century of the city become a province thoroughly Greek,
although no direct colonization from Greece had taken place;
and even among the ruder stock of the Messapii there are various
indications of a similar tendency.  With the recognition of such
a general family relationship or peculiar affinity between the
Iapygians and Hellenes (a recognition, however, which by no means
goes so far as to warrant our taking the Iapygian language to be a
rude dialect of Greek), investigation must rest content, at least
in the meantime, until some more precise and better assured result
be attainable.(2)  The lack of information, however, is not much
felt; for this race, already on the decline at the period when
our history begins, comes before us only when it is giving way and
disappearing.  The character of the Iapygian people, little capable
of resistance, easily merging into other nationalities, agrees
well with the hypothesis, to which their geographical position adds
probability, that they were the oldest immigrants or the historical
autochthones of Italy.  There can be no doubt that all the primitive
migrations of nations took place by land; especially such as were
directed towards Italy, the coast of which was accessible by sea
only to skilful sailors and on that account was still in Homer's
time wholly unknown to the Hellenes.  But if the earlier settlers
came over the Apennines, then, as the geologist infers the origin
of mountains from their stratification, the historical inquirer
may hazard the conjecture that the stocks pushed furthest towards
the south were the oldest inhabitants of Italy; and it is just
at its extreme south-eastern verge that we meet with the Iapygian
nation.

Italians

The middle of the peninsula was inhabited, as far back as trustworthy
tradition reaches, by two peoples or rather two branches of the
same people, whose position in the Indo-Germanic family admits of
being determined with greater precision than that of the Iapygian
nation.  We may with propriety call this people the Italian, since
upon it rests the historical significance of the peninsula.  It is
divided into the two branch-stocks of the Latins and the Umbrians;
the latter including their southern offshoots, the Marsians and
Samnites, and the colonies sent forth by the Samnites in historical
times.  The philological analysis of the idioms of these stocks
has shown that they together constitute a link in the Indo-Germanic
chain of languages, and that the epoch in which they still formed
an unity is a comparatively late one.  In their system of sounds
there appears the peculiar spirant -f, in the use of which they
agree with the Etruscans, but decidedly differ from all Hellenic
and Helleno-barbaric races as well as from the Sanscrit itself.
The aspirates, again, which are retained by the Greeks throughout,
and the harsher of them also by the Etruscans, were originally
foreign to the Italians, and are represented among them by one of
their elements—either by the media, or by the breathing alone -f
or -h.  The finer spirants, -s, -w, -j, which the Greeks dispense
with as much as possible, have been retained in the Italian languages
almost unimpaired, and have been in some instances still further
developed.  The throwing back of the accent and the consequent
destruction of terminations are common to the Italians with some
Greek stocks and with the Etruscans; but among the Italians this
was done to a greater extent than among the former, and to a lesser
extent than among the latter.  The excessive disorder of the
terminations in the Umbrian certainly had no foundation in the
original spirit of the language, but was a corruption of later date,
which appeared in a similar although weaker tendency also at Rome.
Accordingly in the Italian languages short vowels are regularly
dropped in the final sound, long ones frequently: the concluding
consonants, on the other hand, have been tenaciously retained in
the Latin and still more so in the Samnite; while the Umbrian drops
even these.  In connection with this we find that the middle voice
has left but slight traces in the Italian languages, and a peculiar
passive formed by the addition of -r takes its place; and further
that the majority of the tenses are formed by composition with the
roots -es and -fu, while the richer terminational system of the
Greeks along with the augment enables them in great part to dispense
with auxiliary verbs.  While the Italian languages, like the Aeolic
dialect, gave up the dual, they retained universally the ablative
which the Greeks lost, and in great part also the locative.  The
rigorous logic of the Italians appears to have taken offence at
the splitting of the idea of plurality into that of duality and
of multitude; while they have continued with much precision to
express the relations of words by inflections.  A feature peculiarly
Italian, and unknown even to the Sanscrit, is the mode of imparting
a substantive character to the verb by gerunds and supines,—a
process carried out more completely here than in any other language.

Relation of the Italians to the Greeks

These examples selected from a great abundance of analogous phenomena
suffice to establish the individuality of the Italian stock as
distinguished from the other members of the Indo-Germanic family,
and at the same time show it to be linguistically the nearest
relative, as it is geographically the next neighbour, of the Greek.
The Greek and the Italian are brothers; the Celt, the German, and
the Slavonian are their cousins.  The essential unity of all the
Italian as of all the Greek dialects and stocks must have dawned
early and clearly on the consciousness of the two great nations
themselves; for we find in the Roman language a very ancient word
of enigmatical origin, -Graius-or -Graicus-, which is applied to
every Greek, and in like manner amongst the Greeks the analogous
appellation —Opikos— which is applied to all the Latin and
Samnite stocks known to the Greeks in earlier times, but never to
the Iapygians or Etruscans.

Relation of the Latins to the Umbro-Samnites

Among the languages of the Italian stock, again, the Latin stands
in marked contrast with the Umbro-Samnite dialects.  It is true
that of these only two, the Umbrian and the Samnite or Oscan, are
in some degree known to us, and these even in a manner extremely
defective and uncertain.  Of the rest some, such as the Marsian
and the Volscian, have reached us in fragments too scanty to enable
us to form any conception of their individual peculiarities or to
classify the varieties of dialect themselves with certainty and
precision, while others, like the Sabine, have, with the exception
of a few traces preserved as dialectic peculiarities in provincial
Latin, completely disappeared.  A conjoint view, however, of the
facts of language and of history leaves no doubt that all these
dialects belonged to the Umbro-Samnite branch of the great Italian
stock, and that this branch, although much more closely related to
Latin than to Greek, was very decidedly distinct from the Latin.
In the pronoun and other cases frequently the Samnite and Umbrian
used -p where the Roman used -q, as -pis- for -quis-; just as languages
otherwise closely related are found to differ; for instance, -p
is peculiar to the Celtic in Brittany and Wales, -k to the Gaelic
and Erse.  Among the vowel sounds the diphthongs in Latin, and
in the northern dialects generally, appear very much destroyed,
whereas in the southern Italian dialects they have suffered little;
and connected with this is the fact, that in composition the Roman
weakens the radical vowel otherwise so strictly preserved,—a
modification which does not take place in the kindred group of
languages.  The genitive of words in -a is in this group as among
the Greeks -as, among the Romans in the matured language -ae;
that of words in -us is in the Samnite -eis, in the Umbrian -es,
among the Romans -ei; the locative disappeared more and more from
the language of the latter, while it continued in full use in the
other Italian dialects; the dative plural in -bus is extant only
in Latin.  The Umbro-Samnite infinitive in -um is foreign to the
Romans; while the Osco-Umbrian future formed from the root -es after
the Greek fashion (-her-est- like —leg-so—) has almost, perhaps
altogether, disappeared in Latin, and its place is supplied by
the optative of the simple verb or by analogous formations from
-fuo-(-amabo-).  In many of these instances, however—in the forms
of the cases, for example—the differences only exist in the two
languages when fully formed, while at the outset they coincide.  It
thus appears that, while the Italian language holds an independent
position by the side of the Greek, the Latin dialect within it
bears a relation to the Umbro-Samnite somewhat similar to that of
the Ionic to the Doric; and the differences of the Oscan and Umbrian
and kindred dialects may be compared with the differences between
the Dorism of Sicily and the Dorism of Sparta.

Each of these linguistic phenomena is the result and the attestation
of an historical event.  With perfect certainty they guide us to
the conclusion, that from the common cradle of peoples and languages
there issued a stock which embraced in common the ancestors of the
Greeks and the Italians; that from this, at a subsequent period,
the Italians branched off; and that these again divided into the
western and eastern stocks, while at a still later date the eastern
became subdivided into Umbrians and Oscans.

When and where these separations took place, language of course
cannot tell; and scarce may adventurous thought attempt to grope
its conjectural way along the course of those revolutions, the
earliest of which undoubtedly took place long before that migration
which brought the ancestors of the Italians across the Apennines.
On the other hand the comparison of languages, when conducted with
accuracy and caution, may give us an approximate idea of the degree
of culture which the people had reached when these separations took
place, and so furnish us with the beginnings of history, which is
nothing but the development of civilization.  For language, especially
in the period of its formation, is the true image and organ of the
degree of civilization attained; its archives preserve evidence of
the great revolutions in arts and in manners, and from its records
the future will not fail to draw information as to those times
regarding which the voice of direct tradition is dumb.

Indo-Germanic Culture

During the period when the Indo-Germanic nations which are now
separated still formed one stock speaking the same language, they
attained a certain stage of culture, and they had a vocabulary
corresponding to it.  This vocabulary the several nations carried
along with them, in its conventionally established use, as a common
dowry and a foundation for further structures of their own.  In it
we find not merely the simplest terms denoting existence, actions,
perceptions, such as -sum-, -do-, -pater-, the original echo of the
impression which the external world made on the mind of man, but
also a number of words indicative of culture (not only as respects
their roots, but in a form stamped upon them by custom) which are
the common property of the Indo-Germanic family, and which cannot
be explained either on the principle of an uniform development
in the several languages, or on the supposition of their having
subsequently borrowed one from another.  In this way we possess
evidence of the development of pastoral life at that remote epoch
in the unalterably fixed names of domestic animals; the Sanscrit
-gaus- is the Latin -bos-, the Greek —bous—; Sanscrit -avis- is
the Latin -ovis-, Greek —ois—; Sanscrit -asvas-, Latin -equus-,
Greek —ippos—; Sanscrit -hansas-, Latin -anser-, Greek —chein—;
Sanscrit -atis-, Latin -anas-, Greek —neissa—; in like manner
-pecus-, -sus-, -porcus-, -taurus-, -canis-, are Sanscrit words.
Even at this remote period accordingly the stock, on which from the
days of Homer down to our own time the intellectual development of
mankind has been dependent, had already advanced beyond the lowest
stage of civilization, the hunting and fishing epoch, and had
attained at least comparative fixity of abode.  On the other hand,
we have as yet no certain proofs of the existence of agriculture
at this period.  Language rather favours the negative view.  Of the
Latin-Greek names of grain none occurs in Sanscrit with the single
exception of —zea—, which philologically represents the Sanscrit
-yavas-, but denotes in the Indian barley, in Greek spelt.  It must
indeed be granted that this diversity in the names of cultivated
plants, which so strongly contrasts with the essential agreement in
the appellations of domestic animals, does not absolutely preclude
the supposition of a common original agriculture.  In the circumstances
of primitive times transport and acclimatizing are more difficult
in the case of plants than of animals; and the cultivation of rice
among the Indians, that of wheat and spelt among the Greeks and
Romans, and that of rye and oats among the Germans and Celts, may
all be traceable to a common system of primitive tillage.  On the
other hand the name of one cereal common to the Greeks and Indians
only proves, at the most, that before the separation of the stocks
they gathered and ate the grains of barley and spelt growing wild
in Mesopotamia,(3) not that they already cultivated grain.  While,
however, we reach no decisive result in this way, a further light
is thrown on the subject by our observing that a number of the most
important words bearing on this province of culture occur certainly
in Sanscrit, but all of them in a more general signification.
-Agras-among the Indians denotes a level surface in general; -kurnu-,
anything pounded; -aritram-, oar and ship; -venas-, that which is
pleasant in general, particularly a pleasant drink.  The words are
thus very ancient; but their more definite application to the field
(-ager-), to the grain to be ground (-granum-), to the implement
which furrows the soil as the ship furrows the surface of the sea
(-aratrum-), to the juice of the grape (-vinum-), had not yet taken
place when the earliest division of the stocks occurred, and it
is not to be wondered at that their subsequent applications came
to be in some instances very different, and that, for example, the
corn intended to be ground, as well as the mill for grinding it
(Gothic -quairinus-, Lithuanian -girnos-,(4)) received their names
from the Sanscrit -kurnu-.  We may accordingly assume it as probable,
that the primeval Indo-Germanic people were not yet acquainted with
agriculture, and as certain, that, if they were so, it played but
a very subordinate part in their economy; for had it at that time
held the place which it afterwards held among the Greeks and Romans,
it would have left a deeper impression upon the language.

On the other hand the building of houses and huts by the Indo-Germans
is attested by the Sanscrit -dam(as)-, Latin -domus-, Greek —domos—;
Sanscrit -vesas-, Latin -vicus-, Greek —oikos—; Sanscrit -dvaras-,
Latin -fores-, Greek —thura—; further, the building of oar-boats
by the names of the boat, Sanscrit -naus-, Latin -navis-, Greek
—naus—, and of the oar, Sanscrit -aritram-, Greek —eretmos—,
Latin -remus-, -tri-res-mis-; and the use of waggons and the breaking
in of animals for draught and transport by the Sanscrit -akshas-
(axle and cart), Latin -axis-, Greek —axon—, —am-axa—; Sanscrit
-iugam-, Latin -iugum-, Greek —zugon—.  The words that denote
clothing- Sanscrit -vastra-, Latin -vestis-, Greek —esthes—; as
well as those that denote sewing and spinning-Sanscrit -siv-, Latin
-suo-; Sanscrit -nah-, Latin -neo-, Greek —netho—, are alike
in all Indo-Germanic languages.  This cannot, however, be equally
affirmed of the higher art of weaving.(5)  The knowledge of the
use of fire in preparing food, and of salt for seasoning it, is a
primeval heritage of the Indo-Germanic nations; and the same may
be affirmed regarding the knowledge of the earliest metals employed
as implements or ornaments by man.  At least the names of copper
(-aes-) and silver (-argentum-), perhaps also of gold, are met with
in Sanscrit, and these names can scarcely have originated before
man had learned to separate and to utilize the ores; the Sanscrit
-asis-, Latin -ensis-, points in fact to the primeval use of metallic
weapons.

No less do we find extending back into those times the fundamental
ideas on which the development of all Indo-Germanic states ultimately
rests; the relative position of husband and wife, the arrangement
in clans, the priesthood of the father of the household and the
absence of a special sacerdotal class as well as of all distinctions
of caste in general, slavery as a legitimate institution, the days
of publicly dispensing justice at the new and full moon.  On the
other hand the positive organization of the body politic, the decision
of the questions between regal sovereignty and the sovereignty of
the community, between the hereditary privilege of royal and noble
houses and the unconditional legal equality of the citizens, belong
altogether to a later age.

Even the elements of science and religion show traces of a community
of origin.  The numbers are the same up to one hundred (Sanscrit
-satam-, -ekasatam-, Latin -centum-, Greek —e-katon—, Gothic
-hund-); and the moon receives her name in all languages from the
fact that men measure time by her (-mensis-).  The idea of Deity
itself (Sanscrit -devas-, Latin -deus-, Greek —theos—), and many
of the oldest conceptions of religion and of natural symbolism,
belong to the common inheritance of the nations.  The conception,
for example, of heaven as the father and of earth as the mother of
being, the festal expeditions of the gods who proceed from place
to place in their own chariots along carefully levelled paths,
the shadowy continuation of the soul's existence after death, are
fundamental ideas of the Indian as well as of the Greek and Roman
mythologies.  Several of the gods of the Ganges coincide even
in name with those worshipped on the Ilissus and the Tiber:—thus
the Uranus of the Greeks is the Varunas, their Zeus, Jovis pater,
Diespiter is the Djaus pita of the Vedas.  An unexpected light has
been thrown on various enigmatical forms in the Hellenic mythology
by recent researches regarding the earlier divinities of India.  The
hoary mysterious forms of the Erinnyes are no Hellenic invention;
they were immigrants along with the oldest settlers from the East.
The divine greyhound Sarama, who guards for the Lord of heaven the
golden herd of stars and sunbeams and collects for him the nourishing
rain-clouds as the cows of heaven to the milking, and who moreover
faithfully conducts the pious dead into the world of the blessed,
becomes in the hands of the Greeks the son of Sarama, Sarameyas,
or Hermeias; and the enigmatical Hellenic story of the stealing
of the cattle of Helios, which is beyond doubt connected with the
Roman legend about Cacus, is now seen to be a last echo (with the
meaning no longer understood) of that old fanciful and significant
conception of nature.

Graeco-Italian Culture

The task, however, of determining the degree of culture which
the Indo-Germans had attained before the separation of the stocks
properly belongs to the general history of the ancient world.  It
is on the other hand the special task of Italian history to ascertain,
so far as it is possible, what was the state of the Graeco-Italian
nation when the Hellenes and the Italians parted.  Nor is this
a superfluous labour; we reach by means of it the stage at which
Italian civilization commenced, the starting-point of the national
history.

Agriculture

While it is probable that the Indo-Germans led a pastoral life
and were acquainted with the cereals, if at all, only in their wild
state, all indications point to the conclusion that the Graeco-Italians
were a grain-cultivating, perhaps even a vine-cultivating, people.
The evidence of this is not simply the knowledge of agriculture
itself common to both, for this does not upon the whole warrant
the inference of community of origin in the peoples who may exhibit
it.  An historical connection between the Indo-Germanic agriculture
and that of the Chinese, Aramaean, and Egyptian stocks can hardly be
disputed; and yet these stocks are either alien to the Indo-Germans,
or at any rate became separated from them at a time when agriculture
was certainly still unknown.  The truth is, that the more advanced
races in ancient times were, as at the present day, constantly
exchanging the implements and the plants employed in cultivation;
and when the annals of China refer the origin of Chinese agriculture
to the introduction of five species of grain that took place under
a particular king in a particular year, the story undoubtedly depicts
correctly, at least in a general way, the relations subsisting in
the earliest epochs of civilization.  A common knowledge of agriculture,
like a common knowledge of the alphabet, of war chariots, of purple,
and other implements and ornaments, far more frequently warrants the
inference of an ancient intercourse between nations than of their
original unity.  But as regards the Greeks and Italians, whose
mutual relations are comparatively well known, the hypothesis that
agriculture as well as writing and coinage first came to Italy by
means of the Hellenes may be characterized as wholly inadmissible.
On the other hand, the existence of a most intimate connection
between the agriculture of the one country and that of the other is
attested by their possessing in common all the oldest expressions
relating to it; -ager-, —agros—; -aro aratrum-, —aroo arotron—;
-ligo-alongside of —lachaino—; -hortus-, —chortos—; -hordeum-,
—krithei—; -milium-, —melinei—; -rapa-, —raphanis-; -malva-,
—malachei—; -vinum-, —oinos—.  It is likewise attested by
the agreement of Greek and Italian agriculture in the form of the
plough, which appears of the same shape on the old Attic and the old
Roman monuments; in the choice of the most ancient kinds of grain,
millet, barley, spelt; in the custom of cutting the ears with the
sickle and having them trodden out by cattle on the smooth-beaten
threshing-floor; lastly, in the mode of preparing the grain -puls-
—poltos—, -pinso- —ptisso—, -mola- —mulei—; for baking was
of more recent origin, and on that account dough or pap was always
used in the Roman ritual instead of bread.  That the culture of the
vine too in Italy was anterior to the earliest Greek immigration,
is shown by the appellation "wine-land" (—Oinotria[5]—), which
appears to reach back to the oldest visits of Greek voyagers.  It
would thus appear that the transition from pastoral life to agriculture,
or, to speak more correctly, the combination of agriculture with the
earlier pastoral economy, must have taken place after the Indians
had departed from the common cradle of the nations, but before the
Hellenes and Italians dissolved their ancient communion.  Moreover,
at the time when agriculture originated, the Hellenes and Italians
appear to have been united as one national whole not merely with
each other, but with other members of the great family; at least,
it is a fact, that the most important of those terms of cultivation,
while they are foreign to the Asiatic members of the Indo-Germanic
family, are used by the Romans and Greeks in common with the Celtic
as well as the Germanic, Slavonic, and Lithuanian stocks.(6)

The distinction between the common inheritance of the nations and
their own subsequent acquisitions in manners and in language is
still far from having been wrought out in all the variety of its
details and gradations.  The investigation of languages with this
view has scarcely begun, and history still in the main derives its
representation of primitive times, not from the rich mine of language,
but from what must be called for the most part the rubbish-heap of
tradition.  For the present, therefore, it must suffice to indicate
the differences between the culture of the Indo-Germanic family in
its oldest undivided form, and the culture of that epoch when the
Graeco-Italians still lived together.  The task of discriminating
the results of culture which are common to the European members of
this family, but foreign to its Asiatic members, from those which
the several European groups, such as the Graeco-Italian and the
Germano-Slavonic, have wrought out for themselves, can only be
accomplished, if at all, after greater progress has been made in
linguistic and historical inquiries.  But there can be no doubt
that, with the Graeco-Italians as with all other nations, agriculture
became and in the mind of the people remained the germ and core of
their national and of their private life.  The house and the fixed
hearth, which the husbandman constructs instead of the light hut
and shifting fireplace of the shepherd, are represented in the
spiritual domain and idealized in the goddess Vesta or —Estia—
almost the only divinity not Indo-Germanic yet from the first
common to both nations.  One of the oldest legends of the Italian
stock ascribes to king Italus, or, as the Italians must have
pronounced the word, Vitalus or Vitulus, the introduction of the
change from a pastoral to an agricultural life, and shrewdly connects
with it the original Italian legislation.  We have simply another
version of the same belief in the legend of the Samnite stock which
makes the ox the leader of their primitive colonies, and in the
oldest Latin national names which designate the people as reapers
(-Siculi-, perhaps also -Sicani-), or as field-labourers (-Opsci-).
It is one of the characteristic incongruities which attach to the
so-called legend of the origin of Rome, that it represents a pastoral
and hunting people as founding a city.  Legend and faith, laws and
manners, among the Italians as among the Hellenes are throughout
associated with agriculture.(7)

Cultivation of the soil cannot be conceived without some measurement
of it, however rude.  Accordingly, the measures of surface and the
mode of setting off boundaries rest, like agriculture itself, on
a  like basis among both peoples.  The Oscan and Umbrian -vorsus-
of one hundred square feet corresponds exactly with the Greek
—plethron—.  The principle of marking off boundaries was also
the same.  The land-measurer adjusted his position with reference
to one of the cardinal points, and proceeded to draw in the first
place two lines, one from north to south, and another from east to
west, his station being at their point of intersection (-templum-,
—temenos— from —temno—); then he drew at certain fixed distances
lines parallel to these, and by this process produced a series of
rectangular pieces of ground, the corners of which were marked by
boundary posts (-termini-, in Sicilian inscriptions -termones-,
usually —oroi—).  This mode of defining boundaries, which is
probably also Etruscan but is hardly of Etruscan origin, we find
among the Romans, Umbrians, Samnites, and also in very ancient
records of
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