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Teutonism and Romanism

James Bryce’s Holy Roman Empire

Freeman’s Teutonic unity enduring throughout modernity was also exempli*ed 
in the institutional legacy of the Holy Roman Empire (HRE). +e interest in 
the HRE had emerged in Freeman’s early writings. On November(,-, ,./), 
Freeman told Bryce: “I have believed in the H.R.E. much as you do for years. 
Of course, it was [Francis] Palgrave who *rst set me  really thinking.”0 James 
Bryce, as Freeman noted and as  will be illustrated throughout this chapter, 
also accentuated the institutional Romano- Teutonic legacy of the HRE. 
Bryce, born to a Presbyterian Ulster- Scot  family, engaged in both academic 
and po liti cal/diplomatic spheres throughout his long  career. Following the 
conclusion of his studies at Trinity College, Oxford, in ,./1, he received a 
fellowship at Oriel College that lasted  until ,..-. It was at the beginning of 
his fellowship that Bryce began to write !e Holy Roman Empire (,./2), 
which would eventually be published to  great acclaim.3 From ,.45 and  until 
,.-6, Bryce was regius professor of civil law at Oxford University. At the be-
ginning of his professorship, law and modern history  were still incorporated 
 under the same honorary degree, but in ,.41, with Bryce’s support, law and 
modern history  were * nally separated. Bryce also enjoyed a thriving po liti cal 
 career. He was *rst elected to Parliament for the constituency of Tower Ham-
lets in ,..5, and in ,..) he moved to the constituency of South Aberdeen. In 
,../ he was nominated by Gladstone to the role of undersecretary of state for 
foreign a7airs, an appointment that lasted for only six months owing to the 
dissolution of the Liberal government. Bryce remained in Parliament  until 
,-54, when he was appointed British ambassador to the United States, a role 
he *lled  until ,-,6.8  Later, upon returning to Britain at the outbreak of World 
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War I, Bryce headed two of the most signi0cant investigations of the war. 
One examined the German invasion of Belgium.1 2e other, known by the 
generic title of the “Blue Book,” reported on the Armenian genocide of -3-/.4

2is chapter highlights the similarities between Bryce’s and Freeman’s 
historical perceptions. 2e two shared a mutual admiration of Teutonism (see 
Chapter5-) and both cherished the HRE, which they deemed the “institutional 
by- product” of Teutonic supremacy. Bryce, as an expert in constitutional law, 
emphasized the institutional durability of the HRE and its central role in the 
shaping of the modern “West.”6 2e chapter elaborates Bryce’s long- term 
historical scheme and its likeness to Freeman’s exceptional periodization. Due 
attention, however, is also given to the di7erences in their views. One such 
was that, while employing a notion of historical longevity in his Holy Roman 
Empire, Bryce, or so I argue, did not fully accept Freeman’s unity theory, which 
was anchored on the innate racial supremacy of the Aryan race. Bryce, it  will 
be shown, although including “race” in his scheme, mainly stressed the 
endurance of Teutonic institutions.8 In exploring this di7erence, this chapter 
 will also delve into Bryce’s mutable understandings of the concept of “race.” 
Freeman, although accepting the 9uidity of any notion of “race,” remained 
loyal to the narrative supporting Aryan and Teutonic dominance. Bryce did 
implement racial explanations and usually adhered to the Teutonic narrative. 
Occasionally, however, mainly in the -3::s, he also voiced other, less en-
thusiastic perceptions of “race.”

2e “Legacy” of Sir Francis Palgrave

Before delving into Bryce’s Holy Roman Empire and his unique historical pe-
riodization, I return to the authority mentioned in Freeman’s letter— Sir Fran-
cis Palgrave (-;<<–-<=-). Palgrave apparently retained a vast in9uence on the 
historical perceptions of both Freeman and Bryce. Palgrave, originally Co-
hen, was born to a Jewish  family and converted to Anglicanism in -<>.. As 
the 0rst deputy keeper of the Public Rec ords Archive, Palgrave was thoroughly 
engaged with historical and juristic themes.? Two main themes dominated his 
historical writings: Romanism and Teutonism and Palgrave moved between 
the two, which he deemed the most signi0cant forces in history. Freeman, as 
seen in the previous chapter, advocated a similar but not identical historical ar-
gument. He  adopted Palgrave’s notion of Rome’s endurance  after AD @;=: “2e 
man [Palgrave] who discovered that the Roman Empire did not terminate in 
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&.-. ./#, but that the still living and acting imperial power formed an his-
torical centre for centuries  later, merits a place in the very highest rank of 
historical inquirers.”0 In a letter to George Finlay (!/11–!2/,), the historian 
of the Byzantine Empire, Freeman, once again, accentuated Palgrave’s in3u-
ence on the insigni4cance of AD ./#. However, on this occasion, Freeman 
also voiced certain criticisms:

On Sir+F. Palgrave’s Normandy and  England. Are you up in his 
writings? I do not remember that  either of you ever refers to the 
other; I am not sure that you would appreciate one another but you 
always go together in my mind. I make my historical system out of 
a  union of you two. Between you, you work out the fact that the 
Roman Empire did not die in ./#, but lived on as long as you 
please  after. You do the East, which has been forgotten, he the 
West, which has been misconceived. But he does it only by hints 
and fragments, and in his pres ent book, he has gone half wild in 
the form of his composition. I should rather like to write the 
history of the Western Empire myself; i.e. not so much the history 
of Germany or of Italy as the history of the Imperial idea.56

Palgrave, in Freeman’s eyes, was a pioneer in the study of the Western 
Roman Empire, yet he was also inclined  toward certain exaggerations. 7is 
was especially evident in Palgrave’s overdramatization of Rome’s role in the 
shaping of modernity. As seen, it was Teutonism rather than Romanism that 
was for Freeman and his circle the dominant force of modern Eu ro pean and 
world history. Palgrave, as Roger Smith shows, initially ( until the late !289s) 
argued for Teutonic dominance in the establishment of the Eu ro pean states 
and especially in the foundation of  England.55 During  these years, Palgrave, 
like his con temporary, 7omas Arnold (Chapter+ 8), and John Mitchell 
Kemble, a pioneer of Anglo- Saxon studies, was  under the in3uence of Ger-
man scholars, such as the Grimm  brothers and the poet F.+H. von der Hagen 
(!/29–!2,#).5:

However, from the !2"9s Palgrave began to identify the Roman ele ment 
as the most dominant carrier in the history of Eu rope.5; 7is “Roman shift” 
is evident in Palgrave’s History of  England (!2"!).5< In his introduction to !e 
History of Normandy and  England (!2,!), Palgrave commented that the Ger-
manic tribes had perhaps ruined physical Rome but in fact they “humbly 
knelt before their Captive.”5= 7e tribes had embraced Rome’s culture and 
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heritage: “0is devolution of authority from Rome, this absorption of Roman 
authority by the Barbarians, this po liti cal, and more than po liti cal, this moral 
unity, this con1rmation of a dominion which they seemed to subvert . . .  is the 
 great truth upon which the  whole history of Eu ro pean society, and more than 
Eu ro pean society, Eu ro pean civilization, depends.”23 Rome, ruled by several 
emperors of foreign descent, absorbed “external” in4uences for centuries: “0e 
Romans taught their Vassals to become their Lords. 0ey educated Goth and 
Celt and Teuton and Iberian for the Imperial throne.”25 0e Teutonic barbar-
ians merged into Rome not only through po liti cal, institutional, and cultural 
in4uences but also through a racial fusion. 0e blending of races, however, was 
not equal and included a more dominant Roman/Latin character.26 For Pal-
grave, even the origins of the En glish nation  were not to be found in the German 
woods but rather the Roman Capitol: “We have been told to seek in the Forests 
of Germany the origin of the feudal system and the conception of the Gothic 
aisle. We  shall discover neither  there. . . .  Rome imparted to our Eu ro pean 
civilization her luxury, her grandeur, her richness, her splendour, her exaltation 
of  human reason, her spirit of  free enquiry, her ready mutability, her unwearied 
activity, her expansive and devouring energy, her hardness of heart, her intel-
lectual pride, her 1erceness, her insatiate cruelty.”27 0is intense pro- Roman 
sentiment was, no doubt, at the bottom of Freeman’s belief, relayed to Finlay, 
that Palgrave “has gone half wild.”

In another volume of his History of Normandy and of  England, however, 
Palgrave intimated that Rome’s victory over the Teutonic tribes was far from 
decisive. In this passage, Palgrave, like many of his contemporaries, acknowl-
edged the direct transfer of power from Rome to the Teutonic tribes: “0e 
Teutonic races, succeeding as inheritors to the 1erceness of the Roman Ea-
gle, have in the  later ages of the world been most fearfully predominant.”89 
0e key word  here is “fearfully”  because, in Palgrave’s view, the Teutonic 
conquest had devastating consequences for other, non- Teutonic tribes: 
“Gifted with mighty intellectual vigour, they reject, they punish all  others 
and themselves, by their intolerant, fanatic, and contemptuous pride, which 
takes the sweetness out of their very kindness. Amongst the Teutonic tribes, 
none so deeply involved in guilt as the ‘Anglo- Saxon race.’ ” 0e worst of the 
Teutonic tribes  were Palgrave’s “own” Anglo- Saxons: “In their treatment of 
the Celtic nations, they have exceeded all  others in iniquity, even degraded 
Spain.”82 0e ferocity, intolerance, and superior innate capabilities of the 
tribes stood in contrast to the unifying and universal character of Rome. 
While Rome integrated other cultures and races, the Teutons crushed them.
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A question, of course, arises concerning Palgrave’s remarks. His views on 
the Teutonic emergence contradict his argument that Rome, rather than the 
tribes, continued to shape Eu ro pean history, including  England, during 
“modernity.” Despite  these last quoted remarks and when considering the full 
scope of Palgrave’s writings, the inevitable conclusion is that Rome’s inheri-
tance was the cornerstone of his historical scheme. Yet, to claim that Palgrave 
totally abandoned the Teutonic narrative is far- fetched, and it seems that he 
 imagined a certain unity between Rome and Teutonism. It is pos si ble, of 
course, that Palgrave’s narrative included certain inconsistencies, and there-
fore his scheme was not totally coherent. Hence, he sometimes interchanged 
between Roman and Teutonic narratives. In any case, it is impor tant to note 
that the Teutonic scholars did not adopt Palgrave’s less favorable view of the 
Teutonic tribes. However, his emphasis on the insigni-cance of AD ./0 was 
received as a seed and grew into the root of the periodization of both Free-
man and Bryce.

Palgrave’s periodization of world history was bound up in the famous 
prophecy of Daniel.11 From the very beginning of his general introduction to 
!e History of Normandy and of  England, he focused on the notion of 
the+“fourth kingdom.” 2is term, injected with a religious meaning, appeared 
in the subtitle of the book’s introduction. Due to our ignorance of past 
ages, Palgrave wrote, we must depend on the holy scriptures. In this case, 
the prophecy of Daniel holds the key to historical understanding since revela-
tion, Palgrave stressed, is the foundation of universal history.13 2e four em-
pires symbolize four consecutive world ages and include “all the history we 
know, all we  really need to know, all we can ever  really know.”14 According 
to Palgrave, the four monarchies had been Assyria, Persia, Greece, and Rome. 
2us, Rome represented the last of the monarchies and the period from its 
establishment  until Palgrave’s own days was in fact one single continuation of 
Roman dominance: “We, therefore, all live in the Roman world: the departed 
generations are not distinguishable in  these reasonings from ourselves; the 
‘dark ages’ and the ‘ middle ages’ are merely bights and bends in the  great 
stream of Time.”15 2e tribes, according to this perspective, preserved the 
essence of Rome and so did not commence a totally new period. In his History 
of the Anglo- Saxons (!#"!), Palgrave even criticized the beacons of the eigh teenth 
 century, Robertson and Gibbon, for “missing” the linkage between the fourth 
monarchy/Rome and modern Eu rope. Palgrave, however, did praise, in his 
succeeding sentence, the works of Jean- Baptiste Dubos, Friedrich Carl von 
Savigny, and John Allen, who all recognized the continuous in6uence of 
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Rome.01 2rough the adoption of the four monarchies scheme, the coming 
of the Germanic tribes in the 3fth  century became less prominent. One long 
and uni3ed historical period merged Rome with modernity. 2is vision, in 
e4ect, amounts to an earlier variation on Freeman’s “unity of history.”

From our glance at Palgrave’s writings, several conclusions may be drawn. 
Primarily, it is obvious why Freeman named him a source of inspiration. 
Freeman cherished Palgrave’s innovative historical scheme, arguing for a 
certain historical unity and the continuance of certain Roman mores among 
the modern Teutonic kingdoms. Indeed, Palgrave’s “attack” on the false and 
arti3cial division of AD 567 became central to Freeman’s and—as now  will 
be discussed— Bryce’s historical perception. But, to conclude, a major dif-
ference still separated Palgrave from the likes of Arnold and Freeman. While 
the latter, especially Freeman, regarded Teutonism as superior, Palgrave, in 
most cases, favored Rome’s heritage. For him, the “fourth empire” merged the 
two ele ments, yet Romanism still prevailed.

Bryce: Imperial Unity from Augustus to AD -895

Like Palgrave, Bryce stressed the fusion of Teutonism and Romanism. Un-
like Palgrave, Bryce continued to regard Teutonism as a central component 
in the shaping of modernity. Together with Freeman, Bryce belonged to the 
Teutonic circle of scholars. But where Freeman founded his arguments on 
the alleged racial dominance of the Aryans, Bryce, primarily emphasized 
the juristic- institutional inheritance of the Romano- Teutonic civilization. 
While some scholarly attention has been given to Freeman’s historical 
method (see Chapter:5), Bryce’s historical scheme remains largely forgotten. 
 2ere are, indeed, some studies focusing on Bryce’s proli3c academic and 
diplomatic/po liti cal  career, but his Holy Roman Empire, including his per-
sonal correspondence and notes on this work, have never been thoroughly 
studied, let alone examined in the context of what  will be de3ned as his 
unique periodization.0;

Freeman regarded Bryce as an authority on the history of the German 
lands. In a letter of October:<<, -875, he described Bryce’s Holy Roman Em-
pire favorably.0= 2is was not so surprising since a year or so before it had 
been Freeman who had encouraged Bryce to submit an essay about imperial 
Germany to the Arnold Essay Prize competition.0> In his letter, Freeman 
mentioned two uncertainties regarding Bryce’s book: one concerning the style 
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of reference (footnotes); and the other, Bryce’s “Germanism,” which was “bet-
ter anyhow than a Gallicism.”-. Freeman’s words illustrate, once again, his 
aversion  toward France/Celticism. More impor tant, and like Freeman’s re-
view of Mommsen (see Chapter+/), together with his re spect  toward Germany, 
Freeman also criticized German scholarship. His Teutonic a0nity did not 
mean that he automatically approved of all German scholarship. For Free-
man, since the En glish  were the purest of all the Teutonic nations, they  ought 
to preserve and cherish their original customs.

It is also pos si ble that when Freeman criticized Bryce’s “Germanism” he 
was not yet su0ciently acquainted with German scholarship  because his 
knowledge of German scholarship only developed  later. 1is argument is 
corroborated by the fact that in the early !23#s Freeman acknowledged Bryce 
as an authority on German scholarship and asked Bryce to introduce him to 
vari ous German books. When Bryce traveled in Germany in !234 he wrote 
several letters to Freeman. 1e letters described con temporary German stud-
ies on federalism and the system of the German Mark. Among many Ger-
man works, Bryce mentioned the names of the scholars (mainly jurists) Karl 
Friedrich Eichhorn (!52!–!2,"), Waitz, Grimm, and Maurer.-6 Due to his 
German expertise, Freeman urged Bryce to pay him a visit in his  house in 
Wales, so Bryce could assist him with the study of Germany.-7 Freeman, as 
described earlier, while considering himself an En glish expert on Swiss feder-
alism, was  eager to acquire greater knowledge of German scholarship.

Bryce’s Holy Roman Empire is a clear example of his a0nity and exper-
tise in the history of the German lands. 1e book pres ents a very long history 
of the German- Roman imperial idea and may be viewed as Bryce’s own inter-
pretation of the “unity of history,” or at least his version of the link between 
antiquity and modernity. Already in the opening pages of the book he included 
a list of the emperors from Augustus (/5 BC) down to the nineteenth  century. 
In the 8rst editions, the list concluded with the abdication of the last Holy 
Roman emperor, Francis II (ruled  until !2#3).-- However, in  later editions, 
such as the sixth edition of !9#", the list ended with the German emperor 
William II.-: A long imperial continuum of almost two millennia had 
dominated western Eu rope. In all editions, next to the name of Romulus 
Augustulus and the year AD "53, Bryce wrote: “End of the Western line in 
Romulus Augustulus. Henceforth, till &.;.+2##, Emperors reigning at Con-
stantinople.”-< According to Bryce, the West had merged with the East  until 
the 8nal division occurred when Charles I (the  Great) restored the empire. For 
that reason, since the imperial lineage had continued in the East, Bryce pre-
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sented a list of the ruling emperors of Constantinople, beginning with An-
astasius I (ruled AD ./-–0-1) and ending with Irene’s removal of Constantine 
VI in the East (AD 2/2), which occurred almost parallel with Charles’s 
coronation in the West (AD 133). From this stage, the emperors of Byzantium 
 were omitted from Bryce’s list and he names only the Western rulers. 4us, 
in AD 133, the East and the West 5 nally went their separate ways. 4is long 
endurance of imperial rule is also apparent in another list in the opening pages 
of !e Holy Roman Empire, where Bryce lists the central events in the empire’s 
history from the  battle of Pharsalus, when Caesar became tribune for life (.1 
BC), to the war of -12- between France and Germany.67

For Bryce, the tribal leaders who conquered the West in the 5fth  century 
had not become an integral part of the Roman Empire. Accordingly, Odoacer 
and Clovis and other barbaric chieftains  were not included in Bryce’s imperial 
genealogy. Considering  these tribal leaders merely as tribal kings, Bryce’s view 
on this issue was common, and, indeed, most scholars did not classify the 
Germanic barbarian rulers as continuing the imperial lineage. Freeman, in 
one of his early letters to Bryce, asked Bryce why he mentioned Odoacer as 
the king of Italy.68 Bryce in response wrote that this was an error, and in fact: 
“Odoacer was merely rex . . .  not [rex] Italiae,—  I  don’t know how that can 
have been in,  unless it was copied from Gibbon when I just wrote the essay 
and never corrected  after.”69 Freeman responded that the barbaric kings who 
had conquered Rome remained tribal kings without any additional title: “I 
cannot 5nd that  either Odoacer or 4eodoric formally called himself king of 
Italy. 4ey  were kings, i.e., kings of their own  people, and imperial lieutenants 
as well, but not territorial kings. You  don’t 5nd historical titles for ages.”6:

Bryce did acknowledge the role of the tribes in the decline of the West-
ern Roman Empire. In handwritten comments (ca. -1;<) preceding the pub-
lication of his Holy Roman Empire, he argued that the tribes  were part of 
Western decline: they had damaged the po liti cal structure and in=icted general 
havoc. Yet, the tribes  were only the symptom of a graver illness. 4e main cause 
of the decline, Bryce argued, was an internal 5nancial crisis that harmed Rome 
for centuries. 4e crisis originated from ine>cient governance and exhaustion 
of resources. In addition,  there was a general “social feebleness,” evident in 
the absence of a true aristocracy, growing poverty, and want of troops.?@ 4is 
conclusion was recapitulated thirty or so years  later in Bryce’s -/3- essay “4e 
Roman Empire and the British Empire in India.” Referring generally to the 
de cadence of empires in history, Bryce commented that empires die  either from 
“disease” or “vio lence.” In the case of Rome, it was a common  mistake to single 
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out “vio lence”— namely, the invasion of the tribes—as the sole reason for the 
fall.-. However, it was mainly the “disease” of the Roman economy that insti-
gated the de cadence. As Bryce describes the prob lem in his Holy Roman Empire:

/e crowd that 0lled her [Rome’s] streets was composed partly of 
poor and idle freemen, unaccustomed to arms and debarred from 
po liti cal rights; partly of a far more numerous herd of slaves, 
gathered from all parts of the world, and morally even lower than 
their masters.  /ere was no  middle class, and no system of 
municipal institutions, for although the senate and consuls with 
many of the lesser magistracies continued to exist, they had for 
centuries enjoyed no e1ective power, and  were nowise 0tted to 
lead and rule the  people. Hence, it was that when the Gothic war 
and the subsequent inroads of the Lombards had reduced the  great 
families to beggary, the framework of society dissolved and could 
not be replaced.-2

/e “fall” was mostly a consequence of internal Roman anarchy. /e 
tribes only gave the 0nal blow. Interestingly, both in his early notes and in his 
!34! essay, Bryce included the Teutonic and the Arab- Muslim invasions as part 
of the same external “vio lence.” For him,  there  were two main barbarian waves: 
the northern wave of the Germanic and Slavonic tribes, on the one hand; and 
on the other, the eastern wave mainly including the Muslim hordes. Both 
waves lasted for several centuries and constantly threatened the empire  until 
“the north [Teutonic] and the east [Muslims] ultimately destroyed Rome.”-5 
Yet again, for Bryce, it was mainly about the economy: “But the dissolution 
and dismemberment of the Western Roman Empire, beginning with the 
abandonment of Britain in &.6. "!!, and ending with the establishment of the 
Lombards in Italy in &.6. ,78, with the conquest of Africa by the Arab chief 
Sidi Okba in the seventh  century, and with the capture of Sicily by Musulman 
9eets in the ninth,  were  really due to internal  causes which had been for a 
long time at work.”--

Bryce’s views on Western Rome’s 0nal destruction require further clari-
0cation. Did Rome  really “fall” with the arrival of the invaders or, as Bryce 
stated in !e Holy Roman Empire, had it been integrated with the Eastern 
Roman branch prior to Charles’s restoration? It seems that Bryce’s arguments 
 were inconsistent. Bryce perhaps changed his opinion between the 0rst ap-
pearance of his Holy Roman Empire (!87") and the publication of his Studies 
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in History and Jurisprudence (-01-). 2is, however, is not a satisfactory ex-
planation, since in his new fourth edition of the !e Holy Roman Empire 
(-01-), he maintained his original narrative of an enduring Eastern and West-
ern Roman unity. 2us, Bryce did not alter his opinion and another explana-
tion is needed for this supposed inconsistency.

Bryce, I argue, did acknowledge a certain physical destruction of the 
Western Empire in the fourth and 3fth centuries, which had forced it to unite 
with the Eastern Empire. In !e Holy Roman Empire, Bryce stressed that fol-
lowing the tribal invasions, the imperial line had continued in Constantinople. 
2e Western “destruction,” however, was both complex and gradual. In a letter 
to Freeman, Bryce chose to describe the Western collapse as “disintegration 
rather than destruction.”45 Most impor tant,  there was a continuation of the 
imperial notion in the Eastern Roman Empire. Furthermore, even the Ger-
manic kingdoms  adopted certain Roman mores and institutions. In a letter of 
-678, where Bryce set down the fundamental notions of his  future publication, 
he told Freeman that cooperation and  union, rather than devastation, de3ned 
the relations between the Romans and Teutons: “I think of beginning with an 
attempt at changing the relation of Roman and Teuton in the 3fth  century: How 
to trace penetration of Romans from in Teutonic Kingdoms.”49 Bryce’s view 
was unique, since in place of constant strife between the two entities, he  adopted 
a less dichotomist approach. 2e tribes, hence, did not obliterate every thing, 
and as Bryce emphasized  later in his book, they had  adopted Roman law, titles 
as well as some institutions. Most impor tant, the tribes embraced Chris tian ity, 
the o:cial Roman religion, while abandoning their ancient Aryan beliefs:

But the idea of a Roman Empire as a necessary part of the world’s 
order had not vanished: it had been admitted by  those who seemed 
to be destroying it; it had been cherished by the Church; it was still 
recalled by laws and customs; it was dear to the subject populations, 
who fondly looked back to the days when despotism was at least 
mitigated by peace and order. We have seen the Teuton endeavouring 
everywhere to identify himself with the system he overthrew. As 
Goths, Burgundians, and Franks sought the title of consul or 
patrician, as the Lombard kings when they renounced their Arianism 
styled themselves Flavii, so even in distant  England the 3erce Saxon 
and Anglian conquerors used the names of Roman dignities, and 
before long began to call themselves imperatores and basileis of 
Britain.4;
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Chris tian ity became the main force de,ning the longevity of the Roman 
Empire. Consequently, parallel to his list of emperors, Bryce introduced a list 
of the popes. -e list included all the “bishops of Rome” from Petrus down 
to Pius IX (elected !."/).01 Hence, the church and the Holy Roman Empire 
marched side by side. -e two institutions, despite years of rivalry, could not 
exist separately and both  shaped Eu rope. It was a gradual development, but 
eventually “Chris tian ity as well as civilization became conterminous with the 
Roman Empire.”02

-e merger of state and church reached its zenith with Charles’s coronation 
at Rome. Following the coronation, the West once again merged with the 
church and empire: “-e Frank [Charles] had been always faithful to Rome: his 
baptism was the enlistment of a new barbarian auxiliary. His ser vices against 
Arian heretics and Lombard marauders, against the Saracen of Spain and the 
Avar of Pannonia, had earned him the title of Champion of the Faith and De-
fender of the Holy See. He was now unquestioned lord of Western Eu rope.”34 
From the reuni,cation, both civilizations (Roman and Teuton), instead of en-
gaging in con5ict, , nally joined forces. For Bryce, one of the main  causes for the 
sustainability of the HRE was the comingling of Rome and Germany  under the 
roof of the church. Charles became the heir of Augustus, and subsequently  there 
was a “ union, so long in preparation, so mighty in its consequences, of the Ro-
man and the Teuton, of the memories and the civilization of the South with the 
fresh energy of the North, and from that moment modern history begins.”36 -e 
restoration of Rome, as Bryce named this event, had been the most dramatic 
event in history. Other monumental events, such as the assassination of Caesar, 
the conversion of Constantine and the reformation of Luther  were signi,cant, 
but stood in the shadow of Charles’s Roman restoration. -e convergence of 
Teuton and Roman was only made pos si ble through the acts of Charles. Indeed, 
a transformation befell the empire with the invasion of the Teutonic tribes, but 
with the new emperor Rome regained its control of the West. Most impor tant, 
Charles’s empire altered historical periodization as it carried a “new spirit” and 
marked the “end of decaying civilization.”37

A direct line linked the Roman Empire with the HRE. Still, from the 
coronation, a new era had commenced, which Bryce de,ned as the beginning 
of modernity. -is last point is crucial for the discussion, since Bryce, as in the 
case of -omas Arnold and Freeman, identi,ed AD .88 as a monumental 
date. Like Freeman, Bryce also asserted that too much importance had been 
awarded to AD "9/. Nevertheless, Bryce identi,ed certain crucial develop-
ments that had begun in the ,fth  century, such as the integration of the 
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Western Empire into the Eastern one: “To  those who lived at the time, this 
year (.01 *.+.) was no such epoch as it has since become, nor was any impres-
sion made on men’s mind commensurate with real signi2cance of the event. 
For though it did not destroy the Empire in idea, nor wholly even in fact, its 
consequences  were from the 2rst  great.”34

When visiting Aachen, the coronation site of thirty- one Holy Roman 
emperors, Bryce stressed to Freeman the longevity of the imperial institution 
and the linkage between Charles, Otto III, and  later emperors: “5e basilica 
at Aachen, the stone bright  under the dome inscribed Carlus Magnus, the 
sarcophagus where his bones lay, the marble chair in which Otto III formed 
his sitting . . .  and in which  every king of the Romans was crowned till Fer-
dinand I, it is a singular building in  every way.”36 5e cathedral in Aachen 
connected not only Charles and Otto, but also Charles and Ferdinand I 
(crowned in -//7), who  were separated by more than seven hundred years yet 
ruled the same political- institutional entity. More impor tant, from Charles, 
the heart of the empire moved to the north, into the German lands: “5e 
Teutonic Emperors . . .  in the seven centuries from Charles the  Great to 
Charles the Fifth, have left fewer marks of their presence in Rome than Titus 
or Hadrian alone have done.”33

Bryce noted in his handwritten comments that the Carolingians had re-
vived the Teutonic assemblies and that the empire had a Teutonic rather than 
French- Celtic kernel. Teutonism, therefore, became the dominant  factor in 
the empire: “5e inheritance of the Roman Empire made the Germans the 
ruling race of Eu rope, and the brilliance of that glorious dawn has never faded 
and can never fade entirely from their name.”38 Bryce also used the term “race” 
to describe Teutonic prevalence. For that reason, he mocked the French claim 
that their own “Charlemagne” (rather than Charles or Carl) and his empire 
had been French. For Bryce, as seen in Freeman’s case, the French imperial 
claim was an absurdity. Charles’s empire was “Eu ro pean not French.” Due to 
their tribal Teutonic ancestry, which promoted the notions of freedom and 
equality, the German states “have been  little more successful than their 
neighbours [France] in the establishment of  free constitutions.”39

 5ere was also an innate, rooted di:erence between the Teutonic and the 
Romano- Celtic races. While the Teutons signi2ed particularism, the Romano-
Celtic races  were the carriers of universalism: “5e tendency of the Teuton 
was and is to the in de pen dence of the individual life . . .  as contrasted with 
Keltic and so- called Romanic  peoples, among which the unit is more com-
pletely absorbed in the mass.”3; Bryce, I argue, is  here wavering between 
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 these universal and particularistic tendencies. As shown, he admired the 
Teutonic contribution yet on many occasions praised Rome’s in-uence on 
world history, its homogeneous character, and its abolishment of racial di.er-
ences. /e empire, through law and culture, transformed gradually into a 
uni0ed entity. A pro cess intensi0ed by the spread of Chris tian ity, uniting the 
empire  under one religion and morality: “/e Roman dominion giving to 
many nations a common speech and law, smote this feeling on its po liti cal 
side; Chris tian ity more e.ectually banished it from the soul by substituting for 
the variety of local pantheons the belief in one God, before whom all men are 
equal.”12 It was Chris tian ity and not paganism that formed the notion of 
 human equality. /is development bene0ted the “backward races” within the 
Roman territory  because they  were elevated to the “level of the more advanced 
[races].”34 /e HRE, which carried Roman law, religion, and notions to 
modernity, signi0ed fusion rather than strife. No continuous con-ict per-
sisted between the Teutonic and Latin races. /e empire, indeed, had suf-
fered physical and po liti cal destruction following the tribal invasions, but it 
eventually remained intact and even prospered  after the 0fth  century. Rome 
symbolized a utopian model of just governance, which due to its universal 
characteristics could never be demolished: Rome “was imperishable  because it 
was universal.”35 /e ideas embedded within the empire  were far more power-
ful than its military might. Paradoxically, when its po liti cal power dimin-
ished, its culture and values only became stronger: “When the military 
power of the conquering city had departed, her sway over the world of 
thought began . . .  her language, her theology, her laws, her architecture 
made their way where the ea gles of war had never -own. And with the spread 
of civilization have found new homes on the Ganges and the Mississippi.”36

/e Roman and British Empires

/e Romano- Teutonic civilization reached Amer i ca (Mississippi) and India 
(Ganges) through the expansion of what Bryce named the “En glish race living 
on both sides of the Atlantic.”37 For Bryce,  there  were similarities and even 
continuities between the Roman and British Empire (with its American  sister 
nation), despite the thousand or so years that set  these entities apart. /rough 
this analogy, Bryce’s view of historical unity or the merger of antiquity and 
modernity becomes mostly evident. British rule in India, he asserted, was espe-
cially akin to the Roman control of the provinces.38 Rome was the only an-
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cient empire resembling modern empires. Naturally, some di0erences existed. 
Rome, a territorial power, conquered the lands bordering the Italian penin-
sula and gradually expanded to other areas.  England, on the contrary, was a 
naval force, and its focus was on distant regions such as India, six thousand 
miles away. Yet, a few central resemblances still linked Rome and  England. 
Neither empire had intended to conquer such vast lands, and both had ad-
vanced somewhat accidentally. But following their expansion, both civilized 
the “barbarous or semi- civilized races,” as Bryce titled them,  until the savage 
customs  were neglected and the “old native life dies out.”12 3us, Bryce 
viewed the civilizing mission of Rome and Britain as constructive, since it 
reinvigorated the life of the autochthonic inhabitants: “ 3ere is an imperial-
ism which is rash, boastful, and aggressive . . .  and  there is also an Imperial-
ism which is reasonable.”11 A certain enlightened imperialism, resembling 
John4Stuart Mill’s vision, characterized the spirit of both empires.15

Apropos of the last point, Bryce did 6nd a major distinction between 
the two empires. Britain, dissimilar to Rome, could never fully assimilate 
the Indians. 3is was due to major racial distinctions: “3e relations of the 
conquering country to the conquered country, and of the conquering race to 
the conquered races, are totally di0 er ent in the two cases. In the case of Rome 
 there was a similarity of conditions which pointed to and ultimately e0ected 
a fusion of the  peoples. In the case of  England  there is a dissimilarity which 
makes the fusion of her  people with the  peoples of India impossible.”17 Rome, 
as detailed  here and above, incorporated most of the races living within its 
territories. Several emperors had even been of non- Latin origin. For this rea-
son, the  union of the Roman and Teuton even survived the physical devasta-
tion of Western Rome.

Bryce also asserted, in a point that  will be reemphasized, that “race” played 
a totally di0 er ent role for the Romans: “ 3ere was no severing line like this in 
the ancient world.”18 3e Romans, he continued, had hardly engaged with 
other “dark races” (excluding the Egyptians and the Nubians). Even if they 
had more frequently encountered  these races, it is probable that the Romans 
would have mixed with them. 3e Latins, as also seen in the Spanish and 
Portuguese conquests of South Amer i ca, had freely blended with members of 
other races. 3is was almost an innate character of the Latins, absent among the 
Teutonic stock: “the Romans would have felt and acted not like Teutons, but 
rather as the Spanish and Portuguese have done. Di0erence of colour does not 
repel members of  these last- named nations. Among them,  unions, that is to say 
legitimate  unions, of whites with dark- skinned  people, are not uncommon, 
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nor is the mulatto or quadroon o-spring kept apart and looked down upon 
as he is among the Anglo- Americans.”./ Bryce criticized the conduct of his 
own Anglo- Americans. Discrimination against the “darker races” was the 
main source of slavery, which Bryce strictly opposed: “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.”.0 In his “Empire 
in India” essay, Bryce referred to the tendency of  those of Teutonic stock as 
a force majeure  because they could not resist their natu ral aversion  toward the 
“dark races”: “Now to the Teutonic  peoples, and especially to the En glish and 
Anglo- Americans, the di-erence 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 unchristian, but it seems too deeply rooted to be 
e-aceable in any time we can foresee.”.1 Bryce, therefore, attempted to 
“distance” himself from such a clear racial- physical typology, mainly 
 because this contradicted his moral/Christian values.

Religion could also bond or separate races. Chris tian ity was crucial in the 
 union of the Teuton and Roman. Religion, in general, he wrote: “held together 
the Eastern Empire, originally a congeries of diverse races, in the midst of dan-
gers threatening it from  every side for eight hundred years. Religion now holds 
together the Turkish Empire in spite of the hopeless incompetence of its govern-
ment. Religion split up the Romano- Germanic Empire  after the time of Charles 
the Fifth. 2e instances of the Jews and the Armenians are even more famil-
iar.”.3 Race, nevertheless, was far more prevalent. In the Teutonic- Roman civili-
zation the minor racial variances allowed mixture, while in the case of the 
En glish race in Amer i ca or India, racial hierarchy separated the “civilized” from 
the “barbarous”: “even if colour did not form an obstacle to intermarriage, reli-
gion would. Religion, however, can be changed, and colour cannot.”.4 2e 
“Blacks” in Amer i ca, for instance, despite their Chris tian ity,  were still treated 
unequally due to their di- er ent physical features. To the Anglo- Saxons, “race,” 
dissimilar to religion, included an inherent stamp that divided  human groups.

Nevertheless, other examples in Bryce’s writings testify to explicit racial 
views. Despite his condemnation of the Anglo- Americans, “colour” or “blood,” 
it could be argued, was still very central to his approach..5 2e fact that, even 
in his rather more universal argumentation above, he stressed the natu ral 
distinction between the Latins and Teutons concerning their assimilation with 
the “dark races” points to a certain implementation of a racial reasoning that 
assumes that vari ous innate  factors characterized the conduct of races from 
the dawn of history. Another example of Bryce’s racial discourse appears at 
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the end of his “Empire in India” essay. Rome, he maintained, had  either 
integrated races with advanced civilization or stocks of “full intellectual force,” 
such as the Gauls and the Germans, who had been “capable of receiving her 
lessons, and of rapidly rising to the level of her culture.”01 Some races, following 
their inborn qualities, could be “advanced,” while  others, like the Indians, had 
hardly any hope: “But the races of India  were all of them far  behind the En-
glish in material civilization. Some of them  were and are intellectually 
backward;  others, whose keen intelligence and aptitude for learning equals that 
of Eu ro pe ans, are inferior in energy and strength of  will.”00 Race, together 
with religious/cultural di2erences, formed a barrier between the British and 
the Indians. In many other current examples the gap between the “civilized” 
and the “semi- barbarous” was not as wide. For instance, the Siberians, 
Georgians, and Armenians, Bryce commented,  will most likely integrate with 
Rus sia. A comparable example to the racial breach between the En glish and 
the Indians was to be found in the American rule in the Philippines, where 
the “cultivation” of the autochthonic races  will prob ably never occur.

Bryce, therefore, shared some of the racial views that he himself con-
demned. Like other scholars (such as Freeman and Kingsley), Bryce was a 
nineteenth- century liberal scholar opposing slavery who, in the same breath, 
voiced racial sentiments. However, as I have argued before, despite Bryce’s 
usage of certain racial- physical classi3cations, his approach also involved 
dominant universal tendencies. For Bryce, especially in comparison with 
Freeman, “race” was not especially crucial. While Freeman identi3ed it as an 
in de pen dent  factor signifying historical unity, Bryce thought that race was less 
dominant in antiquity. In the above statements, mainly from his “Empire in 
India” essay, Bryce expressed a mixed view: mostly criticizing racial expla-
nations, yet, in some cases, also adopting them.

In his Race Sentiment as a  Factor in History (-/-4), a lecture Bryce deliv-
ered six months  after the outbreak of World War I, he voiced a more skeptical 
view  toward “race.”05 In the essay, written eight years before his death, he 
asserted that although many considered “race” as pivotal, it was not a major 
 factor in history. In Bryce’s Race Sentiment, which resembles his “Empire in 
India” essay, he repeated with greater clarity that in the ancient world “race” 
had mostly been ignored. During antiquity, it had been tribal and national 
sentiments, which  were distinct from race, that determined relations between 
vari ous groups, such as the Persians, Greeks, and Jews. Ancient civilizations had 
no consciousness of belonging to a di2 er ent race, and their strug gles, dissimilar 
to Freeman’s perception, had not being founded on innate racial animosities. 
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Even the Völkerwanderung of the Teutonic tribes had not been identi,ed by the 
men of antiquity as signifying a racial con-ict. Concerning this last idea, Bryce 
himself, it should be noted, still described the tribal invasions as a “gigantic Race 
Movement.”./ 0us, he did not dismiss the racial kernel altogether but only re-
futed the view of such contemporaries as Freeman that already in antiquity the 
“wanderings” had been regarded as part of a racial strife.

When moving into the  Middle Ages/early modernity, Bryce continued 
to downplay the signi,cance of “race” in vari ous con-icts. In his opinion, the 
lasting wars between the Turks and Christian Eu rope  were chie-y founded 
on religious di1erences rather than race. Furthermore, the internal Eu ro pean 
rivalries of the eigh teenth  century, such as the con-icts between Spain and 
the Dutch or between France and Britain,  were not racial. 0e most in ter est-
ing example in Bryce’s !2!" essay arises in relation to his own British Isles. As 
previously mentioned, during the !34#s and !33#s Freeman, Stubbs, and even 
Bryce shared a common view concerning the racial con-ict between the 
Anglo- Saxons and the Celtic inhabitants of the isles. Due to this con-ict, the 
Celts had been forced to migrate into the island’s periphery, that is, Wales and 
Ireland and the Scottish Highlands. In his !2!" essay, Bryce denied any such 
racial Teutonic- Celtic strug gle.  0ere  were some con spic u ous religious dif-
ferences between Ireland and  England, yet the races mixed and even the 
Anglo- Normans who settled Ireland became “more Irish than the Irish 
themselves.”56 In Ulster, Bryce’s homeland,  there was less of a mixture between 
Lowland Scots and the Irish, but this, following Bryce’s general argument, 
was subsequent to religious and not racial di1erences.  0ere is no such  thing 
as racial purity among the “two nations of Ireland” since: “neither of such 
nations would consist wholly of Celtic, neither wholly of Teutonic blood.”57

In our own period, Bryce wrote critically, race became every thing. Groups 
merge or separate based on racial classi,cations. 0e change commenced with 
the American and French revolutions, which had awakened the national 
sentiment among the masses.  0ese national sentiments  were soon colored 
with racial shades strengthened by the emerging scienti,c discourse about the 
distinction between Aryan, Semitic, and Turanian origins. 0e fault was also 
to be laid on the doorstep of poets and historians who “feed the -ame of 
national pride.”58 History, Bryce warned, was easily manipulated and served 
the nation’s needs: “But the study of the past has its dangers when it makes 
men transfer past claims and past hatreds to the pres ent.”59 0e new racial 
phenomenon, following the words of the German Jewish poet Heinrich Heine, 
signi,ed backwardness rather than pro gress. In a footnote citing Heine once 
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again, Bryce mocked the German exploitation of the famous Teutonic victory 
over Varus in the Teutoburg Forest. With  these words, stated initially in a 
public lecture during the /rst months of World War I, Bryce detached himself 
completely from his former Teutonic a0nity. If in the nineteenth  century, as 
elaborated above, Bryce was part of the Teutonic circle of scholars, his anti- 
Teutonic as well as antiracial statements at the beginning of the war appear to 
mark his disassociation from his former Teutonic association.12

But, as I demonstrated before and  will further validate now,  there are earlier 
signs of Bryce’s more moderate Teutonism. Already in the /rst edition of !e 
Holy Roman Empire (-345), Bryce expressed some less particularistic notions. For 
instance, in a claim that Freeman would never have countenanced, Bryce 
praised France for its imperial heredity. Although Bryce, like Freeman, attacked 
France for its appropriation of Charles’s legacy, he did admire France for cher-
ishing Rome’s traditions: “No one can doubt that France represents, and has 
always represented, the imperialist spirit of Rome far more truly than  those 
whom the  Middle Ages recognized as the legitimate heirs of her name and do-
minion. In the po liti cal character of the French  people,  whether it be the result 
of the /ve centuries of Roman rule in Gaul, or rather due to the original in-
stincts of the Gallic race, is to be found their claim, a claim better founded than 
any which Napoleon put forward, to be the Romans of the modern world.”16

As with his argument about the linkage between the Teutonic tribes and 
modern Germany, Bryce connected the ancient Gallo- Roman past with the 
development of modern France. 7e Germans acquired their constitutions 
from the tradition of their Teutonic forefathers, while the imperialist traditions 
of France  were a result of the long Roman conquest in Gaul. Bryce, there-
fore, acknowledged France’s contribution to world history and stated his 
more “moderate” Teutonic notions from the -348s. Indeed, like Freeman, 
Bryce acknowledged the dramatic in9uence of Teutonism. Unlike Freeman, 
he also recognized the contribution of other stocks, such as the Latins 
(France). In relation to this di:erence, both scholars, it  will now be shown, 
also di:ered in their understanding of the unity of history.

Bryce View of Freeman’s “Unity of History”

According to Bryce, he and Freeman,  were not in total consent regarding the 
“unity of history.” Subsequent to an anonymous review in the Pall Mall Ga-
zette of his second volume of Historical Essays, Freeman complained to Bryce 
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that the reviewer, prob ably “a narrow sort of classical man,” did not compre-
hend their shared notion of the unity of history “and the lasting on of the 
empire.”,- Freeman, in other words, assumed that Bryce agreed with him on 
the theory of the unity. In addition, the anonymous reviewer of Historical 
Essays, Freeman complained, did not understand his (Freeman’s) sources of 
inspiration. .ey  were not, as mentioned in the review, Jacques- Bénigne Lig-
nel Bossuet, Gotthold Ephraim Lessing, or Carlyle, but rather Palgrave and 
Sir John Seeley who “most likely he [the reviewer] has never heard of.”,/ In 
the review itself, this “classical author” claimed that Freeman in his 0rst volume 
on the  Middle Ages did display originality. However, in the second volume, 
while focusing on the classical world, Freeman “lost his way.” .e reviewer also 
recognized, correctly, that Freeman, following .omas Arnold, “was fed 
upon Niebuhr,” stressing again the German scholar’s in1uence on Freeman 
(see Chapter+#). Concerning the unity theory and the long duration of the 
HRE, the reviewer claimed this was not an original argument of Freeman 
but had already appeared in the writings of historians such as Henry Hallam 
and Carlyle.,,

Six days  after Freeman’s letter to Bryce and nine days following the 
anonymous review, Bryce published his review of Freeman’s Historical Essays. 
In the review, Bryce did not fully accept Freeman’s unity theory:

It is quite true, for instance, that all history  ought to be regarded as 
one, and as far as pos si ble studied as one, but  there are limits to this 
possibility, and for many purposes ancient, medieval, and modern 
history may be treated of and worked out apart. Admirable ser vice 
has been done in mediaeval history by men who knew very  little 
 either about Athens  under Pericles or about Mas sa chu setts  under 
Governor Andrew. Mr.+Freeman’s views are sometimes so broadly 
expressed on this  matter that we feel inclined to ask him  whether he 
0nds that his ignorance of the early history of Egypt and Asia 
Minor— countries which certainly had a  great in1uence on 
Greece— prevents him from understanding Homer and Herodotus.,2

.us, Bryce asserted that the division between periods may still possess 
a certain validity. Freeman, in response, continued to insist that he and Bryce 
shared a common view: “As for the unity of history, I can see no di3erence 
between what you say in the second paragraph of the article and what I say in 
the Rede lecture [Cambridge, !45#]. . . .  I make  here just the same limitations 
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which you do.”01 Freeman, unlike Bryce, did not identify a unity or even an 
impor tant connection between what he saw as two of the greatest civilizations 
in history: Egypt and Greece. As Freeman continued in his letter: “I confess 
my ignorance of Egyptian history: only is  there any to be ignorant of? But I 
 will not believe that Egypt had any e2ect upon Greece. Surely you  don’t believe 
in Curtius’s Uinim or what ever the name is.”03 Freeman referred to Ernst 
Curtius (-4-5–67), the German archaeologist and classicist, who asserted that 
Egypt and Greece had maintained contact since the arrival of the Uinim 
(Ionians) in Egypt.08 For Curtius, as well as for Baron Bunsen, some of the 
Ionians had settled in Egypt  under the pha raohs. 9us,  there had been cultural 
exchanges between the two civilizations.0: Freeman and Bryce disagreed on 
 whether a uni;ed Egyptian and Greek history had ever existed.

9is di2erence, I claim, is embedded not only in the debate over the “unity 
of history” but also in the discussion of race. 9e debate regarding early 
Egyptian and Near Eastern in<uences on Greece became prominent from the 
eigh teenth  century. As Suzanne Marchand clari;es, the main question was 
when “real” history began: had it originated in Greece (West) or in the Ori-
ent?0= For Freeman, the debate had some prominent racial implications. If 
Greece borrowed from Egypt, then this indicated that the Aryan Greeks 
 were not necessarily a “pure” race but had absorbed Semitic in<uences.0> For 
this reason, Freeman, in response to Bryce’s criticism, refuted Curtius’s theory. 
In a letter written eight years  later, Freeman was still preoccupied with this 
question and confessed to J.?R. Green that the latest ;ndings in the ;eld had 
“shaken” his strong belief in the Aryan origin of Greek civilization:

I sometimes get a  little troubled as to any pos si ble in<uence of 
Egypt on Greek art. When I ;rst learned  things the old notion 
about Kadmos, Kekrops had come out, and [Archibald Henry] 
Sayce and the Hittites had not come in nor even [Austen Henry] 
Layard and the Ninevites. So we believed that every thing Greek 
was original, pure Aryan—at most we learned our letters from the 
Jew’s cousin. I want to believe the same still, but all  these new 
dodges puzzle me, and I  don’t well know how to weigh them. But I 
 don’t believe that isolated columns from Beni Hassan looking like 
Doric. . . .   9ere are plenty of accidental likenesses.0@

Freeman, despite the new evidence, was still reluctant to admit any an-
cient associations between Eastern and Western civilizations. 9e main point 
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is that the discourse over the unity of history was amalgamated with ques-
tions of race and the origins of humanity. Hence, for Freeman the unity of 
history did not necessarily designate the unity of humanity. On the contrary, 
and as demonstrated previously (Chapter+#),  there is for Freeman a unity of 
history but mainly within the same race. Bryce, however, seemed to be less 
opposed to the notion that Egypt and Greece shared some common history.

While Bryce observed a pos si ble historical unity between Egypt and 
Greece, he denied Freeman’s claim that, following the coronation of Charles 
the  Great, Rome had also endured in the East (Byzantium). For him,  after 
AD ,-- the Roman Empire only continued in the West  under the roof of the 
HRE. Hence, the Eastern Empire had not been Rome’s successor. On Sep-
tember+!#, !,.!, Bryce told Freeman: “As for the South Slavs I cannot agree 
with your view that Byzantium was the newest Rome— It was always an in-
ferior place in religion as well as in politics and all the churches that look to 
it seem to be practically quite dead.  Little as we may love the pope, he was 
better than Panaroite Patriarchs.”/0 1is view also separated Bryce from the 
view of J.+B. Bury, another Irish Protestant scholar who can be regarded as a 
follower of Freeman. Bury, who  will be the subject of the next chapter,  adopted 
and developed Freeman’s views about the infusion of Western Rome into the 
Eastern Empire. While Bryce identi2ed no institutional longevity in the East, 
Bury acknowledged a religious, administrative, and legislative durability 
between the West and the East lasting  until the conquest of Constantinople by 
the Ottomans in !#"3.

Bury, however, was much closer to Bryce in his cautious perception of 
both “race” and Teutonism. Bryce, as seen most prominently in his Race Sen-
timent, became far less enthusiastic on  these two themes. As mentioned, his 
skepticism  toward “race” and Teutonism might be explained through the 
generational gap separating him from Freeman. Bryce, living thirty years  after 
Freeman’s death, was a man of two distinct periods. Regarding the Teutonic 
narrative, during most of the second half of the nineteenth  century Teutonism 
was at its height among Freeman, Bryce, and their circle. In the 2rst de cades 
of the twentieth  century, however, Teutonism became more controversial, 
mainly due to the competition and deteriorating relations between Britain and 
Germany, reaching its lowest ebb in World War+I. 1e naval arms race (Tripitz 
Plan of !,.,) and the emergence of Germany as a new colonial power  were at 
the heart of this competition. 1is was not only a competition over po liti cal, 
economic, or militaristic resources, but, as Jan Rüger shows, it was fused with 
cultural and symbolic meanings. For instance, in August+!,.- Britain handed 
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Germany, in exchange for Zanzibar and Wituland (eastern Africa), the North 
Sea island of Heligoland,  after which Germany not only established Heligo-
land as a military bastion but also aimed to “Germanize” the island and to 
mark its (and not Britain’s) control of the “German Ocean.”/0

As  will now be explained, although Bryce held a certain philo- German 
stance  until World War I, he may still o1er an example of the transformation 
from Anglo- German a2nity to estrangement.  Until the -345s and even be-
yond he was an admirer of Germany, wrote on Teutonic themes, and promoted 
the connection between British and German scholars. 6is may be explic itly 
observed in the association Bryce formed in the -375s between the HRE and 
the newly established German state, which he admired: “6en suddenly 
 there rises from  these cold ashes a new, vigorous, self- con8dent German 
Empire, a state which, although most di1 er ent, as well in its inner character 
as in its form and  legal aspect, from its venerable pre de ces sor, is nevertheless 
in a very real sense that pre de ces sor’s representative.”// Just before the  Great 
War, Bryce also argued that the Germans have the right to defend themselves 
against Rus sian aggression, which was “rapidly becoming a menace to Eu rope.”9:: 
Even  after the war commenced, Bryce, in a letter to his close friend the jurist 
A.;V. Dicey (-3<.–-4==), exonerated Germany from some share of the blame 
and claimed that  Great Britain also held some responsibility for the war: “it 
is not on Germany that all the blame can fall, badly as she behaved. . . .  
Why should  England so far back as -45.–7 have made a special friendship 
with France and begun to cultivate a special hostility against Germany? . . .  
Ever since -457 we [Britain] have been working against her.”9:9

However, during the war, the general attitude of Bryce  toward Germany, 
especially following its conquest of Belgium, became more hostile. In a pam-
phlet he issued in -4-7, he denied the assumption that Britain wished to 
weaken Germany  because of the economic threat it posed. 6e real ity, he 
claimed, was completely di1 er ent since Britain prospered due to its thriving 
trade with Germany. Britain, he stressed, stood for 8ve core values: freedom, 
national self- de8nition, respecting treaties, moral conduct, and peace.9:> Bryce 
conceded that some  people in Britain acted against  these values.9:? However, 
they  were few, especially in comparison with the barbarity displayed by 
Germany in the war. Its invasion of neutral Belgium  violated all of Britain’s 
core values and for that reason the latter had no choice but to declare war. 
Bryce even chaired a committee that investigated German atrocities in Bel-
gium, which eventually found the Germans guilty of war crimes.9:@ For 
Bryce, one of the last survivors of the Teutonic scholars, the war presented a 
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fundamental dilemma. His adored Germany had become the mortal  enemy 
of  Great Britain, and the national British interests clashed with his sense of 
native kinship  toward Germany. Freeman and Stubbs, if they had lived to see 
the war, would have been faced with a similar cognitive dissonance. World 
War I thus eradicated almost any continuity with Bryce’s earlier Teutonic 
a,nity.

As illustrated, Bryce, a  lawyer by profession, was keen on the judicial 
inheritance of Roman and Germanic law throughout history. For Bryce, and in 
distinction to Freeman, Teutonic dominance was primarily founded on  free 
institutions, not on racial superiority. Concerning “race,” during most of the 
second half of the nineteenth  century the term received growing scienti-c 
legitimacy following the rise of Darwinism and the alleged innate linkage 
between race and language../0  After !122, however, as Simon Cook argues, 
many En glish historians began to distance themselves from racial reasoning../3 
For example, Bryce criticized racial perceptions in his !1!" Race Sentiment. As 
the next chapter  will illustrate, Bury, like Bryce and in distinction to Freeman, 
also sought for institutional rather than racial reasons for the long imperial 
dominance.


























































































