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PREFACE BY THE EDITOR

THE first and only volume of Mr. Freeman's [istory of Federal
Government appeared in 1863. Soon after its appearance he
left the subject for that of the Norman Conquest, and never
resumed it. It is much to be regretted that he did not carry
out his design, at lecast so far as to tell the story of the Cong,
federation of the Swiss Cantons, and fully discuss Swiss Federal
institutions, even if he had stopped short of the United States.
The most recent Swiss historian of Switzerland, Dierauer, in
his Geschichte der schweizerischen Eidyenossenschaft (i. p. 265), has
expressed this regret. “ Man kann es nur lebhaft bedauern dass
der englische Historiker nicht dazu gekommen ist in einer
Fortsetzung seines Werkes die Geschichte der schweizerischen
Eidgenossenschaft, den ‘angesehensten oder lehrreichsten’ Teil
seiner Aufgabe, zu bearbeiten.”

But while the istory of Federal Government as a whole
was never completed, the first volume has all the value of a
complete work. In a letter written in 1861, in connexion with
arrangements for the publication of his book, Mr. Freeman
observed that even if the work were never finished ¢ this one
volume—an essay on Federalism and a history of its Greek
form—would be a substantial work in itself.” It was therefore
after his death decided to reprint it as a History of Federal
Government in Greece. The manuscript of an additional chapter,
which was to have been the first in Volume II, and was written
before the author deserted his subject, was discovered among
his papers. It contains a full account of the defective forms of
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Federalism which have appeared in Italy, comprising the Leagues
of early Italian history, and the Lombard Confederation of a
later age. This discovery has enabled us to adopt the more com-
prehensive title, A4 Ilistory of Federal Governmnent in Grecce and
Italy. A fragment on the German Confederacy (which was to
have been the beginning of Chapter XI) has been added.

The present work, then, is merely a reprint of the older
volume, with the addition of a new chapter on Italy, and a new
fragment on Germany. The original text has not been altered,
except in a few cases where positive mistakes—afterwards
recognized as such by the author—had crept in.  The references
to authorities have been revised. No additions have heen made
to the footnotes by the editor, except such as were indicated
by Mr. Freeman himself in an interleaved copy of his work.
The editor has reserved for an Appendix all observations and
corrections which secemed required to hring the history of
Greek Federalism up to date. Inscriptions have been published
since the appearance of Mr. Freeman’s work, which throw
considerable light on some points in the Achaian and /ZEtolian
Constitutions. A work of much value, though hardly marked
by the lucidity of exposition which we are accustomed to
expect in French writers, has been devoted to these Leagues by
M. Marcel Dubois, and has been found very useful. It may be
obscerved that M. Dubois, while his views differ in many respects
from those of Mr. Freeman, fully recognizes his ¢ érudition
irréprochable.”

The only matter of importance in which Mr. Freeman’s
account of the Achaian and /itolian Federal systems needs
modification is the Constitution of the Senates. We have now
direct evidence that the tolian Senate was a body of Repre-
sentatives chosen by the States.! We have no such direct
evidence for the Achaian Senate, but we have some distinct
indications pointing in that direction, as M. Dubois has shown ;
and the analogy of the Aitolian League confirms these indica-
tions. On the other hand, there is not an atom of evidence

See Appendix IT p. 651, note to p. 262,
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for Mr. Freeman’s guess that the Achaian Boulé was chosen by
the Federal Assembly.!

This being so, certainly for the AStolian, and probably for
the Achaian Senate, a parallel and contrast may be drawn
between the Federal Assemblies of these old Leagues and the
Federal Assembly of modern Switzerland. The object of both
the ancient and the modern Federations was to provide that
both each State as a whole, and each citizen individually,
should have a voice in the Federal Assembly. They necessarily
set about accomplishing this object in very different ways,
because Primary Assemblies were the rule in the age of the
Greek Leagues, and Representative Assemblies are the rule in
modern times. The Federal Assembly, which met at Thermon
or Aigion, consisted of two parts: the Bouleutai or Scnators,
clected by the States, and all the /Ftolian or Achaian citizens
who chose to attend. So, too, the Federal Assembly which
meets at Bern consists of the “Council of States,” composed
of Representatives elected by the States, and the ¢ National
Council,” composed of Representatives who are elected directly
by the people in the electoral districts, into which each Canton
is divided. Thus the Council of States, corresponding to the
Boulé, represents the States, while the National Council is the
clement which in an age of Representative Assemblios responds
to the mass of citizens (wAf)fos) in an age of Primary Assemblies.
Of course, the differences between the two systems are endless.
The Greek system had, in particular, the advantage that un-
represented minoritics—even minorities of one-—could attend
the Federal Assembly and speak for themselves. And it is also
evident that, as the Greeck Boulentai were almost certainly
elected in the Assembly of each State, a Representative of
Patrai might be assumed to represent the majority of his fellow-
citizens in a measure in which the member of the Council of
States elected by the State GGovernment of Bern could not be
assumed to represent the opinions of the majority of the Bernese.
Consequontly, the citizens of the Greek Leagues often con-

1 See Appendix IT p. 643, note to p. 239.



viii PREFACE BY THE EDITOR

sidered -it unnecessary to attend the Assemblies themselves,
knowing that their interests were represented by the Bouleutai ;
and hence the second part of the Assembly was of a very
fluctuating kind. Sometimes the Assembly seems to have con-
sisted altogether of the Boulé. Both the Greek method and
the Swiss method resulted in dividing the Assembly into two
constituent parts; but while the nature of Representative in-
stitutions secures that both parts of the Swiss Assembly are
permanent Chambers, under the Greek system, one part—the
Representative—was permanent, while the other part fluctuated
and sometimes vanished altogether.

No references to contemporary events have been altered,
and the reader must bear in mind that he is reading words
which referred to the situation of Europe and America in 1862
and 1863. He must remember that the war hetween the North
and the South had not yet been decided, and that two Federal
Governments then existed together in America, the Confederate
States and the United States. He must remember that France
was in the hands of the “ Emperor ” Louis Napoleon Buonaparte,
and the absurd proposal of a Confederation of Italian princes
with the Pope at its head—put forth “only to become the
laughing-stock of Europe” (p. 75)—was then an event of a
couple of years ago. Elsass and Lothringen were then French
(p. 273); the Ionian islands were under English “ protection”
(p. 270). If Mr. Freeman had himself issued a new edition of
his work, he would doubtless have brought the book up to date
in this respect, and substituted new comments on the historical
developements in Europe which have taken place since he wrote.
He ventured to.foretell (p. 91) that “the United States and
the Confederate States will have exchanged ambassadors before
the year 1941, or even before the year 1869.” He would have
had something to say on the actual issue of the war which
falsified that prophecy. He speculated on the theoretical
possibility of a Federal State of monarchical constitution ;  he
would have had some observations to make on the great mon-
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archical Bundesstaat which was established in 1870, and which
seems likely to last “longer than through a single generation”
(p- 75). He would have pointed out that, though Federal in
form, it is not “a rcal Federation.” The position of Elsass and
Lothringen, incorporated in the ¢ Empire” as Prussian depen-
dencies, but not members of the Federation, is another instance
of subject districts in a Federal State, and one wonders whether
they will be ultimately elevated, like Ticino, to the position of
cqual states. Mr. Freeman did not refer, in his Federal analogies,
to the compulsory Referendum of the Swiss Constitution of 1848 ;
but he would now, doubtless, have had some remarks to make
on the optional Referendum introduced in 1874—that curious
and ingenious attempt to find a substitute for the advantages
of the Greek Ekklésia, in circumstances in which such an Ekklésia
is not possible. The Referendum may be said to constitute a
fourth exception (sece p. 53) to the Representative system in
modern Europe and America.

Touching South-Eastern Europe, the remarks with which
Mr. Freeman closed his first volume arc as applicable to-day
as they were in 1863. DBulgaria is now only nominally a vassal
state ; the Bulgarians have won their freedom, and have shown
that they are, perhaps, more worthy to possess it than any other
state in the Illyric peninsula. But the ‘“tinkering” policy of
the Treaty of Berlin has not madce it less true, and further
tinkering by any such treaties in the future will not make it
less true, that the only safeguard against Austrian and Russian
aggression is a South Slavonic Federation, just as the only safe-
guard of Greece against absorption in the Macedonian monarchy
was found in the Federal tie. In the present circumstances
of the European world, the Illyric peninsula seems naturally
marked out as a field for a most interesting experiment in
Federal politics. One may hope that the only question is
whether the Margos or Washington of the Southern Slaves
will delay his appearance until the peninsula has been entirely
delivered from Turkish bondage, or whether a Federation will
prove the instrument of that deliverance. :



X PREFACE BY THE EDITOR

Another question of the day which Mr. Freeman would,
doubtless, have touched upon in a new edition of his work is
that of an “Imperial Federation,” as it is called, of the British
Empire. The self-contradictory character of this idea, which
he clearly showed, would have furnished him with a new
illustration, by contrast, of the true meaning of Federalism.
No one who masters his lucid exposition of the nature of
Federal Government in Chapter 1I is likely cither to bo misled
by such a phrase or to fall into the opposite error of the vulgar
politician, who never loses an opportunity of confounding a
bond of dependency with a tio of federation. To suppose that
this error is duc to a reminiscence of the fact that the states
and kingdoms which the Romans termed ‘federate” were in
every sense dependencics on Rome and mnot her equal allies,
would be to credit those who commit it with more historical
knowledge than they are at all likely to possess.

The Index has been prepared by Mrs. A. J. Kvans,



TO

SPYRIDON TRIKOUPES,

LATE GREEK MINISTER AT THE COURT OF LONDON

My DEAR MR. TRIKOUPES,

There is no man to whom I can inscribe so fittingly
as to yourself a volume which deals mainly with the
restoration of Grecian freedom after a period of foreign
oppression. As the native historian of regenerate Greece,
you fill a position strikingly analogous to that of the
illustrious writer who forms my chief guide throughout
the present portion of my work. Like DPolybios, your
youth was spent among men and exploits worthy of the
countrymen of Aratos and DPhilopoimén ; like Polybios,
too, your later years have been spent in recording, in
the still living tongue in which he wrote, the great events
of which you were an eye-witness and a partaker. You
have helped to win for your own immediate country an
honourable name among the divisions of the Greek race;
you have helped to place Aitolia on the same level as
Achaia, and to raise the name of Mesolongi to a reputation
no less glorious than that of Megalopolis. And in one
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respect you are more happy than your great predecessor.
Polybios lived to see a time when the freedom of his
country was wholly extinguished, and when all that he
could do for her was to procure for her some small allevia-
tion of her hondage. You have lived to see your country
answer the calumnies of her enemies by conduct which
they cannot gainsay; you have seen Greece once more
draw on her the eyes of admiring Europe by one of the
justest and purest Revolutions in all recorded history.
While all that he could do was to obtain some contemp-
tuous concessions from an overbearing conqueror, you are
called on to take your share in the deliberations of an
Assembly where every honest heart in Europe trusts that
twice-liberated Hellas will be at last allowed to fix her
own destinics.  Whatever may he the resalt of those
deliberations, whether a King is again to sit on the throne
of Theseus or a DIresident again to bhear the seal of
Lydiadas, that they may lead to the full establishment
of law and freedom in the land where law and freedom
first arose is the carnest wish of

Your sincere and obliged friend,

EDWARD A. FREEMAN.

SOMERLEAZE, WELLS,

January 3rd, 1863.



PREFACE

I trUsT that no one will think that the present work owes its
origin to the excitement of the War of Secession in America.
It is the first instalment of a scheme formed long ago, and it
represents the thought and reading of more than ten years. All
that late events in America have done has been to increase
my interest in a subject which had already long occupied my
thoughts, and, in some degree, to determine me to write at once
what otherwise might have been postponed for some time longer.

The present volume is mainly devoted to the working of the
Federal system in Ancient Greece. The Federal period of
Grecian history is onc which has been generally neglected by
English scholars, and I trust that I may have done something to
bring into more notice a period than which none is richer in
political lessons. But it must be remembered that I am not
writing a history of Greece or a history of Achaia, but a history
of Grecian Federalism. From this difference of object it follows
that I have treated my subject in a somewhat different manner
from that which I should have thought appropriate to a regular
history of Greeco or of any other country. First, As a historian
of Federalism, 1 look to everything mainly as illustrating, or not
illustrating, the progress of Federal ideas. I dwell upon events,
or I hurry over them, not according to their intrinsic import-
ance, but according to their importance for my particular
purpose. I have disposed in a line or two of battles which were
of high moment in the history of the world, and I have dwelt
at length on obscure debates and embassies, when their details
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happened to throw light on the Achaian Constitution or on the
mode of proceeding in the Achaian Assembly. It so happens
that much of the information most valuable for my purpose
comes in the form of details of this kind, which a general historian
would, naturally and properly, cut very short. I mention this
merely that I may not be thought to have either depreciated
or overvalued subjects which, writing with a special object, I
have looked at mainly from the point of view dictated by that
object.

Secondly, In writing the history, not of a particular country,
but of a form of government which has existed in several coun-
tries, 1 have constantly endecavoured to illustrate the events and
institutions of which I write by parallel or contrasted events and
institutions in other times and places. I have striven to make
the politics of Federal Greece more intelligible and more inter-
esting, by showing their points of likeness and unlikeness to the
politics of modern England and America. 1 should have done
this, in some degree, in a history of any sort, but I have done it
far more fully in a history of a form of Government than I
should have done in an ordinary history of Greece or of any
other country. And I trust that I have not compared ancient
and modern politics in the mere inwerest of any modern party.
I have certainly not written in the interest of either the North
or the South in the American quarrel. I see too much to be
said for and against both sides to be capable of any strong
partizanship for either. Possibly this may not be a bad frame
of mind in which to approach the history of the quarrel, when
the course of my subject brings me to it. At present, what I
have had to do has mainly been to argue against the false infer-
ences on the subject of Federalism in general which some have
drawn from recent American history. And, if I do not write in
the interest of cither side in the American dispute, neither am I
conscious of writing in the interest of any English political party.
I am conscious of holding strong opinions on many points both
of home and foreign politics ; for historical study does more than
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anything clse to lead the mind to a definite political creed ; but,
at the same time, it does at least as much to hinder the growth
of any narrow political partizanship. A historical student soon
learns that a man is not morally the worse for being Whig or
Tory, Catholic or Protestant, Royalist or Republican, Aristo-
crat or Democrat, Unionist or Confederate. He soon learns to
sympathize with individuals among all parties, but to decline to
throw in his lot unreservedly with any party. But he will not
carry his political toleration so far as to confound political differ-
ences and moral crimes. Indignation at successful wickedness is
a feeling of which no honest man will ever wish to rid himself ;
no honest man, above all no honest student of history, will ever
bring himself to look on the Tyrant whose very being implies
the overthrow of right with the same eyes with which he looks
on the mere political adversary whose motives may be as honour-
able as his own.

In writing the present volume, I have endeavoured to com-
bine a text which may be instructive and interesting to any
thoughtful rcader, whether specially learned or not, with notes
which may satisfy the requirements of the most exacting scholar.
In the text therefore I have, as far as possible, avoided techni-
calities, and I have thrown the discussion of many points of
detail into the notes. I have throughout been lavish in the
citation of authorities, as I hold that an author should not
require his readers to take anything on his bare word, but should
give them the means of refuting him out of his own pages, if
they think good. If I have overdone it in the matter of refer-
ences, I am sure that every rcal student will allow that it is a
fault on the right side. I have felt such deep gratitude to those
authors who really act as guides and not as rivals to the original
writers, and I have felt so aggrieved at those who follow another
course, that I was determined to do all I could to avoid blame on
this most important score.

The nature of the authorities for this period of Grecian
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history has been explained in several passages of the volume
itself, and the chief among them, Polybios and Plutarch, ought
to be familiar to every scholar, But besides the evidence of
historians, there are few parts of history on which more light is
thrown by the evidence of coins. In this branch of my subject,
I am bound, at every step, to acknowledge the benefits which 1
have derived from the numismatic knowledge of my friend the
Hon. John Leicester Warren. A careful comparison of his
numismatic and my historical evidence has enabled us together
to fix several points which probably neither of us could have
fixed separately. I should have drawn more largely on Mr.
Warren’s resources, which have heen always open to me, were
scholars not likely to have the bencfit of his rescarches into
Greek Federal Coinage in a separate form.

At the risk of offending some eyes by unaccustomed forms, I
have spelled Greek names, as closely as I could, according to the
Greek orthography. This practice is now very gencral in
Germany, and it is gradually making its way in Fngland. M.
Grote first ventured to restore the Greek K ; Professor Max
Miiller, in the Oxford Essays, went several degrees further. For
the Latin spelling, nothing can be - pleaded but custom—a
custom, which is mercly a part of that unhappy way of looking
at everything Greck through a Tatin medium, which has so long
made havoc of our philology and mythology. In exactly the
same way, serious mischief—I believe I may say serious political
mischief—has been done by our habit of looking at nearly every-
thing in modern Europe through a French medium, and of
speaking of German, Italian, and Flemish places by French
corruptions of their names. Strange to say, while we clothe
Italian names in a French dress, we usually clothe Modern Greek
names in an Italian dress. Inexplicable confusion is the neces-
sary result; names which have not altered since the days of
Homer are written in endless ways to adapt them to a Western
pronunciation which is hardly ever that of Englishmen. The
island of Mélos has never changed its name, and its name is
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sounded in the same way by a Greek and by an Englishman. It
seems eminently ahsurd to talk about Mélos in the history of the
Peloponnésian War, but, if the island happens to be mentioned
in a modern book or newspaper, to change its name into that of
Milo the slayer of Clodius. The only way to preserve consist-
ency is to write every Greek name, old or new, according to the
native spelling, and to leave cach rcader to pronounce according
to accent or quantity as he pleases. This I have done through-
out, with two exceptions. When a name has a really English,
as distinguished from a Latin or French, form, such as Philip,
Ptolemy, Athens, Corinth, T should never think of making any
change ; indeed I rather regret that we have not more forms of
the kind. Again, a few very familiar names, like Thermopyle,
Bweotia, ete., though the form is not thoroughly English, I have
left as they are usually spelled.  The change which has the most
unusual look is the substitution of the Greek «i for « in the
ending of plural feminine names. In many cases, however, there
is also a singular form in use, which I have preferred wherever

I could.

I trust that the sccond volume, containing the history of the
Swiss and other German Leagues, will follow the present with
all reasonable speed. But it involves a minute examination of
some very obscure portions of history, and I cannot fix any
certain time for its appearance.

SOMERLEAZE, WELLS,
January 2nd, 1863,
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I DEFINITION OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 3

from any higher power, but as a matter of absolute right, by
virtue of its mherenb oWGTS 38 a1l 1ndepcqgult commonwealth.

But in all matters which concern the genef:il hody, the sove-
reignty of the several members will ccase. Kach member is
perfectly independent within its own sphere ; but ‘there is another
sphercin which its independence, or rather its separate existence,
vanishes. It is invested with every right of sovereignty on one Sove-
class of subjects, but there is another class of subjects on which :l“l‘g'&}:l:lfl
it is as incapable of separate political action as any province or j, .1
city of a monarchy or of an indivisible republic. The making|external
of peacc and war, the sending and recciving of umbassadors, matters.
generally all that comes within the department of International

Law, will be reserved wholly to the central power. Indeed, the

very existence of the several members of the Union w11[ be
diplomatically unknown to foreign nations, which will never b

called upon to deal with any power except the Central Govern

ment. A Federal Union, in short, will form one Sfate in relation

to other powers, but many States as regards its internal adminis-
tration. This complete division o ,ﬁ_spverewnty we may look

upon as essential to the ahsolute pcrfcctlonﬁ? the Federal ideal.

But that ideal is one so very Tefifed and artificial, that it seems

not to have heen attained more than four or five times in the
history of the world. But a History of Federal Government

must embrace a much wider range of sybjects than merely the
history of those states which have actually realized the Federal

idea. 'We must look at the idea in its germ as well as in its Wider'
perfection. We shall learn better to understand what perfect ;ﬁggﬁls"f
Federalism is by comparing it with Federalism in a less fully- torical
developed shape. ~ In order thus to trace the Federal principle view.
from its blrth we shall have to go back to ver y carly times, and

wealths of whose constitution and hlstory it would be impossible

to give any detailed account. For some commonwealths, which

may fairly claim the name of Federal Governments in the wider

sense, a mere glance will be enough.  Our more detailed examina-

tion must be reserved for a few more illustrious examples of

Federal Union. There are a few famous commonwealths which, Choice of
cither from having perfectly, or nearly perfectly, realized the ‘;;:’;’g:f; \
Federal idea, or else from their importance and celebrity in the jjustra-
general history of the world, stand out conspicuously at the very tion.
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first glimpse of the subject, and whose constitution and history
will deserve and repay our most attentive study.

Four Federal Commonwealths, then, stand out, in four differ-
ent ages of the world, as commanding, above all others, the
attention of students of political history. Of these four, one
belongs to what is usually known as “ancient,” another, to wha,t
is commonly called “medizval” history ; a third arose in the
period of transition between mediceval and modern history ; the
creation of the fourth may have been witnessed by some few of
those who are still counted among living men. Of these four,
again, one has been a thing of th(\ past for many centuries ;
another has so changed its form that it can no longer claim a
place among Federal (fovernments; but the other two, one of
them among the least, the other among the greatest, of inde-
pendent powers, still remain, ¢xhibiting I*e(lu(»hqm in a perfcct
or nearly perfect, form, st‘mdm(r in the Old World and in the
New, as living examples of the strcngth and the weakness of the
most elaborate of political comhinations.

These four famous Commonwealths are,

First, the ACHAIAN LeAcUE in the later days of Ancient
Greece, whose most flourishing period comes within the third
century hefore our own era.

Sceond, the Confederation of the Swiss CANTONS, which, with
many changes in its extent and constitution, has lasted from the
thirteenth century to our own day.

Third, the SuVEN UNITED. PROVINCES of the NKITIERLANDS,
whose Umon arose in the War of Indepcndcnce ag,unst ‘Spain,
and lasted, in a republican form, till the War ofathe French
Revolution.

Fourth, the UNITkED STATES of NORTH AMERICA, which formed
a Federal Union after their revolt from the British Crown unde
George the Third, and whose destiny forms one of the most im[i
portant, and certainly the most interesting, of the politica
problems of our own time.

Of these Four, three come suﬂiciently‘ near to the full realiza-
tion of the Federal idea to be entitled to rank among perfect
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Federal Governments. The Achaian League, and the United the Four
States since the adoption of the present Constitution, are indeed Great Con-
the most perfect ‘developments of the Federal prlnmple which fff:;a
the world has cver seen. The Swiss Confederation, in its origin
a Union of the loosest kind, has gradually drawn the Federal
bond tighter and tighter, till, within our own times, it has
assumed a form which fairly entitles it to rank beside Achaia
and America. The claim of the United Provinces is more doubt-
ful ;1 their union was at no period of their republican being so
close as that of Achaia, America, and modern Switzerland. But
the important place which the United Provinces once filled in
European history, and the curious and instructive nature of their
political institutions, fully entitle them to a place in the first
rank for the purposes of the present History. All these four
then I purpose to treat of at some considerable length. Over
less perfect or less illustrious examples of the Federal system I
shall glance more lightly, or use them chiefly by way of contrast
to point out more clearly the distinguishing characteristics of
these four great examples. Thus, for instance, the modern The Ger-
German Confederation is, in point of territorial extent and of ?‘3“ Ct‘?“'
the power of many of the states which compose it, of far greater eration.
importance than any of the Kuropean instances among the Four.
But its constitution is so widely removed from the perfection of
the Federal idea that, for our present purpose, this Union, which
includes two of the Great Powers of Kurope, is chiefly valuable
as illustrating by contrast the more perfect constitutions of
Achaia and Switzerland.  On the other hand there can be little other
doubt that there were in the ancient world several other Con- ancient
federations, whose constitutions must have realized the Federal *™"¥ les
idea almost as perfectly as the more famous League of Achaia.
But some of these possessed so little influence in the world, that
they can hardly be said to have a history. In the casc of others
we know absolutely nothing of the details of their constitutions.
Northern Greece, especially, in the later days of Grecian freedom, in Greece ;
abounded in small Federal States, but we have no such minute
knowledge of their history and constitution as we have of those
of Achaia. Even the great and important League of Atolia, so
long the rival of Ach.ua, is far better known to us in its external
history than in its internal constitution. Again it is clear that in Italy;
the Thirty Citics of Latium, and probably some other similar

1 See Motley’s Rise of the Dutch Republic, iii. 514.
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Leagues among the old Italian commonwealths, must have been
united by a Federal bond of a very close kind. But we know
hardly anything about them except what may be picked up from
the half-mythical narratives of their wars and alliances with
Rome. ILykia too, beyond all doubt, had a Federal constitution
which was in some respects more perfect than that of Achaia
itself. But then Lykia has nothing which can be called a
history, and its Fedcral constitution arose at so late a period
that its independence was provincial rather than strictly national.
So, in later times, the Swiss Confederation was really only one
of several unions of German cities, which happened to obtain
greater importance and permanence than the rest. One of these
unions, the famous League of the Hanse Towns, still exists,
though with diminished splendour, in our own day. So, in days
later still, the precedent of Federal union given by the English
settlements in North America, has been followed, though as yet
with but little success or credit, by several of the Republics
which have arisen among the ruins of Spanish dominion in the
same continent. All these instances, Greek, Italian, German,
and American, will demand some notice in the course of our
present inquiry. But they will not need that full and minute
attention which must be reserved for Achaia, Switzerland, the
United Provinces, and the United States.

Before, however, we go on to describe in detail the constitu-
tion and history of any particular Federal state, it will be
desirable to make some further remarks on Federal Government
in general, and to draw out at some length the points of contrast
between that and other political systems.



CHAPTER 1I

CHARACTERISTICS OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
WITH OTHER POLITICAL SYSTEMS

I HAVE already given something like a defini
Government in its perfect form, premising th:
form is not to be looked for in all the examples w
under our present survey. We have seen that it
found in all even of the four illustrions Confeder:
have selected for special examination. Compared
stitutions of Achaia and America, the Federal cc
Swiss Cantons hefore the French Revolution,and ever
the Seven Provinces, will appear to be only remote :
the Federal idea. But in the present Chapter, whe
to contrast Federalism with other political systems,
my picture of a Iederal Government wholly fror
perfect examples. Much, therefore, that I shall «
quite inapplicable to the United Provinces or to the
League, much more so to the so-called German Confc
our own day.

A Federal Commonwealth, then, in its perfect
which forms a single state in its relations to other
which consists of many states with regard to its int
ment.  Thus the City of Megalopolis in old times
New York or the Canton of Ziirich now, has absoh
rate existence in the face of other powers: it can
or peace, or maintain ambassadors or consul..
Federal Government of Achaia, America, or Sy’
only body with which foreign nations can have®
But the internal laws, the law of real property, .
even the elcctoral law, may be utterly different
and at Sikyon, at New York and in Illinois, a
Geneva. Nor is there any power in the Ass
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/ashington, or the Fedcral Council at Bern,

rsities into harmony. In one point of view

gle commonwealth, as truly a national whole

m; in another point of view, there is a col-

ign commonwealths as independent of one

and Spain can be. We may then recognize

fect Federal Commonwealth any collection of

is _equally unlawful for the Central Power to

he purely internal legislation of the several

¢ the several members to_enter into any diplo-
with other powers. Where the first condition

. the several members are not sovereign; their
.owever extensive in practice, is a merely muni-
nce. Where the second condition is not obtained,
wever ancient and intimate, is that of a mere
her than that of a real Confederation. But another

[l here arise. Even among those commonwealths
secure to every member full internal independence,
every member any separate external action, there

; diversities as to the way in which the Central
ses its peculiar functions. It is here that we reach
of Federal Governments into two classes which has
wn by most of the writers on the subject.? In the
e Federal Power represents only the Governments
al members of the Union’; its immediate action is
shose Governments; its powers consist simply in issuing
to the State Governments, which. when within the
s of the Federal authority, it is the duty of those

¢ exceptional case, to be discussed in the course of the history,
tate holding diplomatic intercouse with foreign powers by express
deral power. Sce an instance in Polybios, ii. 48. This is most
-ase in which the exception proves the rule.

shli, Geschichte des schweizerischen DBundesrechtes, i. 554,
rerschied zwischen Staatenbund und Bundesstaat ist in dem
ranismus beider zu erkennen. Auch in dem Staatenbunde
‘aten zu einem Staatsganzen verbunden, aber dieses ist
T wieder als ein besonderer, von den KEinzelstaaten ver-
taat organisirt, sondern die Bundesgewalt ist entweder
iibertragen oder aus den staatlichen Spitzen der Einzel-
esetzt, In dem Bundesstaate dagegen gibt es nicht bloss
-aten, sondern auch einen vollstandig organisirten Zentral-
achilische Bund zur Zeit von Philopoemen nicht mehr ein
ein Bundesstaat ; so sind die nord-americanischen Frei-

die Schweiz seit 1848 als Bundesstaat organisirt.”]
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Governments to carry out. If men or money be .

Federal purposes, the Federal Power will demand the.

several State Governments, which will raise them in suc

as each may think best. In the other class, the Federal .

will be, in the strictest sense, a Government, which, in the o.

class, it can hardly be called. It will act not only on t.
Governments of the several States, but directly on every citizen
of those States. It will be, in short, a Government co-ordinate }
with the State Governments, sovereign in its own sphere, as they pqy,
are sovereign in their sphere. It will be a Government with direct.
the usual branches, Legisltive, Executive, and Judicial ; with all citiz
the direct power of taxation, and the other usual powers of a
Government ; with its army, its navy, its civil service, and all
the usual apparatus of a Government, all bearing directly upon
every citizen of the Union without any reference to the Govern-
ments of the several States. The State administration, within
its own range, will be carried on as frecly as if therc were no
such thing as an Union ; the Federal administration, within its
own range, will be carried on as freely as if there were no such
thing as a scparate State. This last class is what writers on
International Law call a Composite State, or Supreme Federal
Government.!  The former class they commonly remand to the
head of mere Confederacies, or, at most, Systems of Confederate
States.2  Yet it is quite possible to conccive the existence of a
Federal Commonwealth, in which the Federal Power shall act
solely upon the several State Governments, which yet shall fully
answer the two conditions of external unity and internal plur-
ality. The American Union under the Confederation forbade
diplomatic action to the several States;® it therefore formed a
single commonwealth in the eyes of other nations. Yet the
Federal Power acted only on the several State Governments, and

1 This is what, in the Federalist, No. 9 (p. 47, ed. 1818) is called a Con-
solidation of the Stotes. But Hamilton is here only using the language of
objectors, and the name consolidated would seem better to apply to non-Federal
commonwealths, as distingnished from Federal. It is so used by M. de Tocque-
ville, Démocratie en Amérique, i, 271.

2 See Wheaton's Tnternational Law, i. 68 ; Austin’s Province of Jurisprudence,
p. 217 ; Calhoun’s Works, i. 163 ; Federalist, Nos. 9, 21, 39 et passim. The
distinction between the two classes is most fully and clearly drawn by Mr. J. 8.
Mill (Representative Government, p. 301), by Professor Bernard (Lectures on
American War, Oxford, 1861, pp. 68-72), and by Tocqueville (Démocratie en
Amérique, i. 250, 265 ot seqq.).

3 Articles of Confederation, Art. vi. § 1.
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drectly on individual citizens. The Swiss Confedera-

1815 even allowed diplomatic action to the several

5 within certain prescribed limits.! Yet, on the whole,

the Swiss Confederation, and much more the American -
aederation of 1778, had far more in common with perfect
deral, or “Composite” States, than with lax Confederacies
uke the German Bund. The real difference between the two
classes seems to be that the one is a good, the other a bad, way
of compassing the same objects.2  Both America and Switzerland
found by experience that, without the direct action of the
Federal Power upon individuals, the objects of the Federal
Union could not be carried out. The several State Governments
are indeed, under the other system, constitutionally bound to
carry out all requisitions which do not transcend the limits of
the Federal authority. But we may be sure that the State
Governments will always liec under a strong temptation to dis-
obey such requisitions, not only when they rml]y transcend the
limits of the Federal authority, but also when they are simply
displeasing to local interests or wishes.® Such a compact, in
short, may constitutionally he a Federal Union, Imi practically
it will amount to little more than a precarious alliance.t  Still a
Confederation of this sort aims, however ineffectually, at being
a true Federal Union. The American Confederation of 1778
professed, while the German Confederation does not profess,® to
form one power, one nation,S or whatever may be the proper
word, in the face of other powers and nations. The articles of
Confederation wholly failed to carry out their own purpose ; and

1 See Wheaton, i. 90.

2 «“The attributes of Congress under the Confederation and under the Con-
stitution were (with some not very important exceptions) the same. What was
done was to make them real and effective in the only possible way, by making
them operate directly on the people of the States, instead of on the States them-
selves.”'—DBernard, p. 69,

3 See Mill, p. 301.

4 Mill; Cf. Bernard, p. 68, See also Marshall’s Life of Washington, iv. 256-62.

5 On the German Confederation, see Mill, p. 300.

6 1 do not feel called upon, at all events at this stage of my work, to enter
into the great American dispute between National and Iederal (see Federalist,
Nos. 39, 40 ; Tocqueville, i. 268 ; Calhoun, i. 112-161 ; Bernard, p. 72). I con-
fess that it secms to me to be rather a question of words. A power which acts in
all its relations with other powers, as a single indivisible unity, is surely & nation,
whether its internal constitution be Federal or otherwise. So to call it in no
way takes away from the independent rights of the several members. Tn the

language of Polybios, the word éfvos is constantly applied to the Achaian and
other Federal commonwealths ; indeed he seems to use it as the special formal
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the closer union of 1787, under the existing constitu

the result.  Still, for my immediate purpose, it does n

needful to attend very closely to the distinction hetween

two classes of Federations. In many of the ancient Lea,

with which we shall have to deal, it is evident that, on the

hand, the League formed a single state in the face of all oth.
states, and that, on the other hand, the independence of the
several members was strictly preserved. But it is not always Tb
easy to say how far the Federal Assembly and the Federal tint
Magistrates exercised a direct power over the individual citizens g tb: o
of each city, and how far it was exercised through the Assemblies in history
and Magistrates of the several cities. We know, for instance,
that in the Achaian League there were Federal taxes;! we do
not know whether they were directly?ﬁfﬁ‘éﬁéﬂ”‘by Federal
collectors, or whether they were mercly requisitions to the
several cities, which their Assemblies and Magistrates apportioned

by their own authority. The latter arrangement is just as likely

as the former ; but, if it could be shown to be the plan actually

in use, it would hardly have the effect of degrading the Achaian
League from the rank of a Composite State to that of a mere
Confederacy.? It is enough to enable a commonwealth to rank,

for our present purpose, as a true Federation, that the Union is
one which preserves to the several members their full internal
independence, while it denies to them all separate action in
relation to foreign powers. The sovereignty is, in fact, divided ;

title of such bodies. See, for instance, xx. 3, where é6vos, the Federal State, is
opposed to wohes, the single city-commonwealth.

According to Tocqueville (i. 268) the American constitution is neither National
nor Federal, but some third thing, for which no name exists. He calls it “un
gouvernement national incomplet.”

The truest difference between a Federation and a perfectly consolidated
Government is that already given. In a Federal state the several members
retain their sovereignty within their own range ; that is, the Federal power can-
not alter their internal institutions. In an ordinary monarchy or republic, the
supreme central power, in whomever it is vested, can alter the institutions of
any province or city. Sce Bernard, p. 71.

1 Pol. iv. 60 ai kowal elogpopal.

2 The system of requisitions is indeed in no way confined to Federal common-
wealths ; it is quite compatible with monarchy, and indeed it has always been
exceedingly common under barbaric despotisms. The Sultan requires a certain
contribution from a district, which the authorities of the district levy as best
suits them. The royal administration is thus eased of a certain amount of trouble,
and the district at once acquires a certain amount of municipal freedom. But
that freedom, great or small, exists merely by concession or sullcrance, not of
right, as in a Federal State.
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,nment of the Federation and the Government of the

(ave a co-ordinate authority, each equally claiming

;1ce within its own range. It is this system of divided
reignty which I propose to contrast at some length with

, other principal forms of government which have prevailed
A different times among the most civilized nations of the world.

Forms of government may be classified according to so many
principles that it is needful to state at the onset what principle
of division seems most suited for the comparison which I have
taken in hand. The old stereotyped division into monarchy,
laristocracy, and democracy, is sufficient for many purposes. A
‘more philosophical division perhaps is that which does not look
so much to the nature of the hands in which supreme power is
vested, as to the question whether there is any one body or
individual which can fairly be called supreme. This is the
division of monarchies, aristocracies, and democracies, respectively,
into absolute and constitutionul examples of their several classes.!
Thus the old Athenian commonwealth, where all power was
directly exercised by the People, was an Absolute Democracy.
An American State, on the other hand, where the Pecople is
recognized as the ultimate sovereign, where all power is held to
flow from the people, but where a delegated authority is divided
in different proportions between a Governor, a Senate, and a
House of Representatives, is said to be an example of Constitu-
tional Democracy. In this way of looking at them, an Absolute
Government of any of the three kinds has quite as many points
in common with an Abhsolute Government of one of the other
kinds, as it has in common with a Constitutional Government of
its own class. But neither of these divisions scems suited to our
.present purpose.2 A Federal commonwcalth may be either
.aristocratic or democratic; or some of its members may be
aristocratic and others democratic; those Aristocracics and
Democracies again may exhibit either the Absolute or the Con-

1 See Calhoun's Works, i. 28, 34 et seqq.

2 [Cf,, on the classification of constitutions, Piitter, Historische Entwickelung
der heutigen Staatsverfassung des teutschen Reichs (3rd ed.)ii. 159. He observes
that, in discussing the constitution of the ¢‘German Empire,” ‘‘man dachte
nicht daran, dass zum Magsstabe der verschiedenen Regierungsformen sich noch
eine hohere Abtheilung einfacher und zusammepgesetzter Staaten denken liess,
und nur auf erstere jene dreyfache Eintheilung (namely, monarchic, aristocratic,
democratic) passte.” He failed to recoguize the theoretic possibility of a Federal
Monarchy.]
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stitutional type of their own classes; indeed, though Federal

States have commonly been republican, there is nothing theoreti-

cally ahsurd in the idea of a Federal Monarchy. The classifica

tion of governments, which we must make in order to work out

the required contrast hetween Federalism and other forms, will

be in fact a cross division to the common classification into
Monarchies, Aristocracies, and Democracies. Federalism, as I

have already said, is essentially a compromise ; it is something
intermediate hetween two extremes. A Federal Government

is most likely to he formed when the question arises whether

several small states shall remain perfectly independent, or shall

be consolidated into a single great state. A Federal tic harmonizes

the two contending principles by reconciling a certain amount

of union with a certain amount of independence. A Federal Federalism
Government then is a mean hetween the system of large states @ cOmpro-

nise be-

and the system of small states. But both the large states, the yyean
small states, and the intermediate Federal system, may assume a Great and
democratic, an aristocratic, or even a monarchic form of govern- gmﬂ
ment, just as may happen. A

The two extremes then, with which the Federal system has
to he compared, are the system of small states and the system of
large states. Speaking roughly, the one is the ordinary political
system of what is called classical antiquity, the other is the or-
dinary political system of modern Europe. The system of small
states finds its most perfect developement in the independent
city-commonwealths of Old Greece; the system of large states
finds its most perfect developement in the large monarchies of
Europe in our own day. It is not too much to say that the
large and the small state alike may be either monarchic, aristo-
cratic, or democratic. ~As a general rule, small states have
flourished most as republics, and large states have flourished
most as monarchies, and the natural tendency of the two classes
of states scems to lie in those two directions respectively. But The
there is no sort of contradiction in the idea of a small state being Division

. . . irrespec-

monarchic or of a large state being republican. Many small i, of
principalities have enjoyed a fair amount of prosperity and good their
government, and the experiment of governing a large country as ;?"eml ¢
a single republic has been so seldom tried that we are hardly in gover.
position to decide whether it is necessarily a failure or not.! ment.

1 See Tocqueville, i. 270, 271 ; ii. 250.
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But, this question apart, it is clear that a small republic may be
cither aristocratic or democratic, that a large kingdom may be
either despotic or constitutional. And it is also clear that, while
free states, great and small, have certain points of resemblance,
large states and small states respectively have also some points
of resemblance, irrespective of their several forms of government.
[t is in these points, where large states, whatever their constitu-
tion, form one class, and small states, whatever their constitution,
form another, that Federalism takes its position, as a mean
between the two, sharing some of the characteristics of hoth. I
may add, that while Federalism, as a compromise, is liable to
some of the inherent disadvantages of a compromise, it mani-
festly, in those positions for which it is suited at all, goes a
good way to unite the opposite advantages of the two opposite
systems between which it stands as a mean term.

I shall therefore now proceed, first to contrast at some length
the two great systems of large and of small states, and then to
show the way in which a Federal Government occupies a position
intermediate hetween the two.!

Speaking roughly, T understand by a small state one in which
it is possible that all the citizens may, if their constitution allows
or requires it, habitually assemble for political purposes in one
place. By a large state I understand one in which such personal
assemblage is impossible ; onc, thercfore, where, if the state he
constitutional, the constitution must he of the representative
kind. The large state, however, to have all the characteristics
and advantages of a large state, must commonly he much larger
than is absolutely necessary to answer the terms of this definition.
But I by no means intend to confine the name to what are
commonly understood by the name of Great Powers. All the
Kingdoms of Europe, and even some principalities which are not
Kingdoms, will count as large states for the purposes of this
inquiry. All alike share the characteristics which distinguish
them from the system of small states. The most perfect form
of this last is found when every City, with its immediately sur-
rounding territory, forms a commonwealth absolutely independent
and enjoying all the rights of a sovereign power.

1 It may be objected that a Federation may consist either of small or of large
states as they are here defined. I shall recur to this point presently.
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This was the political system usual in the commonwealths of
ancient Greece and Italy, and it has been fully elucidated by the
various great modern writers on Greck and Roman history, but
most fully and elaborately by Mr. Grote. The ruling idea of the
politicians of those ages was what Mr. Grote calls the “autono- Character-
mous city-community.” A man’s “country,”! in those days, ‘ISt(‘f: ‘Zﬁl‘e
was not a region, but a city ;% his patriotism did not extend dentpCity.
over a wide surface of territory, but was shut up within the
walls of a single town.  His countrymen were not a whole nation
of the same blood and language as himself, but merely those who
shared with him in the lom] burghership of his native place. A Patriotism
man, in short, was not a Greek or an Italian, hut an Athenian confined to

R . the City.

or a Roman. Undoubtedly he had a feeling, which may, in a
certain sense, he called a patriotic feeling, for Greece or Italy as
wholes, as opposed to Persia or Car tlnwe But this fecling was
rather analogous to that which modern Europeans entertain for
the great brotherhood of Europcan and Christian nations, than
to the national patriotism which an Englishman or a Frenchman
entertains for Kngland or France. The tie between Greek and
Greek was indeed closer than the tic between European and
European, but it was ecssentially a tie of the same kind. Real
patriotism, the feeling which we extend to regions far larger
than the whole of (ucecc, did not reach bcyond the limits of a
single Grecian city.  This state of things is by no means peculiar
to ancient-Greece and Ttaly ; traces of it are still to he seen in
modern Europe ; and it existed in its full force in some European
states down to very recent times. But it was in the brilliant
times of ancient Greece and Italy that this system found its
fullest developement, and that it made its nearest approach to
being universal over the civilized world. In modern Europe
independent cities have existed and flourished; a few indeed
even now retain a nominal existence. But such independent
cities have been, for the most part, merely exceptional cases,
surrounded by larger states whose form of government was
monarchical. In ancient Greece and Italy the independent city
was the ruling political conception, and in ancient Greece, in the
days of her greatest glory, it was the form of political life almost
universally received.

1 Ilarpls. The same use of the word is common in modern Greek.

? Aristotle excludes from his definition of wéAis anything at all approaching
to the size of a nation. Babylon is hardly a city—¥&xet mwepiypagiw éOvovs wallov
A mé\ews. —Polit, iii. 3, 5. Cf. Polyb. ii. 37.
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Indeed the greater and more civilized the state, the more
completely do we find the idea of municipal republicanism
carried out. Neither of the other alternative forms of freedom,
the constitutional monarchy and the Federal republic, was at
any time absolutely unknown in the Grecian world. The polity
of the Homeric age, the King or chief of cach town, with a King
of Kings at Mykéné as suzerain over at least all Peloponnésos,
might conceivably have grown into a monarchy, first of the
feudal, and then of the modern constitutional type. And, in the
half-Greek states of Epeiros and Macedonia, we actually find that
the heroic royalty did develope into something which may he
fairly called a rude and carly form of constitutional monarchy.
The Epeirot Kings swore obedience to the laws; the Mace-
donian, though a subject of a king, looked on himself as a
freeman, and there were Macedonian assemblies which, however
great may have been the royal influence, did impose at least
some formal restraint upon the royal will.l  On the other hand,
the robbers of Aitolia, the respectable but obscure townships of
the Achaian shore, and some other of the less advanced and
less important members of the Hellenic body, possessed, as far
back as we can trace their history, some germs of a polity which
may fairly entitle them to rank among Federal commonwealths.
But both the monarchic and the Federal states lagged for a long
time far behind the purely municipal ones. In the Greece of
Herodotos and Thucydidds, they play no distinguished part.
In the Greece of Xenophdn and Isokratés, they still remain far
from prominent ; for the greatness of Thebesis really a muni-
cipal and not a Federal greatness. In short, constitutional
monarchy never attained any full developement in the ancient
world, and Federalism became important only when the most
brilliant days of Greece were past. Both in Greece and Italy,
the most important states so early threw aside regal government
altogether that the idea of the King ruling according to Law,
though certainly not unknown to Greek political thinkers, had
no opportunity to assume any fully-developed form. And though
a day came when nearly all Greece was mapped out into Federal
Republics, that day did not come till the system of perfectly

1 On the Macedonians and their Kings, see Edinburgh Review, vol. cv.
(April, 1857), 317-20, and the note and references in p. 327, See also Polybios,
v. 27, 29; cf. Drumaun, Geschichte des Verfalls, p. 23. Of the Molossian
kingdom T shall have occasion to speak in my fourth Chapter. )
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independent separate cities had run its short and glorious career.
Throughout the most brilliant days of Greece, all the greatest
Greek states were strictly sovereign municipalitics.  The
political franchise of the state was co-extensive with the
municipal franchise of the city. And this was equally true
whether the form of government of that city was aristocratic or
democratic. The difference between a Greek aristocracy and a aristo-
Greek democracy was simply whether legislative power and cratic and

. eqeqs . . democratic
eligibility to high office were extended to the whole, or confined to g;3q.
a part, of the class of hereditary burghers. In no case did they
extend beyond that class; in no case could the freedman, the
foreigner, or even the dependent ally, obtain citizenship by
residence or even by birth in the land. He who was not the
descendant of citizen ancestors could be enfranchised only by
special decree of the sovercign Assembly. In the democracy and
the oligarchy alike the City was the only political existence, the
one centre of patriotism. To live at a distance so great that it
was impossible to appear habitually at Assemblies held within
its walls was felt to be equivalent to sentence of exile.! The
essentially civic character of a Greek state was not even affected
by the occurrence of that irregular form of Monarchy to which
the Greeks gave the name of 7ranny.2 Even the Tyrant is still civie
the Tyrant of the City; however oppressive his internal rule Tyranties.
may be, he identifies himself with the military glory and out-
ward prosperity of that particular city, and does not think of
merging its separate being in any larger kingdom. He may
conquer other cities by force of arms, but those cities are not
incorporated like the annexations of modern potentates. Their
inhabitants do not become the fellow-subjects of the inhabitants
of the Tyrant’s own city ; the conquered city remains a dependency
of the conquering capital. It was not till Greece had, in the

1 «The natural limit of a democracy, is that distance from the central point,
which will but just permit the most remote citizens to assemble as often as their
public functions demand.”—Federalist, No. xiv. p, 71, This is equally true of
all Greek commonwealths, aristocratic and democratic alike.

2 1 shall, in my fifth Chapter, have occasion to speak more at length of the
Greek Tyrannies. I will here only remark that I use the word throughout in
its Greek sense. The Greek rdpavvos is one who holds kingly power in a state
whose laws do not recognize a King. He differs from the King (Baci\els) in the
origin of his power, rather than in the mode of its exercise. The King may rule
ill ; the Tyrant may (though he seldom does) rule well; still the authority of the
King ig lawful, that of the Tyrant is unlawful. In short, the word Emperor, in

its modern sense, exactly translates T¢pavwos ; but one cannot talk of an Emperor
of Megalopolis.
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days of Macedonian influence, become familiarized with ex-
tensive monarchies, that the old Tyranny of Dionysios gradually
grew up, in the hands of Agathoklés and Hierdn, into something
like a Kingdom of Sicily. Everywhere, whatever might be
the internal form of government in the particular city, the
autonomous town-community, owning no sovereign, no feudal or
Federal superior, beyond its own walls, was the ruling political
idea of Greece in her best days, and the more advanced and
civilized was the state, the more closely did it cling to that one
favourite ideal of a commonwealth.

As in many other cases, we shall be better able to take in the
force and prevalence of the rule by looking at cases which
formed exceptions to it.! The sovereign and independent city
was indeed the political ideal of Greece, but there were many
Grecian cities which were far from being sovereign and inde-
pendent. But this was simply because the force of some stronger
city stood in the way of their sovereignty and independence.
There were many towns which were not independent ; but every
town looked on independence as its right; every town which
was not independent deemed its loss of independence to be an
injury, and was constantly looking out for opportunities to
recover the right of which it felt itself deprived. The call to
make all Greeks autonomous was the popular cry set up by
Sparta against imperial Athens.? But the condition of a city
thus shorn of its sovereignty sets more clearly before us what
the nature of the city-sovercignty was. Such a dependent city,
as Mr. Grote has shown in the case of the allies of Athens, was
by no means necessarily subjected to anything which we should
call foreign oppression. It might, and in many cases did, retain
its own laws, its own local administration, its own political
constitution, oligarchic or democratic according to the strength
of parties within its own walls. It might, or it might not, be
stbject to a tribute to the superior State; it might even, in
some favoured cases, retain fleets and armies of its own, raised
by its own government and commanded by its own officers. It
is clear that a city in such a condition retains a degree of local
independence far greater than is allowed to any merely
municipal body in the least centralized of European kingdoms.
Its condition at first sight seems rather to approach to the

1 On the relation of Dependent Alliance, see Arnold, Later Roman Common-
wealth, i, 165, # Thucydidés, i. 139 et al,
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purely internal sovereignty of a Swiss Canton or an Ametican
State. What it lacks of full sovereignty is exactly what they
lack ; it lacks a separate being among the nations of the earth ;
it cannot make war or conclude foreign alliances; its public
quarrels are decided for it by a tribunal external to itself.
Where then lies the difference? It is this. The municipality in
a Constitutional Monarchy, the State in a Federal Republic, has
indeed no direct corporate voice in the general administration,
but that general administration is carried on by persons or
bodies in whose appointment the citizens of the municipality or
of the State have a direct or indirect voice. But a dependent
city in Greece had its foreign relations marked out for it by a
power over which it had no control whatever. An English
town, as such, has nothing to do with peace or war, or with
general taxation and legislation. DBut then laws are made and
taxes arc imposed by an Assembly to which that town sends
representatives ; peace and war are virtually made by Ministers
who are virtually appointed by that Assembly. An American
State, sovereign as it is within its own sphere, has no more
corporate voice than a mere municipality in those high national
concerns which are entrusted to the Federal Government.! But
then the Government to which those concerns are entrusted
consists of a President and Congress in the choice of whom the
citizens of that State have a voice no less than in the choice of
their own local Governor and Legislature. Thus, in both cases,
if national questions are not submitted to the smaller body
in its corporate capacity, it is simply because, in relation to
such questions, the citizens of the smaller body act directly
as citizens of the larger. But in relation to this same class
of questions, the citizens of a dependent Greek city had no means
of acting at all. The most favoured ally of Athens, Chios, for
instance, or Mityléné, quite as independent internally as an
American State, had absolutely no voice, in any shape, in the
general concerns of the Confederacy. So far were Chios and
Mityléné from themselves declaring war and peace that they
had no sort of control over those who did declare war and peace.
Their fleets and armies were at the absolute bidding, not of a

1 The Federal Senators in the United States are indeed elected by the State
Legislatures, and are held specially to represent the State Sovereignties. But
the State Legislatures themselves are not consulted, and the Senators, when elected,
vote as individuals, just like the Representatives,
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President in whose election their citizens had a voice, not
of a King governed by Ministers whom their citizens indirectly
chose, but at the bidding of the Assembly of the City of
Athens, an Assembly in which no Chian or Mitylenzan had
a seat. A public dispute between Methymna and Mityléné
was not judged, like a dispute between New York and Ohio,!
by a Supreme Court nominated by a President of their own
choice, but by the local tribunals of a distant city, over whose
nomination they had not the slightest influence of any kind.
In many respects the condition of a dependent Greek city
resembled that of an English Colony. The two agree in most
of those points which effectually distinguish both from the
member of a Federation. Both, unlike the Confederate City or
Canton, are strictly dependencies of a greater power. The
Compari- Colony, like the Athenian ally, is independent internally, but its
son with  pelations towards other nations are determined for it by a
E::F;I}E}els_ power over which neither the Colony nor its citizens have
any sort of control.? But there is one all-important difference
between the British Colony and the Athenian Ally. The dis-
qualifications of the colonist are purely local; he is a British
subject equally with the inhabitants of Britain; he can come
and live in England, and may become, no less than the native
Englishman, elector, representative, or even Minister. The
disqualifications of the Athenian ally were personal; the Chian
or Mitylenan was not an Athenian, but a foreigner; if he
transferred his residence to Athens, he lost his influence in his
own city, while he acquired none in the city in which he dwelled.
Partly because he personally remains an KEnglishman, partly
because the instinct of perfect independence is not now so
keenly felt as it was in old Greece, the colonist commonly
acquiesces in the dependent position of his Colony. It is felt
that dependence is more than counterbalanced by perfect internal
freedom combined with the gratuitous protection of the mother-
country. As long as the mother-country abstains from practical
oppression, as long as the Colony does not become so strong as to
make dependence palpably incongruous, an English Colony has
really no temptation to separate. But, in a dependent Greek
city, the citizens were personally in an inferior position to the
citizens of the ruling state, while the city itself was deprived of a

1 See Tocqueville, Démocratie en Amérique, i. 254.
% See Lewis, Government of Dependencies, p. 155 et seqq.
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power to which the political instinct of the Greek mind held
that it had an inherent right. The sway of Athens did not
necessarily involve either actual oppression! or any loss of
purely local freedom ; it was the loss of all share in Sovereignty
in the highest sense which the Greek city deplored when it was
reduced to a condition of dependent alliance.

It follows therefore that a system like the Athenian Alliance
or Empire always remained a system of detached units. A
Greek city either remained independent, retaining its full
sovereign rights, or else it became more or less dependent upon
some stronger city. There was no means by which it was No means
possible to fuse any large number of cities, like the members °f I‘}G‘Em"
of the Athenian Alliance, into a single body with equal rights Poge "
common to all. A Federal Union easily effects this end, but it the system
effects it only by depriving each city of the most precious attri- of Inde-
butes of separate sovercignty. A Constitutional Monarchy, by Enaent

1 gnuy Ys DY Cities.

means of the representative system, also easily effects it, though
of course at a still greater sacrifice of local independence. Even
under a despotism, there is not the slightest need for placing the
inhabitants of a conquered, ceded, or inherited province in any
worse position than the inhabitants of the original kingdom.
But a Greek city had no choice but either absolute independence
or a position of decided inferiority to some other city. It is
clear that a city-commonwealth can incorporate only within very
narrow limits. In such a commonwealth the city itself is every-
thing in a way into which the inhabitants of large kingdoms can
hardly enter. And the representative system, by which all the
inhabitants of a large country are enabled to have a share in the
government, is not likely to occur to men’s minds in such a state
of things. Every citizen in a Democracy, every citizen of the
ruling order in an Aristocracy, deems it his inalienable right to
discharge his political functions in his own person. Conse-
quently incorporation cannot be carried out over an extent of

1 That there were isolated cases of oppression on the part of individual
Athenian commanders, like Pachds, there is no doubt. But there was certainly
no habitual oppression on the part of the Athenian government. This has
been forcibly brought out by Mr. Grote (vi. 47, and elsewhere). See also North
British Review, May 1856, p. 169. Cf. Lewis, Government of Dependencies,
p. 102,

I have drawn my picture of a Greek dependent city from the most favoured of
the Athenian allies. But the condition of different allies of Athens differed much ;
and the position of a dependency of Sparta or Thebes in the next generation was
far inferior to that of the least favoured subiect of Athens.
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territory so large as to prevent the whole ruling body from
habitually assembling in the city. Athens indeed, in a remote
and unchronicled age, actually carried incorporation as far as a
city-commonwealth could carry it. There is no record of the
causes and circumstances of the change, but there is no reason-
able doubt that the smaller towns of Attica, Eleusis, Marathon,
and the rest, were once independent states,! which were after-
wards incorporated with Athens, not as subjects of the ruling
commonwealth, but as municipal towns whose inhabitants
possessed the common Athenian franchise equally with the
inhabitants of the capital.2 But then Attica was not so large a
territory as to hinder all its free inhabitants from frequently
meeting together in a capital whose position was admirably
central. All Attica therefore was really incorporated with
Athens.  Athens became the only City, in the highest sense, in
all Attica, and all the free inhabitants of Attica became her
citizens. But this incorporation, which geographical position
rendered possible in the case of old Attic towns, could never
have been extended to all the members of the later Athenian
Empire. If the jealousy of the Sovercign People could have
stooped to communicate its franchise to subjects, or even to
allies, it was utterly impossible that the rights of Athenian
citizens could have been exercised by the inhabitants of Rhodes
or of Byzantium. Even a Federal Union, exccpt one which
admitted the representative principle, could hardly have bound
together such distant members; to unite them into a single
commonwealth of the ancient type was physically impossible.

1 See North British Review, May 1856, p. 150.

2 There can be no doubt that this incorporation was the main cause of the
great power and importance of Athens. As such, it is one of the great events in
the history of the world. No other Greek city possessed so large an immediate
territory, or so great a number of free and equal citizens, The territory of Sparta
was much larger ; but then Sparta held the Lakonian towns as subjects ; their
inhabitants had no voice in general politics ; whatever freedom they had was
merely that of municipalities under a despotism, Thebes called herself the head
of a Beotian League, but the smaller Beotian towns, as we shall sece when we
reach that part of her history, looked on her as a Tyrant rather than a President.
A Beeotian town was practically a subject dependency of Thebes, but throughout
Attica, a territory hardly smaller than Beeotia, the smaller towns were free muni-
cipalities, and their inhabitants were citizens of Athens, This was a wonderful
advantage, precluding all fear of internal treason or discontent.

There is a dialogue in XenophOn, comparing Beeotia and Athens at length, in
which the Athenians are always set against the Beeotians as a whole, not against

the Thebans only. olkolv olofa, épn, 8¢ mAH0er uév ovder pelous eloly *Abnvaio
Bowwrdw ; olda yap, épn. —Xen, Mem, iii. 5, 2.
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So in later times, wherever the system of city-commonwealihs
existed, we find subject cities and districts following naturally

in the wake of other cities, which bear rule over them. We find Depen-
the system of the Athenian Empire followed, even in cases de’:f,ies °1f
where no geographical obstacle prevented the imitation of the b
earlier Athenian system of incorporation. Venice, Genoa, modern
Florence, held sway over other cities and districts, sometimes I'“‘]“m
near neighbours, sometimes dependencies beyond the sea. In° itles,
both cases the subject countries often retained large municipal
privileges, but in neither case did the Sovereign Clty ever dream

of conferring on their inhabitants any share in its own more
exalted rights. So in the old state of things in Switzerland, and of
both the League as a whole and many of the several Cantons, SWiss
democratic Uri no less than oligarchic Bern, assumed the Cantons.
character of despotic sovereigns over subject districts, which

they too often governed yet more purely in the interest of the
sovereign state than had been done by Athens or Venice. In

short among city-commonwealths, where the Federal principle is

not admitted, absolute political independence or absolute political
subjection are the only alternatives. Once only in the history

of the world has incorporation on a large scale been tried in the

case of a city-commonwealth. And in that one case the experi-

ment undoubtedly failed. The geographical position of Rome
allowed an extension of the Roman franchise far wider than was
possible with the franchise of Athens or of any other Greek Effects of
city. From the narrow limits of the old Ayer Romanus the ;‘fg’g’m
freedom of the Roman city was gradually spread over the whole gope.
of Italy, and, when it had long ceased to confer any real political

rights, its name was further extended to the inhabitants of the

whole civilized world. Within certain bounds, this liberal
extension of the franchise made Rome the greatest and mightiest

of all cities. But the same system, carried beyond those bounds,

led directly to the destruction of Roman freeds,: Federation

was not tried ; it would have been inconsistent with the dignity

of the Sovereign City. Representation was unheard of ; so the
hundreds and thousands of citizens of the allicd states were
gradually admitted to a personal vote in the Roman Assembly.

The result naturally was that the Assembly became at last a
frantic and ungovernable mob, utterly incapable of peaceful
deliberation. When called on to discharge any political func-

tions, to pass a law or to elect a magistrate, it commonly
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appealed at once to violence, murder, perhaps to open civil war.
From such a state of things even the despotism of the Casars
was felt to be a relief. The Athenian, Venetian, or Bernese
system was much as if the local Livery of London were invested
with the supreme power over the whole United Kingdom, leav-
ing to the other towns and counties full municipal, but only
municipal, independence. The Roman system was as if the
Livery of London were invested with the supreme power, cvery
elector in the United Kingdom being at the same time invested
with the freedom of the City.!

Greece then was the true home of the system of independent
city-commonwealths, the land where the system reached its
fullest and its most brilliant developement, the land where its
good and its evil results may be most fairly balanced against
each other. In ancient Italy the system hardly attained to full
perfection ; it was modified by a far stronger tendency than in
Greece to unite many cities by a Federal tie, and also by the
steady and increasing power of the one City of Rome. In
modern, and even in medieval, Europe Town-autonomy has
always had but a comparatively feeble life. Many common-
wealths of Italy, Germany, and the old Burgundian Kingdom,?
have attained to fame, wealth, and power; but, even in the
most brilliant days of medizval Italy, town-autonomy was the
exception and not the rule. Most European states, great and
small, have always been monarchies. Such city-commonwealths
as have existed have always had a far greater tendency than in
Greece, sometimes to join themselves into Confederacies, some-
times to degenerate from great Cities into petty Principalities.?
And, in truth, the perfect city-autonomy of old Greece could not
exist in medieval Europe. The still abiding life of the Roman

1 See National Review, April 1859, p. 337.

2 T must remark, once for all, that medixval history cannot be properly
understood unless it be fully understood that the Kingdom of Burgundy, the
region between the Saoune, the Alps, and the Mediterranean, is historically no
part of France. It has been gradually acquired by the Kings and “ Emperors”’
of Paris, by a series of stealthy robberies (réunions), reaching from the thirteenth
century to the nineteenth. Part of the country still retains its freedom as the
Western Cantons of Switzerland, Lyons, Besangon, Marscilles, were anciently
Free Cities of the Empire ; they have been swallowed up, while Geneva and
Bern have as yet escaped ; that is the only difference.

3 Most of the points touched on in this paragraph I have worked out more at
large in the Oxford Essays for 1857, Ancient Greece and Medieval Italy, p. 156
et seqq.
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Empire forbade it. /The parts of Europe where the cities Indepen-
attained to the greatest splendour lay within the bounds of one dence of
or other of the monarchics which retained the style and imperial oo |
pretensions of old Rome. Cherson! and the Campanian Re- by the
publics were dependencies of the Byzantine Emperor; so was claims of
Venice, in name at least, long after she had attained to practical g;oirf' ’
independence. The other cities which possessed republican
constitutions, in Italy, Germany, Switzerland, Provence, and

the Netherlands,? all lay within the limits of the Empire of the

West. However carefully the Imperial power might be limited

in practice, no commonwealth absolutely denied its existence in
theory. The city then was not absolutely independent ; it had

an earthly superior, entitled always to honorary respect, often to

some measure of practical obedience. A Greek city owned no

king but Zeus; a German or Italian city had at least a nominal

king in Cesar.® The title of “Free Imperial City,” borne as a

badge of honour by many a proud medieval commonwealth,
would have sounded like a contradiction in terms in the ears of

an Athenian. Venice alone, through_ her peculiar position and

her peculiar policy, obtained complete independence in name as

well as fact. The island city retained her nominal allegiance to

the Empcror of the Kast till she became strong enough to
dispense with all recognition of the successor either of Con-
stantine or of Charles. But even Florence and Genoa in the

days of their might would\hardly have denied that some vague

and shadowy superiority over them belonged of right to the
chosen King of Germany and Italy, the crowned and anointed
Emperor of the Romans. From all these causes, the independ-

ence of city-commonwealths, even in medieval, and still more in
modern, Europe, must be looked on as merely a secondary
element, existing only in an imperfect shape. It is to old
Greece that we must ever look for its one great and splendid
manifestation.

1 For the deeply-interesting history of Cherson, literally the Last of the Greck
Republics, see Finlay, Byzantine Empire, i. 415 [History of Greece, ii. 350] et seqq.

2 Strictly speaking, the cities in the County of Flanders should be excepted,
as Flanders, or its greatest portion, was a fief of the Crown of France. But the
history of Flanders can hardly Le separated from that of the neighbouring and
kindred provinces which were all fiefs of the Empire. Provence, of course, was
not French till late in the fifteenth century.

3 The Emperor of course was supreme, in theory at least, everywhere. But
the independence of a town was often much more practically modified by the
neighbourhood of some local Duke, Count, or Bishop.
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Let us now strive to picture to ourselves the condition of a
country whose great political doctrine is that of the perfect
independence of each separate city. Such a land is crowded
with towns, each of them acknowledging no superior upon earth
and exercising all the rights of sovereignty as fully as the
mightiest empires. Within limits, it may be, less than those of
an English county, among a people one in blood, language,
manners, and religion, you may pass, in a short day’s journey,
through several independent states, each of which makes war
and peace at its pleasure, and whose relations to its neighbours
are regulated only by the public Law of Nations. From any
lofty peak you may look down on several capitals at a glance,
and see the territory of several sovereign commonwealths lying
before you as in a map. Within this narrow compass there may
be perfect examples of every varying shade of political constitu-
tion.! In one city pure Democracy may reign; magistrates
may be chosen, laws may be enacted, treaties may be ratified,
by an Assembly in which every free citizen has an equal voice.
In another, an hour or two from its gates, all power may be in
the hands of a narrow Oligarchy, who bind themselves by cath
to be evil-minded to the People.2 In a third, at no greater
distance, we may even find that name of fear, the Tyrant—the
ruler whose power rests on no hereditary right, on no popular
choice, but who dwells entrenched in his citadel, lording it over
unwilling subjects by the spears of foreign mercenaries. Thus,
within this narrow compass, we may see every form of govern-
ment in its extremest shape, and we may see them too in all
those intermediate forms by which each shades off imperceptibly
into the others. We may see Democracies in which an acknow-
ledged sovereignty of the People is found not to be inconsistent

! [This is well brought out Ly Piitter in regard to the Germany of his day,
Hist. Entw, der heutigen Staatsverf. des teutschen Reichs, ii. 162. ‘“ Kurz was
irgend einem, der mehrere unabhingige Staaten in Kuropa bereiset, deren
Verschiedenheit in Verfassung, Gesetzen und anderen Einrichtuugen begreifiich
machen kann, das wird einen Reisenden in Teutschland bald eben so deutlich, und
oft noch viel auffallender belehren, dass es ganz verschiedeue Staaten sind, wo er
oft nicht halbe Tagereisen braucht, um bald republicanische, bald monarchische,
bald eingeschrinkte, bald beynahe despotische, bald erbliche, bald auf
Wahlfreyheit beruhende Regierungsformen wahrzunehmen, umn mit jedem neuen
Gebiete wieder ganz andere Gesetze, ganz andere Miinzen, andere Posten, andere
Soldaten zu finden.”]

2 Arist. Pol. v. [viii.] 9, 11. Niw uév vdp év évlas [oheyapxlais] duviovar
“kal 7§ Sy xakbvous Eoopar, kal Bovhelow § T &y Exw kakby.”
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with the practical ascendancy of a high-born and wealthy class,
the leaders of the People but not their masters. We may see
Aristocracies, where the ruling order is not a band of sworn
oppressors, but a race of hereditary chiefs, submitted to, if not
with cordial love, at least with traditional respect. We may
sven see Tyrannies, where the Tyrant would scarcely, in modern
language, deserve the name, where he is sometimes hardly to be
distinguished from a popular chief, sometimes hardly to be
distinguished from a hereditay King.!  And besides every
variety of internal government, we may also see, within this
same narrow compass, every possible variety of political relation
between city and city. For, though every city claims inde-
pendent sovereignty as its right, it may well be that every city
is not strong enough practically to ‘maintain that right. One
city may stand absolutely alone, neither ruling over others, nor Varieties
ruled by others, nor yet entering into habitual alliance with any i}‘gf":,ema‘
other power.2 Others, though not connected by anything which clations.
¢an be called a Federal tie, may yet be attached to each other
by ancient affection ; they may be accustomed to have friends
and enemies in common, and they may, without resigning any
portion of their independent sovereignty, habitually follow the
political lead of some mightier and more venerable city.3 Others
may have sunk from independent into dependent alliance ; their
internal laws and government may be their own, but their fleets
and armies may be at the absolute control of another state.*

1 In the Islands and in the colonies Tyranny seems to have been less carefully
distinguished from lawful Kingship than in continental Greece. Pindar freely
applies the name Bagihevs to the Sicilian Tyrants, but it may be doubted whether
Herodotos, when speaking in his own person, ever distinctly applies the name to
any Tyrant, This has been pointed out by a writer in the National Review
1862, p. 300.

The Tyrannies, both in continental Greece and in the colonies, must be care-
fully distinguished from the few cases of lawful Kingship which lingered on in a few
outlying places, Salamis in Cyprus for instance, long after its general abolition,

2 See the policy of Korkyra as set forth in Thucydidds, i. 32, 37.

3 This was the condition of the Peloponnesian allies of Sparta during the
great Peloponnesian War. Lacedwemdn took the habitual lead, but matters of
common interest were debated by the voices of the whole Confederacy, and each
city was free to act, or not to act, as it thought good. Sce Thue, i. 125 ; v. 30 ;
Grote, vi. 105. It is instructive to see how, after the temporary conclusions
following the Peace of Nikias (B.c. 421), the different states gradually fell back
into their old places and relations, Cf. Xen. Hell. vii. 4, 8.

4 This was the condition of Chios, Mityléné, and the other allies of Athens
which never exchanged contributions of men for contributions of money. See
Grote, vi. 2.
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4

Or they may even be without any fleet or army of their own;
they may pay tribute to some imperial city, which engages in
return to defend them against all aggressors.!  Or some unhappy
cities may have fallen lower still ; dependent alliance may have
sunk into absolute subjection. Law and life and property may
all be at the absolute command of a foreign governor, for whom
even the domestic Tyrant would be a good exchange. And his
yoke may be embittered rather than alleviated, when his power
is supported by the intrigues of degenerate citizens who find
their private advantage in the degradation of their native city.?
Again, as there may be cvery concecivable variety of relation
between city and city, so we may also find, within the same
narrow compass, every conceivable variety of relation between
the city itself and its surrounding territory. In one district, as
we have seen in the case of Attica, every free inhabitant, that is
every man who is neither a slave nor a foreigner,® enjoys the full

.franchise of the City, votes in its Assemblies, and is eligible to

its honours. In another, the rural inhabitants may be per-
sonally free, protected by the laws in all their private rights, but
shut out from the political franchise, subjects in short, rather
than citizens, of the sovereign commonwealth.? In the third,
the City, the abode of free warrior-nobles, may be surrounded
by lands tilled for them by serfs, Lakonian Helots or Thessalian
Penests, whose highest privilege is to be the slaves of the
Commonwealth, and not the slaves of any individual master.
But, in all these cases alike, the City is the only recognized
political existence. Kach city is either sovereign or decms itself
wronged by being shorn of sovereignty. At a few miles from
the gates of one independent city we may find another, speaking
the same tongue, worshipping the same gods, sharing in the
same national festivals, but living under different municipal laws,
different political constitutions, with a different coinage, different

1 This was the condition of the great mass of the Atlenian allies.

% This was the condition of the extra-Peloponnesian allies of Sparta after the
great victory of Aigospotamos (B.c. 405). On the harmosts and dekarchies, see
Grote, ix. 271 et seqq.; Isok. Panath. 58,

3 It must be of course horne in mind that the children of a foreigner, though
born in the land, still remained foreigners. This seems strange to us as applied
to the question of nationality, but it is simply the rule of burghership as it was
carried out in many an old English borough.

4 This is essentially the condition of the Lakonian mepfoixo.. They had
towns, but all notion of their separate political being was so utterly lost, that
their inhabitants had more in common with & rural population,
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weights and measures, different names, it may be, for the very
months of the year, levying duties at its frontiers, making war,
making peace, sending forth its Ambassadors under the pro-
tection of the Law of Nations, and investing the bands which
wage its border warfare with all the rights of the armies and the
commanders of belligerent empires.

Now what is the comparative gain and loss of such a political
system as this? There are great and obvious advantages,
balanced by great and obvious drawbacks. Let us first look Compara-
at the bright side of a system to which the nation on which five gain
the world must ever look as its first teacher owed the most ypg s;::e;f.
brilliant pages of that history which still remains the text-book
of all political knowledge.

First of all, it is clear that, in a system of city-commonwealths, Advan-
the individual citizen is educated worked up, improved, to the t‘;felsl of
highest possible pitch. hvery citizen in the Dcmocmcy, eVCTY common-
citizen of the ruling order in the Aristocracy, is himself states- wealths.
man, judge, and warrior. English readers are apt to blame
such a government as the Athenian Democracy for placing power
in hands unfit to use it. The truer way of putting the case
would be to say that the Athenian Democracy made a greater
number of citizens fit to use power than could be made fit by
any other system. No mistake can be greater than to suppose Political
that the popular Assembly at Athens was a mob such as gathers Education

of the
at some English clections, or such as the Assembly of the Roman §, individual
Tribes undoubtcdly hecame in its later days. It was not an Citizen.
indiscriminate gathering together of every male human being
to be found in the streets of Athens. Citizenship was some-
thing definite ; if it was a right, it was also a privilege. The
citizen of Athens was in truth placed in something of an
aristocratic position; he looked down upon the vulgar herd
of slaves, freedmen, and unqualified residents, much as his own
plebeian fathers had been looked down upon by the old Eupatrids
in the days before Kleisthenés and Solon.! The Athenian
Assembly was an assembly of citizens, of ordinary citizens

1 This quasi-aristocratic position of the citizen necessarily follows from the
nature of a civic franchise. The freedom of the city could be acquired only by
inheritance or by special grant. But in a great commercial and imperial city
like Athens a large unqualified population naturally arose, among whom the

citizens held a sort of aristocratic rank. Such an unquahﬁed population may
exist either in an Oligarchy or in a Democracy, and their position is legally the
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without sifting or selection ; but it was an assembly of citizens
among whom the political average stood higher than it ever
did in any other state. Our own House of Commons, though

same in either case. The difference between Oligarchy and Democracy is a
difference within the citizen class. In a Democracy civil and political rights are
coextensive ; in an Oligarchy political rights are confined to a portion only of
those who enjoy civil rights.

The really weak point of Greek Democracy is one which T have not meuntioned
in the text, because I wish to make my remarks as far as possible applicable to
city-commonwealths in general, whether aristocratic or democratic. Each gives
the same political education to those who exereise political rights ; the difference
is that in the Democracy this education is extended to all the citizens, in the
Aristocracy it is confined to a part of them. The real special weakness of pure
Democracy is that it alimost seems to require slavery as a necessary condition of
its existence. It is hard to conceive that a large body of men, like the qualified
citizens of Athens, can ever give so large a portion of their time as the Atheniang
did to the business of ruling and judging (dpxew kal dwkdlew), without the
existence of an inferior class to relieve them from at least the lowest and most
menial duties of their several callings. Slavery therefore is commonly taken for
granted by Greek political thinkers. In Aristotle’s ideal city (Pol. vii. 10, 13)
the earth is to be tilled either by slaves or by barbarian weplokor. In an
Aristocracy no such constant demands are made on the time of the great mass
of the citizens ; in an Aristocracy therefore slavery is not theoretically necessary.
It might therefore be argued that Democracy, as requiring part of the population
to be in absolute bondage, was really less favourable to freedom than to Aristocracy.
In the Aristocracy, it might be said, though the political rights of the ordinary
citizen were narrower, it was still possible that every human being might be
personally free. But the experience of Grecian history does not bear out such
an inference. Slavery was no special sin of Democracy ; it was an institution
common to the whole ancient world, quite irrespective of particular forms of
government. And in fact, the tone of feeling, the general sentiment of freedom
and equality, engendered by a democratic constitution, actually bencfited those
who were without the pale of citizenship or even of personal freedom. It must
doubtless have been deeply galling to a wealthy uérowwos, whose ancestors had per-
haps lived at Athens for several generations, to see the meanest hereditary burgher
preferred to him on all occasions. It must have been more galling than it was in
a city like Corinth, where strangers and citizens were alike subject to the ruling
order. But Democracy really benefited hoth the slave and the stranger. The
slave was far better off in democratic Athens than in aristocratic Sparta or Chios.
(On the Chian slaves, see Thuc. viii. 40.) The author of the strange libel on
the Athenian Commonwealth attributed to Xenophdn makes it a sign of the bad
government of Athens that an Athenian could not venture to beat a stranger
(uérowkos) or another man’s slave ! (Xen. de Rep. Ath. i. 10.) This accusation
speaks volumes as to the condition of slaves and strangers in avistocratic cities.
[With the uérokoc at Athens, cf. the Natifs at Geneva; Miiller, Hist. de la
Conféderation Suisse (Continuation), xv. 275 sqq.]

In modern times the experiment of a perfectly pure Democracy, one, that is,
in which every citizen has a direct vote on all questions, has been confined to a
few rural Cautons, where the demands on the citizen's time are immeasurably
smaller than they must be in a great city. The question of slavery therefore
has not arisen. American slavery is, of course, a wholly different matter.

On the general subject of ancient citizenship, see Arnold, Thue. vol. iii. p. xv.
(Preface.)
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a select body, does not necessarily consist of the L(S?%wrsesﬁ
men among the British people. Many of its members will Compari-

always be mere average citizens, neither better nor worse Son With
than many among their constituents. A town sends a wealthy {he Bog-
ish House

and popular trader, an average specimen of his class. A county of Com-
sends a wealthy and popular country gentleman, an average ™mons.
specimen of his class. Very likely several of those who vote

for them are much deeper political thinkers than themselves.

But the average member so elected, if he really be up to the
average and not below it, will derive unspeakable benefit from

his political education in the House itself. He cannot fail to

learn much from the mere habit of exercising power in an
assecmbly at once free and orderly, and from the opportunity

of hearing the speeches and following the guidance of those

who are really fitted to be the leaders of men. 'This sort of
advantage, this good political education, which the English
constitution gives to some hundreds of average Englishmen,

the Athenian constitution gave to some thousands of average
Athenians.  Doubtless an assembly of thousands was less
orderly than an assembly of hundreds; but it must never be
thought that the Athenian Ekklésia was a mere unruly crowd,
ignorant of all order and impaticnt of all restraint. 'The mode

of proceeding was regulated by fixed rules just as much as the
proceedings of our Parliaments. As far as we know the history

of Athenian debates, breaches of order were rare, and scenes of

actual violence—common enough in the Roman Forum—were
absolutely unknown. It was surely no slight gain to bring so

many human beings into a position habitually to hear—and

that not as mere spectators, but as men with an interest and

a voice in the matter—the arguments for and against a proposal
brought forward by Themlstoklt,s and Arl%teldos, by Periklds

and Thucydidés, by Kleon and Nikias, by Démosthenés and
Phokion! It is the habitual practice of 50 doing which is the

true gain. Popular assemblies which are brought together

only at rare intervals are incapable of wise political action,
almost incapable of free and regular debate. The Parliament Contrast

of Florence, for instance, was a mere tumultuous mob, which ‘1“,;“‘ the
orentine
Parlia-
1 Tocqueville, Dém. en Am. ii. 241, ¢“C’est en participant & la législation ment.
que I’Américain apprend & connaitre les lois ; c’est en gouvernant qu'il s’instruit

des formes du gouvernement.” How much more truly could this be said of the
Athenian.
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seldom did anything except vote away its own liberties. Such
a political franchise could give no political education whatever.
But the Athenian citizen, by constantly hearing questions of
foreign policy and domestic administration freely argued by
the greatest orators that the world ever saw, received a political
education which nothing else in the history of mankind has
ever heen found to equal.?

The ordinary Athenian citizen then must really be compared,
not with the English ten-pound houscholder, but with the English
Member of Parliament in the rank-and-file of his party. In
some respects indeed the political education of the Athenian was
higher than any which a private member in our Parliament can
derive from his parliamentary position. The comparison is
instructive in itself, and it is more closely connected with my
immediate subject than might at first sight appear. When I
come to the political history of the Achaian League, I shall have
to compare the working of popular government, as applied to a
large Confederation of cities, with its working as applied, on the
one hand, to a single city like Athens, and, on the other, to a
large country, whether a republic or a constitutional monarchy.
I shall then show how the principles of the Achaian constitttion,
no less democratic in theory than the Athenian constitution, were
modified in practice by the requirements of the wholly different

the subject state of things to which they were applied.  Athens, in short, is

of Fede-
ralism.

the typical City and the typical Democracy. A clear view of
the Athenian constitution is absolutely necessary in order to
understand, as we go on, the modifications which later Greek
Federalism introduced into the old ideal of the democratic city.
I therefore do not scruple, with this ulterior purpose, to enlarge
somewhat more fully on Athenian political life than would be of

1 One of the few faults in M. de Tocqueville’s Democracy in America is his
failure to appreciate the Greek republics. Such words as the following sound
strange indeed to one who knows what Athens really was. “Quand je compare
les républiques greeque et romaine & ces républiques ’Amérique ; les
bibliothéques manuserites des premitres et leur populace grossiére aux mille
journanx qui sillonnent les sccondes et au peuple déelairé qui les habite,” ete.
(ii. 237). Fancy the people who heard and appreciated Alschylus, Periklés, and
Aristophands, called a “populace grossicre,” because they had no newspapers to
enlighten them ! And this by a writer who, in his own walk, ranks deservedly
among the profoundest of political philosophers.

It is some comfort that Lord Macaulay, at all events, could have set him right.
See the well-known and most brilliant passage on the working of the Athenian
System in his Essay on Boswell’s Life of Johnson.
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itself necessary in a comparison between the system of separate
city-commonwealths and the system of larger states. The
Athenian citizen, the Achaian citizen, the English Member of
Parliament, resemble each other in being members of popular
bodies each invested with the most important powers in their
respective countries. But the functions of the three are not
exactly the same, nor is the political education received by the
three exactly of the same kind. The Athenian had the highest
political education of all, because he had the highest responsibility
of all. The comparison between Athens and Achaia I will put
off to another Chapter; I will now rather try to show what the
Athenian political education really was by comparing the powers
and responsibilitics of the ordinary Athenian citizen with those of
an ordinary Member of our own House of Commons.

There can be no doubt that an Athenian citizen who habitu-
ally and conscientiously discharged his political duties was called
on for a more independent exercise of judgement, for a more
careful weighing of opposing arguments, than is practically
required of the English private member. The functions of the Greater
Athenian Assembly were in a few respects more limited,! but, {?i‘PonSi‘
on the whole, they were much more extensive than those of the ¢ 1&13;
English House of Commons. The Assembly was more directly Athenian
a governing body. Démos was, in truth, King, Minister, and citizen
Parliament, all in onc. In our own system the written Law G2.of the

y Y English

entrusts the choice of Ministers, the declaration of war, the Member.
negociation of peace, in general the government of the country
as distinguished from its legislation, to the hereditary Sovereign.
But the conventional Constitution adds that all these powers Position
shall be exercised by the advice of Ministers who, as chosen by %f tlll'eh
the Sovereign out of the party which has the majority in the M’;ﬁi;st,y'
House, may be said to be indirectly chosen by the House itself.
These Ministers, a body unknown to the written Law, but the
most important element in the unwritten Constitution, exercise
royal power during the pleasure of the House.2 As long as they

1 Matters of Legislation, which we think so pre-eminently the business of a
popular Assembly, were at Athens by no means wholly in the hands of the
Ekklésia. Its powers were a good deal narrowed by the institution of the Nomo-
thetes (see Grote, v. 500). On the other hand, the Assembly exercised exactly
those functions of electing to offices, and declaring war and peace, any direct
share in which we carefully refuse to the House of Commons.

? With us a body which has no existence in the eye of the Law exercises the
chief power in the name of the Sovereign and during the pleasure of the House

D
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retain the confidence of the House, they take the management of
things into their own hands! The House asks questions; it
calls for papers; it approves or censures after the fact; but its
vote is not directly taken beforchand on questions of peace, war,
alliance, or other matters of administration. It leaves such matters
to the Ministers as long as it trusts them ; if it ceases to trust
them, it takes measures which practically amount to their deposi-
tion. No Minister remains in office after a direct vote of censure,
or cven after the rejection of a Government motion which he
deems of any importance. He may indeed dissolve Parliament ;
that is, he appeals to the country. DBut if the new Parliament
confirm the hostile vote of the old one, he has then no escape ;
he is hopelessly driven to resignation. No Minister receives
instructions from the House as to the policy which he is to carry
out ; least of all, when he rises in his place in Parliament to advo-
cate one policy, is he bidden by the House to go to his office and
take the requisite administrative steps for carrying out another
policy. Hence, under our present parliamentary system, the
average member is in truth seldom called on to exercise a per-
fectly independent judgement on particular questions of import-
ance. He exercises his judgement once for all, when he decides
whether he will support or oppose the Ministry ; by that decision
his subsequent votes are for the most part determined.  Whether
this is a high state of political morality may well be doubted ;
it is cnough for our present purpose that it is the political
morality commonly received. Matters were widely different in
the Athenian Assembly.  Kvery citizen who sat there exercised
much higher functions than those of an English private member.
He sat there as a member of a body which was directly, and not
indirectly, sovercign. Ilis own share of that corporate sover-
eignty it was his duty to discharge according to his own personal

of Commons, We shall presently have to contrast this with the Achaian and
American system by which a magistrate, chosen for a fixed time, exercises nearly
the same powers in his own person,  Athens differs from all these by what may
be called vesting the royal authority in the House of Commons itself.

! The gradual change of political language and political habits is curious.
The Sovereign no longer presides at a Cabinet Council, because the practical
function of the Ministers is no longer to advise the Sovereign, but to act for
themsclves, subject to responsibility to Parliament. Therefore it has of late
become usual to apply the name of ‘‘ Government” to the body which used tc
be content with the humbler title of * Ministry” or ‘‘ Administration.” Its

members are felt, subject to their parliamentary responsibility, to be the real
rulers,
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convictions. Athens had no King, no President, no Premier ; The As-
she had curtailed the once kingly powers of her Archons till sembly a
they were of no more political importance than Aldermen or jores:
Police Magistrates. She had no Cabinet, no Council of Ministers, well as a
no Council of State.! The Assembly was, in modern political Parlia-
language, not only a Parliament but a Government. There was "
indeed a Senate, but that Senate was not a distinct or external Function:
body : it was a Committee of the Assembly, appointed to put ‘éf th: .
matters in regular ovder for the Assembly to discuss. There
were Magistrates, high in dignity and authority — the ten
Generals, on whom, far more than on the pageant Archons,

rested the real honours and burthens of office. But those of the
Magistrates were chosen by the Assembly itself for a definite Generals.
time ; it was from the Assembly itsclf that they received those
instructions which, in all modern states, whether despotic, con-
stitutional, or republican, would issue from the “Government.”

There was nothing at Athens at all analogous to what we call Nothug
“Office ” and “ Opposition.”  Periklés, Nikias, Phokion, appeared fﬂ‘"“‘}‘z)g(‘!’,“s,,
in the Assembly, as Generals of the Republic, to propose what .o 4 « Ol;e
measures they thought fit for the good of the state. Their pro- position,”
posals, as coming at once from official men and from eloquent

and honourable citizens, were doubtless always listened to with
respect. But the acceptance of these proposals was by no means

a matter of course; their rejection did not involve immediate
resignation, nor did it even imply the rejection of their proposcrs

at the next yearly choice of Magistrates. The Assembled People

was sovereign ; as sovereign, it listened to its various counsellors

and reserved the decision to itself. Periklds, Nikias, and Phokion,

were listened to ; but Thucydidés,? Kledn, and Démosthenés were
listened to also, and their amendments, or their substantive pro-

posals, had as fair a chance of being carried as those of the
Generals of the commonwealth. A preference given to the pro-

posal of another citizen involved no sort of censure on the official

1 T cannot but think that Mr. Grote, to whom, more than to any other man,
we are indebted for true views of the Athenian Democracy, has heen sometimes
led astray by his own English parliamentary experience. He clearly looks on
Nikias and other official men as coming nearer to the English idea of a * Govern-
ment,” and Kledn and other demagogues as coming nearer to the English idea of
a “Leader of Opposition,” than the forms of the Athenian commonwealth
allowed. T have tried to set this forth at some length in an article in the North
British Review, May, 1856, p. 157.

2 T mean of course Thucydidés son of Melésiag, the rival of Periklés ; quite a
different person from Thucydidés the historian.
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man who was thus placed in a minority; it in no way affected
his political position, or implied any diminished confidence on
the part of the People. The Sovereign Assembly listened
patiently to the arguments of Nikias against the Sicilian expe-
dition, and then sent him, with unusual marks of confidence, to
command the expedition against which he had argued. It was
the Assembly which, by its direct vote, decided questions of
peace and war ; it was the Assembly which gave its instructions
to the Ambassadors of Athens; and it was the Assembly which
listened, in broad daylight and under the canopy of heaven, to
the proposals which were made by the Ambassadors of other
powers. In modern times, even a republican state has some
President, Secretary, or other official person, to whom diplomatic
communications are immediately addressed. The consent of a
Senate may be necded for every important act, but there is some
officer or other who is the immediate and responsible actor.!
We shall see a very close approach to this system when we
come to look at Greek Democracy as modified in the Federal
constitution of Achaia. Dut in the pure Democracy of Athens
there is no approach to anything of the kind. When King
Philip has to communicate with the hostile republic, he does not
commission a Minister to address a Minister ; he writes in his
own name to the Senate and People of Athens.? The royal
letter is read, first in the Scnate before hundreds, and then in
the Assembly before thousands, of hearers, cach of whom may,
if he can gain the ear of the House, take a part in the debate on
its contents. So, when the reading and the debate are over, it
is by the sovereign vote of thosc thousands of hearers that the
policy of the commonwealth is finally and directly decided. It
is evident that the member of an Assembly invested with such
powers as these had the very highest form of political education
opened to him. If he did his daily duty, he formed an opinion

1 By the American Constitution the assent of the Scnate is needed for the
treaties entered into by the President, and the power of declaring war is vested
in Congress. But all diplomatic business up to these points is carried on after
the forms usual with the Governments of other states. Despatches are not
addressed to Coungress, nor even to the President, but to a Secretary of State,
whose oflice is not mentioned in the Constitution. According to Athenian prac-
tice, the letters of Earl Russell on the affair of the Trent would have been
addressed, not to Mr. Seward, but to the House of Congress, and the liberation
of the Southern Commissioners would have needed a vote of those bodies.

2 Sce the Speech of Demosthenés (or rather of Higésippos) about Halonnésos
(Oratores Attici, vol. iv. p. 82).
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of his own upon every question of the day, and that not blindly
or rashly, but after hearing all that could be said on either side
by the greatest of orators and statesmen. Of course he might
blindly follow in the wake of some favourite leader—so might a
Venetian Senator, so might an English Peer—but so to do was
a clear forsaking of duty. The average Athenian citizen could
not shelter himself under those constitutional theories by which,
in the case of the average English member, blind party voting is
looked upon as a piece of political duty, and an independent
judgement is almost considered as a crime.

The great advantage then of the system of small city-
commonwealths, the system of which the Athenian Demo-
cracy was the greatest and most illustrious example, was that
it gave the members of the ruling body (whether the whole
people or only a part of the people) such a political education
as no other political system can give. Nowhere will the
average of political knowledge, and indeed of general intelli-
gence! of every kind, be so high as in a commonwealth of this
sort. Doubtless to take Athens as the type is to look at the
system in its most favourable aspect. The Athenian people Athens the
scem to have had natural gifts heyond all other people, and the ltlighe“
circumstances of their republic brought each citizen into daily cpyp,
contact with greater political affairs than could have been the system.
case with the citizens of an average Greek commonwealth. At
Rome, again, the vast numbers of the Assembly and the com-
paratively narrow range of its functions must have effectually
hindered the Comitia from ever becoming such a school of politics
as the Athenian Pnyx. The Roman Tribes elected Magistrates,
passed Laws, and declared war ; but they did not exercise that
constant supervision over affairs which belonged to the Athenian
Démos. The ordinary powers, in short, of a Government, as
distinguished from a Parliament, were exercised by the Senate
and not by the Tribes. It was not every city-commonwealth
which could give its citizens such opportunities of improvement

1 General intelligence, not of course general knowledge, which must always
depend upon the particular age and country in which the commonwealth is
placed. The average Englishman knows far more than the average Athenian
knew, because the aggregate of knowledge in the world is incomparably greater
than what it was then. But the average Athenian probably knew far more
in proportion to the aggregate of knowledge in his own day ; most certainly he
had a general quickness, a power of appreciation and judgement, for which we
should look in vain in the average Englishman.
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as were enjoyed by the citizens of Athens. But, in cstimating
the tendencies of any political system, they must be estimated
by their most perfect manifestations both for good and for evil.
And undoubtedly even commonwealths which gave their citizens
far less political education than was to be had at Athens must
have given them far more than is to be had in any modern
kingdom or republic. We idolize what is called the press,! as
the great organ of modern cultivation ; but, after all, for a man
to read his newspaper is by no means so elevating a process as
it is to listen with his own ears to a great statesman and to give
his independent vote for or against his motion. And great
statesmen morcover grow far thicker on the ground in common-
wealths of this kind than they do in great kingdoms. Many a
man who has a high natural capacity for statesmanship is, in a
large state, necessarily confined to the narrow range of private
or local affairs. Such a man may, under a system of small
commonwealths, take his place in the Sovereign Assembly of
his own city and at once stand forth among the leaders of men.
In a word, it can hardly be doubted that the system of small
commonwealths raises the individual citizen to a pitch utterly
unknown elsewhere. The average citizen is placed on a far
higher level, and the citizen who is above the average has far
more favourable opportunities for the display of his special
powers.

This elevation of the character of the individual citizen is the
main advantage of the system of small states. It is their one
great gain, and it is an unmixed gain. It does not indeed decide
the question in favour of small Commonwealths as against
Federations or great Monarchics. These last have their advan-
tages which may well be held to outweigh cven this advantago ;
but it clearly is unmixed gain as far as it goes. Less absolutely
unmixed is another result of the system, which is closely connected
with both its good and its bad features. A system of small
commonwealths raiscs in each citizen a fervour and intensity of
patriotism to which the natives of larger states arc quite
unaccustomed.? It is impossible, even in a fairly homogeneous
country, to feel the same warmth of affection for a large region

1 It is worth notice that the “press” in common language always means
newspapers and not books.

2 On the intensity of patriotism in small commonwealths, see Macaulay, Hist.
Eug. i. 350 et seqq.
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as for a single city or for a small district. An Englishman is
patriotic ; a Dane, as a countryman of a smaller state, is more
patriotic still; but neither England nor Denmark can awaken

the same glow of patriotic zeal as the great name of Athens.! A
man loves his birthplace, he loves his dwelling-place, he has a
loyal respect for the scat of his country’s government. But with

the great mass of the subjects of a large kingdom these three
feelings will severally attach to three different places. With an
Athenian or a Florentine they all attached to the city of Athens

or of Florence. In a smaller state, like Megara or Imola, the
local patriotism might be yet more intense still, for the Athenian
citizen might really he a native and resident, not of Athens, but

of Marathon or Eleusis. But the inhabitant of the rustic Démos

was still an Athenian ; if his birthplace and dwelling-place were

not within the city walls, they could hardly be far out of sight

of the spear-head of Athéné on the Akropolis. In any case the Identifica
City was far more to him than the capital of a modern state can ti,g,“ of all
ever be to the great bulk of its inhabitants. To adorn a capital ith the
at the expense of a large kingdom is one of the most unjust City.
freaks of modern centralization; but in adorning the city of
Athens every Athenian was simply adorning his own hearth and
home. Walls, temples, theatres, all were his own; there was

no spot where he was a stranger, none which he viewed or trod

by the sufferance of another. The single city will ever kindle a

far more fervid feeling of patriotism than can be felt towards a
vast region, large parts of which must always be practically
strange. And this intensity of local patriotism is closely connected
with all that is noblest and all that is basest in the history of
city-commonwealths. Where the single city is all in all, no
self-devotion is too great which her welfare demands, no deed of
wrong is too black which is likely to promote her interests. The
unselfish heroism of Leonidas and Decius sprang from the very
same source as the massacre of Mélos and the destruction of
Carthage.

For that there is a weak and a bad side to this system of Bad side
separate city-commonwealths is as obvious as that there is a great of the
and noble one.  First of all, the greatness of such commonwealths g:;em of
is seldom so enduring as that of larger states. A democratic city, common-
above all, if it would preserve at once freedom at home and a Wealths.
high position abroad, has need of a certain high-strung fervour

1 Thue. vii, 64 70 uéya ropa Tdv *Al0qwiv.
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of patriotism which is not likely to endure through many geners
tions. This Mr. Grote has remarked in the case of Athens
when he compares the feeble resistance offered by the contempor
aries of Démosthenés to the growing power of Macedonia wit!
the vigour displayed by their fathers in the Persian and Pelopor
nesian wars.! A state again whose political franchise depend
wholly on the hereditary burghership of a single city cannot s
easily strengthen itself by fresh blood from other quarters, a
can be done by a great nation. A conquest destroys a city ; i
not uncommonly regencrates & nation. Of all city-commonwealth
none ever had so long a day of greatness as Rome. One mai:
cause doubtless was because the Roman Pcople was less of
purely civie body than any other city-commonwealth, and becaus
no other city-commonwealth was ever so liberal of its franchisc
Rome thus grew from a city into an empire ; other cities, aristc
cratic and democratic alike, have often scen their day of greatnes
succeeded by a long and dishonoured old age. Nothing coul
well be more miscrable than the latter days of democratic Athen
and of oligarchic Venice. During the peripd of Grecian histor;
with which we shall chiefly have to deal, the once prow
Democracy of Athens sinks into the most contemptible state 1
Greece. And surely the dregs of a close body like the Venetia
patriciate afford the very lowest spectacle which political histor:
can produce.

Here then lies the real cause of the inherent weakness o
these small commonwealths. Nothing can be so glorious as th
life of one of them while it does live. The one century o
Athenian greatness, from the expulsion of the Tyrants to th
defeat of Aigospotamos, is worth millenniums of the life of Egyp
or Assyria. But it is a greatness almost too glorious to last ; i
carries with it the seeds of its own destruction. This kind o
weakness, at all events this want of permancncy, is inherent it
the system itself. But another kind of weakness, with whicl
the ancient commonwealths are often reproached by superficia
observers, is not inherent, or rather it has no existence at all
Men who look only at the surface are tempted to despise Athen.
and Achaia, because of the supposed insignificance of what ar
called “petty states” in modern Europe. There are men who
when they look at the colossal size of despotic France or Russia
are led to despise the free Confederation of Switzerland and the

! Grote, iv. 240.
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free Monarchy of Norway. How utterly contemptible then must
commonwealths have been, beside which even Switzerland and
Norway would seem empires of vast extent. Such a view as
this involves the fallacy of being wholly physical and forgetting
all the higher parts of man’s nature. France and Muscovy have
indeed incomparably greater physical strength than Switzerland
or Norway, but the Swiss or the Norwegian is a being of a
higher political order than the Frenchman or the Muscovite.  And
this view also involves another fallacy. It goes on a mistaken
analogy between small states, when they are surrounded by
greater ones of equal material civilization, and small states, when
small states constituted the whole of the civilized world. There
is a certain sense in which the interests of Switzerland are smaller
than the interests of France, but there was no possible sense in
which the interests of Athens were smaller than the interests of
Persia. The small states of modern Europe exist by the suffer-
ance, by the mntual jealousy, possibly to some extent by the
right feeling, of their greater neighbours.! But the small
commonwealths of old Greece were actually stronger than the
contemporary empires ; they were less than those empires only
in the sense in which Great Britain is less than China. The few
free cities now left in Europe are mere exceptions and anomalies ;
they could not resist a determined attack on the part of one even
of the smaller monarchies. Cracow could have been wiped out
of the map of Europe at a less expenditure of force than the
combined energies of three of the Great Powers. If Germany
and Europe chose to look on, Denmark could ®loubtless annex
Hamburg, and Bavaria anncx Frankfort. So it must ever be
when Free Cities are merely exceptions among surrounding
Kingdoms, when every Kingdom maintains a standing army,
when a city can be laid in ashes in a day, and when the reduc-
tion of the strongest fortress has become simply a question of
time. But when we discuss the merits of a system of Free Cities,
we do not suppose those Free Cities to be mere exceptions to a

1 Just at this moment Federal Government in general has acquired a certain
amount of popular discredit from some of the acts of the power to which a
momentary caprice has specially attached the name. It therefore cannot be out
of place to point out the admirable union of dignity and modesty, the unswerving
assertion of right combined with ;the absence of all unseemly bravado, which has
distinguished all the acts of the Swiss Federal Government during the recent
aggressions of Louis Napoleon Buonaparte, both in the annexation of Savoy and

in the more recent violation of Swiss territory in the Dappenthal. (February,
1862.)
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general state of things, mere relics of a political system which
has passed away ; we suppose a state of things like that of old
Greece, in which the independence of every city is the universal,
or at least the predominant, rule of the civilized world. And
even in much later times, in those centuries of the middle ages
when Free Cities, though not predominant, were still numerous,
a city swrrounded by strong walls and defended by valiant citizens
might successfully resist the resources of a great empire. Feudal
levies could not be kept to constant service, and, before the
invention' of gunpowder, the art of attacking fortified places
lagged far behind the art of defending them. A single city
nowadays is weak as compared with a small kingdom, just as a
small kingdom is weak as comparcd with a great kingdom. The
fact that no state can resist a power which is physically stronger
than itself proves nothing as to the merits of particular forms of
government. Aristocratic Rhodes, democratic Athens, federal
Achaia, and kingly Macedonia were all alike, as their several
turns came round, swallowed up by the universal power of Rome.

But there is a far greater evil inherent in a system of
separate Free Cities, an ovil which becomes only more intense
as they attain a higher degree of greatness and glory. This
is the constant statc of war which is almost sure to be the
result. When cach town is perfectly independent and sovereign,
acknowledging no superior upon earth, multitudes of disputes
which, in a great monarchy or a Federal republie, may he decided
by peaceful tribunals, can be settled by nothing but an appeal
to the sword. The thousand causes which involve large neigh-
bouring states in warfare all exist, and all are endowed with
tenfold force, in the case of independent city-commonwealths.
Border disputes, commercial jealousies, wrongs done to indi-
vidual citizens, the mere vague dislike which turns a neighbour
into a natural enemy, all exist, and that in a form condensed
and intensified by the very minuteness of the scene on which
they have to act. A rival nation is, to all but the inhabitants
of a narrow strip of frontier, a mere matter of hearsay; but
a rival whose dwelling-place is within sight of the city gates
quickly grows into an enemy who can be seen and felt. The
highest point which human hatred can reach has commonly
been found in the local antipathies between neighbouring cities.
The German historian of Frederick Barbarossa speaks with
horror of the hate which raged between the several Italian
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towns, far surpassing any feeling of national dislike between
Italians and Germans.! In old Greece the amount of hatred
between city and city seems to depend almost mathematically
upon their distance from one another. Athens and Sparta are
commonly rivals, often enemies. But their enmity is not in-
consistent with something of international respect and courtesy.
When Athens was at last overcome, Sparta at once rejected the s.c. 404.
proposal to raze to the carth a city which, even when con-
quered, she still acknowledged as her yoke-fellow.2 That pro-
posal came from Thebes, hetween whom and Athens there
reigned an enmity which took the form of settled deadly
hostility.® The greatest work that orator or diplomatist ever
achieved * was when Démosthenés induced the two cities to s.c. 339.
lay aside their differences, and to join in one common struggle
for the defence of Greece against the Macedonian invader. But Examples
even Athenian hatred towards Thehes was gentle compared with i ?}‘zefe
the torrents of wrath which were poured forth upon unhappy ™ "
Megara.5 So too in Beeotia itself; just as Frederick entrusted
the destruction of Milan, not to his own Germans, but to Milan’s a.p. 1162.
enemies of Lodi and Cremona,® so Alexander left the fate of
Thebes to the decision of his own Greek allies, and the ven- B.c. 835.
geance, not of Macedonia, but of Plataia and Orchomenos, soon
swept away the tyrant city from the earth.” A system of Free
Cities therefore involves a state of warfare, and that of warfare
carried on with all the bitterness of almost personal hostility.
The more fervid the patriotism, the more intense the national
life and vigour, the more constant and the more unrelenting will
be the conflicts in which a city-commonwealth is sure to find
itself engaged with its neighbours.

The same causes tend also to produce a greater degree of
cruelty in warfare, and a greater severity in the recognized
law of war, than is found in struggles between great nations

1 See Radevic of Freising, iii. 89. Cf. National Review, No. XXIII.
(January, 1861, p. 52.) 2 Xen. Hell. ii. 2. 19, 20.

3 Circumstances led Athens and Thebes to receive help from one another in
the very crisis of their several revolutions (B.c. 403 and 382) ; but when these
exceptional causes had passed by, the old enmity returned. It never was
stronger than during the later campaigns of Epameindndas and during the
Sacred War. 4 See Arnold’s Rome, vol. ii. p. 331.

5 This comes out strongly in those scenes in the Acharnians of Aristophands,
in which the Beeotian and the Megarian are severally introduced.

8 Otto Morena, ap. Muratori, vi. 1103. Sire Raul, ib. 1187,

7 Arrian, i. 8. 8; 9. 9.



Compari-
son be-
tween
citizen
soldiers
and pro-
fessional
soldiers.

A.D. 1631.
A.D. 1576.

B.C. 424,
A.D. 1176.

44 CHARACTERISTICS OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT  cuae.

in civilized ages. An army of citizen soldiers is a very different
thing from an army of professional soldiers. Undoubtedly the
citizen soldier never sinks to the lowest level of the professional
soldier. He never attains that pitch of fiendishness which is reached
when the professional soldier degenerates into the mercenary, and
when the mercenary degenerates into the brigand.  Old Greece
was full of wars, of cruel and bloody wars, but she never knew
the horrors with which France, Germany, and Belgium were
familiar from the wars of Charles of Burgundy to those of
Wallenstein and Tilly. Such scenes as the sack of Magdeburg
and the Spanish Fury at Antwerp are all but without parallel
in Grecian history, they arc altogether without a parallel among
the deeds of Athenian or Lacedemonian citizens.! But if the
citizen soldier docs not degenecrate into the wanton brutality
of the mere mercenary, yet the very feelings which elevate the
spirit of his warfare serve, on the other hand, to render it
far more cruel than warfare waged by a civilized army in
modern times. The modern professional soldier does as he
is bid; he does what is required by professional honour and
professional duty ; he is patriotic, no doubt, but his patriotism
would scem vague and cold to an Athenian marching to élion,
or to a Milanese going forth to Legnano. In any case the war
is none of his own making; he is probably utterly indifferent
to its abstract justice, and utterly ignorant of its actual origin.
The enemy are nothing to him but something which professional
duty requires him to overcome ; they never did him any personal
wrong ; they never drove away his oxen,? or carried off his wife.

1 Two events alone in Grecian history at all approach what was almost the
normal condition of European warfare in the sixteenth century. One occurs in
the Greece of Thucydidés, the other in the Greece of Polybios. But in the
carlier instance the guilty parties were not Greeks at all, in the later they were
the lowest of Greeks, the professional robbers of Atolia. In B.c. 413 the little
Beeotian town of Mykaléssos was fallen upon, and the inhabitants massacred, by
Thracian mercenaries in the service of Athens (Thuc. vii. 29, 30). Even in the
midst of the terrible Peloponnesian war, this deed of blood raised a cry of horror
throughout all Greece. The other case is the seizure of Kynaitha by the
Atolians in B.c. 220 (Pol. iv. 18). They were admitted by treachery ; once
admitted, they massacred friend and foe alike, and even put men to the torture
to discover their hidden treasures. This last extremity of cruelty is unparalleled
in Grecian warfare, and any Greek but an Atolian would have shrunk from it,
but it was a matter of every-day business with the Spanish soldiers of the
sixteenth century.

2 1 A. 154. od yap wdmwor’ éuds Bols Hhacav, o0dé pév tmrmovs,

0vd¢é ot év $Oly épifdhake, PBwriavelpy,
Kkapmdy édn\hoart’,
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It is another matter when two armies of citizens meet together.
The war is their own war ; the general is probably the statesman
who proposed the expedition; his army is composed of the
citizens who gave their votes in favour of his proposal. The
hostile general and the hostile army are not mere machines
in the hands of some unseen and distant potentate; they are
the very men who have done the wrong, and on whom the
wrong has to be avenged. Defeat will at once involve the
bitterest of evils, ravaged lands, plundered houses, friends and
kinsfolk led away into hopeless slavery. Men in such a case
fight for their own hands; they fight, in very truth and not by
a metaphor, for all that is dear to their hearts,

mTaidas, yuvaikas, Gedv Te TaTpdwy €y,

ikas Te wpoybvwr,!
War of this sort is habitually carried on with much cruelty.
A modern kingdom secks in its warfare the mere humiliation, or
at most the political subjugation, of the encmy. The Greek or
Italian warrior, as we have seen, not uncommonly sought his
destruction. A nation may be subdued, but it cannot well he
utterly wiped out ; a single city, Milan or Thebes, can be swept
away from the face of the earth. The laws of war, under these
circumstances, are cruel beyond modern imagination. The life Severity of
of the prisoner is not sacred unless the conqueror binds himself f)}f‘e“lr‘:rws
by special capitulation to preserve it.2 To kill the men and sell ’
the women and children of a conquered—at all events of a
revolted—town was a strong, perhaps unusual, act of severity,
but it was a severity which did not sin against the letter of the
Greek Law of Nations, and which it was held that particular
circumstances might justify. Even when the supposed rights of
war were not pushed to such fearful extremes, the selling of
prisoners as slaves was a matter of daily occurrence.® In such

1" ABsch. Pers. 396, 2 See Thue. i. 30 et passim,

3 The familiarity of this practice comes out strongly in an incidental notice
in Polybios (v. 95). Certain Htolians were taken prisoners by the Achaians ;
among them was one Kleonikos who had formerly been the wpbfevos or public
friend of the Achaian State. On account of this personal claim on the regard of
his captors he was not sold (8is 70 mpdfevos Vrdpxew TOVY 'Axudv wapavrd uév
ok émpdfn), but after a while released without ransom. The sale of the prisoners
who had no such claims is assumed as a matter of course. The same author
elsewhere (ii. 58) distinctly asserts that the sale of the inhabitants of a conquered
city, even when no special provocation had been given, was according to the laws
of war, dA\d, To0Té ye [uerd Tékvwr kal ywwawdv mpabivad] kal Tols undév doefés
émreNegamévois kaTd ToYs Tol wohéuov UmdketTar waldely,
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a state of things we can even understand the most fearful
spectacle of all, the cold-blooded slaughter of the captive leaders
at a Roman triumph. One shudders at the thought that Caius
Pontius was !'—that Hannibal might have been—Iled in chains,
scourged, and behcaded in a Roman prison. But we should
remember that Hannibal had been to every Roman a deadly
personal foe such as no hostile general has ever heen to us. In
our wars, the hostile sovereign, Philip or Lewis or Napoleon, has
at most threatencd at a distance what Hannibal had himself
inflicted on the Roman at his own hearth and home. The
received war-law then was one of terrible cruelty; but the soldier
was still a citizen soldier ; arms were only occasionally in his
hands ; warfare was not his trade; his heart was not hardened
nor his conscience seared by a constant life of butchery and
plunder. Hence, if one sort of cruelty was more rife, we find
much less of another and a viler kind. We may believe that
Charles the Fifth, or even his son, would have shrunk from pro-
nouncing in cold blood such a judicial sentence as the Athenian
Démos pronounced upon the people of Mityléné, Mélos, and
Skioné.2 But then no Athenian army would ever have been
guilty of the long horrors of plunder, outrage, torture, and
wanton mockery which were the daily occupation of the soldiers
of Bourbon and of Alva. The citizen soldier is a man, stern,
revengeful, it may be cven needlessly cruel, but he never utterly
casts off humanity, like the mercenary soldier in his worst
form.

Again, as the system of small commonwealths tends at once
to make wars more frequent and to aggravate the severity of the
laws of war, so it has a similar result in aggravating the bitter-
ness of internal faction. In saying this, I do not refer to any
extreme or monstrous cases. The bloody seditions of Korkyra ®

1 See Arnold’s Rome, ii. 365,

* I know of no modern parallel to these judicial massacres of a whole people.
The massacre at Limoges by the Black Priuce in 1371 (see Froissart, i. cap. 289,
vol. i. p. 401, ed. Lyons, 1559) was the result of a vow, and was carricd out by
the Prince personally ; still, as being done in a stormed town, the case is not
exactly the same. In much earlier times a nearer parallel is found in the
execution of 4000 Saxon prisoners or rebels by Charles the Great in 782, Egin-
hard, who does not scruple to blame his hero on occasion (Vit, ¢, 20 ; cf. Ann.
792), records it without remark (Ann. 782) just as Thucydidés (v. 116) does the
massacre of Mélos.

3 Képrvpa and not Képrupa. is the correct local form used on the coins of the
island. It is always so written in Latin, as well as by Pausanias and Strabo.
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no more represent the normal state of things in a Greek republic

than the horrors of the great French Revolution represent the
normal state of things in an European monarchy. Such scenes

of blood as either point to some circumstances of position or
national character, independent of particular forms of govern-
ment. Civil conflicts have been, in all ages, far more bloody in
France than in England.! So all Greek democracies were not

like the democracy of Korkyra ; all Greek aristocracies were not

like those selfish oligarchs who took the fearful oath to be evil-
minded to the people. But on the other hand all Greek demo- Athens
cracies were not like the democracy of Athens; all Greek aristo- 22d Kor-

. . . . kyra ex-
cracies were not like the wise senates which bore rule at Rhodes trome

and Chios. Athens, in its general obedience to law, in its strict cases for
observance of public faith? in its civil contests carried on, with ff*g:’iv‘;;‘d
sharpness and bitterness indeed, but still within the known limits '
of a defined parliamentary law, stands doubtless at the very head

of all Greek commonwealths. The brutal mob of Korkyra
doubtless stands no less pre-eminently at the bottom of the scale.

Some unusually bad elements in the national character, some
monstrous provocation on the part of their former rulers, can

alone account for the equally monstrous cxcesses of the reaction.

The normal state of an independent city-commonwealth doubt- Normal
less lies somewhere between the peaceful debates of Athens and state of a

- . . . ., city-com-
the bloody warfare of Korkyra. It is a state of things in which ,,,?;weam,
something

1 The French Revolution at the close of the last century, as being the most mte;:- N
recent and the most permanent in its results, is naturally the best known event Me¢iate:
of the kind ; but it is only one among several similar events in the history of ‘
France. The civil broils of France in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries read
exactly like similar scenes in the eighteenth. 1In all cases we have refined and
claborate constitutional theories which in practice take the form of indiscriminate
massacre. Qur civil wars, again, in the seventecnuth, the fifteenth, or even the
thirteenth century, seem child’s play beside the brutal strife of Burgundians and
Armagnacs, and the long catalogue of internal warfare which may be almost said
to form the civil history of France from Lewis the Eleventh to Lewis the Four-
teenth. Philip of Comines, who had seen both lands with his own eyes, bears
witness (Mémoires, liv. iii. ¢. 5) to the comparative mildness of English civil
warfare. Englishmen killed nobody except in fair fighting ; even in battle, as
far as might be, they smote the leaders and spared the Commons. So the deeds
of 1572, of 1792, of 1851, have no parallel in the worst times of English history ;
Strafford and Cromwell alike, one might rather say any Englishman of any sort
since the days of Stephen, would have shrunk from the crimes of Guise, or
Robespierre, or Louis Napoleon Buonaparte.

2 Tols 8prots éuméver 6 fjuos (Xen. Hell, ii. 4, 43) is the witness of an enemy
to the good faith of the Athenian Democracy under the most trying circum-
stances, Thue. viil, 97 ; Grote, viii. 122,
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political enmity, though not reaching the fearful extremes of
Korkyraian atrocity, will yet be far bitterer than it is in any
modern constitutional kingdom. It will perhaps occasionally
break out into deeds of open violence ; it will still more frequently
lead to unjust judicial sentences, and to no less unjust legisla-
tive enactments. Actual massacres will perhaps be unknown,
and single judicial murders will not be very common ; but the
general expulsion of the leaders of a defeated faction will be, if
not so common as the resignation of a defeated ministry is with
us, yet certainly more common than the extremer measure of
impeachment has become in modern times. Doubtless the com-
parison is hard to make, because we have to compare city-common-
wealths of one age with kingdoms and federations of another,
the Athens and Florence of a past time with the England and
America of our own day. But, on the whole, the experience of
ancient Greece, of medizeval Italy, of states like Geeneva down to
our own time, certainly seems to show that the bitterness of
political enmity is greatly heightened in these small common-
wealths. In such a commonwealth men of all sorts, men of
whom but few are kept in restraint by the checks of personal
character and position, are brought together face to face, with
the most precious interests of both sides directly depending on
the result. A great addition to the fierceness of the civil struggle
can hardly fail to follow. We see that it is so among ourselves.
Far greater bitterness, at any rate far greater outward expres-
sion of bitterness, accompanies an election or a local controversy
of any kind than is ever to be scen among political leaders within
the walls of Parliament. For the same reasons which make
political differences in city-commonwealths more hitter, they are
also more apt to become hereditary, to be made a point of family
honour, at last to sink into mere watchwords of dislike without
any rational political meaning., Even among ourselves it is not
always casy to distinguish the Conservative from the Liberal or
the Liberal from the Conservative; but who can point out the
real political difference between a Guelf and a Ghibelin at the
end of the fifteenth century

We may then thus sum up the balance of gain and loss in a
small city-commonwealth, as compared with a greater state. A
small republic developes all the faculties of individual citizens to
the highest pitch; the average citizen of such a state is a superior
being to the average subject of a large kingdom ; he ranks, not
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with its average subjects, but, at the very least, with its average
legislators. It kindles the highest and most ennobling feelings
of patriotism ; it calls forth every power and every emotion of
man’s nature ; it gives the fullest scope to human genius of every
kind ; it produces an Alschylus and a Démosthends, a Dante
and a Macchiavelli. But, on the other hand, the glory of such
a stato is seldom lasting ; it is tempted to constant warfare, and
to warfare in some respects of a cruel kind; it is tempted to
ambition and acquisition of territory at least as constantly as
a larger state; and annexation by a city-commonwealth com-
monly brings with it more evils than annexation by a kingdom.
Again, civil strife is inteusified, and party hatred becomes at
once more bitter and more enduring. And we may add that
city-commonwealths cannot really flourish save when they cither
have the whole field to themselves or else have a marked ad-
vantage in civilization over the surrounding monarchies. The
former was the case in old Grecce, the latter in mediaval Italy.
In medizeval Germany and Flanders the superiority of the cities
was less marked ; theiv freedom thercfore was less complete, and
their carcer was less glorious. As the swrrounding monarchies
advance in power, as they become more secttled and civilized—
above all, when they take to the employment of standing armies
—the city-commonwealths gradually vanish, or exist only by the
contemptuous toleration of the neighbouring potentates. Be the
powers which surround them despotisms, constitutional kingdoms,
or even counsolidated republics, the tendencies of an age of large
states are equally opposed to the retention of any practical
independence by single unconfederated cities.

I have dwelt the longer on the nature of these independent
city-commonwealths, because the subject, as one remote from our
own political experience, is especiglly liable to be misunderstood,
and because a clear and full grasp of it is absolutely necessary
to understand the characteristics of that old Greek Federalism
which was a modification of the system of independent cities.
On the system of large states with which we are all familiar I System of
need not dwell at the same length. I will only point out one or lir‘f
two of its dircet political consequences, and then compare this
system with that of independent cities and balance their com-
parative loss and gain. And I would again remark that among
large states I reckon not only great kingdoms, but all states

"



50 CHARACTERISTICS OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT  cHAP,

which are too large to allow all their citizens habitually to meet
Definition in one place. And I include alike republics, constitutional
oflarge  monarchies, and despotisms of the modern European kind. In

?:?::;;c_ a modern European despotism, though the sovereign may be the
tiveof  sole legislator, yet there is such a thing as Law, and, in matters
their which do not touch the sovereign’s interest, the administration
forms of : )

govern-  May be as good as in a free state. But I exclude mere Eastern
ment. despotisms, in which Law and Government, in the true sense of

those words, can hardly he said to exist at all.

Two im- Two consequences immediately follow from the difference
;’;:ﬁ;::e between a city-commonwealth and a large state as above defined.
smaller, First, whatever be the form of government of a large state, there

import-  Will be no such preponderating influence in any single city as
ance of the cxists under the other system. Sccondly, if the state be free,
Capital;  whether as a republic or as a constitutional monarchy, its
repre- national assembly must assume the representative form. These

sentative . . . .

character WO differences are direct, one might say physical, results from

of National the increased size of the state.

&“‘i‘:‘;’“" First then, as to the position of the capital. I assume that
in the large state there will he an equal freedom or an equal

Position Q : >

of the bondage spread over the whole land.  States like Rome,

Capital in Carthage, Venice, or Bern, wherc a single city bears rule over a

xélarge  large territory, do not come within our present consideration.

tate. .
They arc not legitimate large states, but a corrupted form of the
city-commonwealth. In the large modern state there is no such
overwhelming preponderance in the Capital. Indeed, the very
use of the word Capital shows it. The Capital—the Huuplstadt
—implies the existence of other cities, with which it may be
compared, and among which it has the pre-cminence. In a pure
city-government there is strictly no Capital, because there is but
one City, and that City is co-extensive with the State. In a
state like Carthage or Venice, she ruling City is something more
than a mere Capital; it is absolute mistrcss over other cities.
But the smallest European monarchy contains several cities, none
of which is subject to any other, but of which one will be the
Capital, the seat of Government, the official dwelling-place of
the Sovercign. Still, that Capital is only the first among many
equal citics ; the national life is not inseparably bound up with
it; it is the seat of government, simply because the seat of
government must be somewhere, because the requirements of
modern politics do not allow the Sovereign.and his Councillors
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to wander at large over the whole realm, like an old Teutonic
King. The Capital will be the centre of politics, society, and
literature ; its inhabitants will perhaps affect to look down upon

the rest of their fellow-countrymen ; they may, especially when

the Government is of a centralized kind, obtain an undue and
dangerous political weight, but they will have no direct legal
privileges above the rest of their fellow-subjects. The influence Indirect
of a Capital in a large state is almost sure to be for evil, because and violent
it must be either indirect or violent. Even in the best regulated gfg&ilq
states, an undue attention will often be given to the local in large
interests of the Capital, and advances from the national treasury states.
will be more freely made in its hehalf, than in behalf of other
parts of the kingdom. But this is simply because they are more
prominent and better understood, because they foree themselves
upon the notice of the Sovereign and the Legislature in a way

in which the interests of other towns and districts cannot do.

In a despotic state, where the Sovereign does what he pleases,
where he is in no way controlled by the representatives of other
parts of the country, money will be still more recklessly and un-
justly squandered in adorning one town at the expense of a
whole kingdom. The other form of the influence of a Capital is

that by which we have so often secen a Parisian riot accepted

as a French Revolution. A government is violently upset and
another installed—it may be by the mere mob of the town, it

may be by a perfidious magistrate who has a military force at

his command ; in either case the people of the whole land, who
have never been consulted about the matter, submit without
resistance to the King, Republic, or ten-ycars’ President thus
provided for them. In the one casc the influence of the Capital

is indirect, in the other it is violent; in cither case it is illegiti-
mate. The only legal weight of London or Paris consists in the
representatives which those towns, dn common with other towns,

send to the common Legislature of the whole country. In a
modern European kingdom, the Capital and the rest of the
country are legally placed on perfectly equal terms. In a free
state they are equally free ; in a despotism the yoke will not,
avowedly at least, press more heavily upon one town or district

than upon another. This state of things, where political rights

and political wrongs are evenly spread over the whole extent of

a large country, differs equally from the state of things in which

the Capital bears rule over the whole land, and from that in
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which the franchise of the Capital is extended over the whole
land. An inhabitant of Eleusis was a citizen of Athens; an in-
habitant of Lausanne was a subject of Bern; but an inhabitant
of any English town or county is neither a citizen of London nor
a subject of London; he is a member of a great commonwealth
of which the capital and his own dwelling-place are alike integral
and equal portions.

" The sccond dirvect result from the inercased largeness of
territory is that, if the state be constitutional, its constitution
must necessarily take the representative form.  The people, or
that portion of the people which is invested with political rights,
will not exercise those rights in their own persons, but through
chosen persons commissioned to act in their behalf.  The private
citizen will have no direct voice in government or legislation ;
his functions will be confined to giving his vote in the election of
those who have. This is the great distinction hetween free states
of the modern type, whether kingly or republican, and the city-
commonwealths of old Greece. It is the great political invention
of Teutonic Europe, the one form of political life to which neither
Thucydidés, Aristotle, nor Polybios ever saw more than the
faintest approach. In Grecce it was hardly nceded, but in Italy
a representative system would have delivered Rome from the
fearful choice which she had to make between anarchy and
despotism. By Representative or Parliamentary Government I
would not be understood as speaking only of that peculiar form
of it which has grown up by the force of circumstances in our
own country. A Cabinet Government, where the real power is
vested in Ministers indirectly chosen by the House of Commons
—that is, chosen by the King out of the party which has the
majority in the House of Commons—is only one out of many
forms of Representative Government. It suits us, because it is,
like our other institutions, the growth of our own soil ; it by no
means follows that it can be successfully transplanted whole into
other countries, or even into our own colonies.! By a Repre-
sentative constitution I mean any constitution in which the
people, or the enfranchised portion of them, exercise their
political rights, whatever be the extent of those rights, not
directly, but through chosen deputies. Such a Representative

1 On this subject the eighth chapter of Earl Grey’s Hssay on Parliamentary
Government (London, 1858) is well worth reading ; but of course there is another
side, or rather several other sides, to the question.



11 INLULODLLY VP OLUCLLOMLINLALIVIN LN LADRUL DLA LD a9

constitution is consistent with the full personal action of the
Sovercign within the legal limits of his powers; it is consistent
with any extent, or any limitation, of the elective franchise. I
include the constitutions of medieeval England and Spain, of
modern Sweden and Norway, the constitutions of the United
States and of the several States, even the old theoretical con-
stitution of France in the days of the States-General.  All these
are strictly representative constitutions, though some of them
differ widely enough from what a modern Englishman generally
understands by the words Constitutional Government. A Repre-
sentative constitution may be monarchic or republican, it may be
aristocratic or democratic. The Representative system would be
as needful in the case of a franchise vested in a large noble class
scattered over the whole country, as it is in the case of a
franchise vested in every adult male. DBut if political rights
were confined to a hereditary body so small that its members
could habitually meet together, say if our House of Lords
possessed the whole powers of the state, the government would
probably assume another form. The ruling aristocracy would
almost unavoidably be led to take up their chief residence in the
capital.  The constitution would, in fact, become a city-aris-
tocracy, like that of Bern or Venice, bearing rule over a subject
distriet.

The necessity of the Representative system in a large state is
so universally accepted as the result of all European and American
experience, that I need not stop to argue the point at any length.
But it may be necessary to speak a few words on two or three
real or apparent exceptions, in which political power is, or has been,
directly exercised by the people, or the gualified part of them,
in Jarge modern states. The exceptions which occur to me are:
First, the way of electing the Kings of Poland under the old
monarchy ; Secondly, the new-fangled Napoleonic fashion of
clecting “Emperors,” approving constitutions, annexing provinces,
by what is called “ Universal Suffrage;” ! Thirdly, the practical

1 The Florentine Parliaments and the Venetian Great Council are not real
exceptions, as being found in the constitutions of single cities. The latter was a
part of the ordinary system of government in an aristocratic state, DBut the
Florentine Parliament, which I have already once mentioned (p. 31), may be well
referred to again, as it is so strikingly analogous to the Napoleonic Universal
Suffrage. The whole Florentine people, perhaps once in a generation, met together

in the square and presently entrusted absolute power to some Commission, some-
tines to some Tyrant.
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(not the constitutional) aspect of the election of the President of
the United States. Inall these cases the people, or the qualified
portion of them, takes a more direct share than usual in political
action. But even in these cases the representative system, as
the means of ordinary legislation and government, is not disturbed.

The old Kingdom of Poland called itself at once a Kingdom
and a Republic. In fact its constitution ingeniously united the
evils of Monarchy, Aristocracy, and Democracy, without the
redceming features of any of the three. The political franchise
was vested in a nobility so numerous, and many so poor, that,
while they formed a close aristocracy as regarded the rest of the
people, they formed a wild democracy among themselves. Such
a nobility, it need not be said, has absolutely nothing in common
with the British Peerage. l‘hc Polish nobles were not so much
a nobility in any common sense of the word, as a people, like
the Spartans or the Ottomans, bearing rule over a subject race.!
Such a very numerous nobility differs from the clectoral body of
a constitutional state as a Greek aristocracy differed from a Greck
timocracy. Inthe one case the political franchise can be obtained
only by hereditary succession, and, when once obtained, it cannot
be lost. In the other case, it is attached to the possession of a
certain amount of property, and may be gained and lost many
times by the same person, if his property, at different times of
his life, rises above, or sinks below, the necessary qualification.
The difference is analogous to that between the hereditary
burghership of a town and a municipal franchise attached to
ownership or occupation. According to all ordinary political
notions, the Polish nobility was a body which could not possibly
meet together ; it was as much under the necessity of delegating
its powers to representatives as the clectoral bodies of England
or America. And for most purposes it did so delegate them.
The common functions of a legislature were entrusted to an
clective Diet, a body which had some strange peculiaritics of its
own,? which do not hear on our present subject. DBut, once
in cach reign, the whole body met to elect a King; they met

1 T do not mean to imply that the Polish nobility was historically an aristo-
cracy of conquest. Aristocracies which have grown up gradually, like that of
Venice, often become narrower than those which really owe their origin to
conquest

 The best known is the requirement of unanimity, which gave every member
of the Diet a veto upon all its acts. See Calhoun, i. 71. He really does not seem
wholly to disapprove of the practice.
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armed ; and, in theory at least, the assent of every elector present
was required to make a valid election. It is not wonderful if
clection by such a body, like election by the Roman People in
their worst days, often took the form of a pitched battle. That
this mode of electing a King, or of discharging national business
of any kind, was an absurd and mischievous anomaly few probably
will dispute. It was in fact merely an innovation of the latest
and worst days of the Polish Republic.!  And it was felt to be
an evil by all wise and patriotic Poles. The constitution of
1791, by which Poland, in her last moments, tried to assimilate
hersclf to other European nations, abolished election altogether,
and instituted a hereditary monarchy.

The Napoleonic Universal Suffrage, which has destroyed
freedom in France and has reduced Savoy and Nizza to the same
level of bondage, is simply a palpable cheat, which, had its results
been less grave, would have been the mere laughing-stock of
Europe. It is a mere device to entrap a whole people into giving
an assent to proposals which would not be assented to by their
lawful representatives. Hitherto it has been in every case s
mere sham. There has been no free choice, no fair alternative
between two or more proposals or between two or more candi-
dates. The people have only heen asked to say Yea or Nay to
something which has been alrcady established hy military force.
The election of a Polish King was a real clection, a real choice
between candidates ; the pretended election of Louis Napoleon
Buonaparte to the pseudo-Imperial Crown of France was no elec-
tion at all. But supposing a vote of this kind ever offered a fair
alternative, the system would be no less pernicious. A people
cannot be fit to exercise direct political power, unless they are
habitually trained to exercise it. Ina great kingdom they cannot
be so habitually trained. They may he perfectly fit to choose
legislators ;2 they cannot be fit to Ir te themselves. Lcast

1 Till the extinction of the House of “72, Poland followed the
common law of early European Kinc - " royal family, out of
which alone Kings were chosen, but 1ecessarily pass to the
next in succession. The peculiari’ that, in an age when
other kingdoms had become purel* le their Crown purely
elective. The practice of choos’ 0 descent and by the
voice of the whole nobility da f Henry of Anjou in
1573.

2 It must be remembered t ‘uffrage ”” has nothing
in common with the use of * Fnglish political

controversy. Nobody has ' vote in the
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of all can they be fit to legislate now and then on the most im-
portant of all questions, the choice of a dynasty or a constitution.
Such an occasional and, so to speak, spasmodic exercise of power
must be utterly worthless. Undoubtedly a great exceptional
power of this kind may well be entrusted, not to the ordinary
Legislature, but to a body specially chosen for the purpose. In
the United States the meeting of such extraordinary Conventions
under certain circumstances is specially provided for both in the
Federal Constitution and in the Constitutions of the several
States. In our own country it would doubtless be thought right
by all parties that the introduction of any great constitutional
change should he preceded by a Dissolution of Parliament. The
election of the new Parliament in such a case would practically
come to the same thing as the choice of a Convention in America.
The whole hody of electors would have, rightly and fairly, a
special opportunity given them for considering the subject ; but
tho final voice of the nation would speak through its lawful
representatives, and not through the mockery of “Universal
Suffrage.” The English and the American practice both give
full scope to the popular will in a way consonant with the received
principles of all modern constitutional states. The Imperial
invention is simply a blind ; it is the device of a despot to deceive
people by promising them something freer than freedom.

The election of the American President is, not indeed formally,
but practically, another excoption to the rule by which, in all
modern free states, the political powers of the people are exer-
cised solely hy their representatives. Formally, it is not such an
exception. The President is not chosen by the people at large,
but by special electors chosen for the purpose! But as those
clectors exercise no real choice, as it is known before the election

making of laws, but only in th  hoosing of lawgivers, Whether this is desirable

is a separate question, quite cted by the results of the Napoleonic device.
" Aun impartial thinker will p 'y that those, whether many or few, who are
fit to use votes, ought tr that it is desirable that the whole people
should be fit to use th possibly in the New England States,
it would be hard to fi = whole people are fit to use them.
See Tocqueville, Dém,
1 How those electc by the Federal Constitution (Art.
ii. § 1, 2) to be settle h State. Originally, in most of
the States, the Legisl: : but, in all the States, except
South Carolina, this - sferred to the people at large.
There are some goc haffner’s War in America, p.

187 et seqq.
The Conf the old provisions.
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how every candidate will vote if elected, this election of electors

practically comes to much the same as a direct popular election

of the President. There can be no doubt that this is one of the

weak points in the American system ; it is the point in which

the calculations of the illustrious men who framed the American

Constitution have most signally failed.! Still, the popular elec-

tion of the President has several points of advantage over the

Napoleonic Universal Suffrage. First, the mere form of electing Its dif-

clectors pays a certain outward homage to the representative ’;"‘"e““
L. . from Na-

system, while it is openly trampled under foot by the Napoleonic poleonic

device. Sccondly, the indirect mode of election, even as it is, Universal

has at lcast this result, that the President who is elected need Suffrage.

not have a numerical majority of the people in his favour. This

alone is no inconsiderable check on the tyranny of mere numbers.

Thirdly, regarding the clection of the President as really placed

in the hands of the people, still it is a very different matter from

electing “Emperors” and voting the annexation of provinces.

The election of a President is not an irregnlar, occasional business

like saying “Oui” or “Non” to the perpetrator of a successful

conspiracy ; it comes regularly at stated intervals, about as often

as our Parliamentary elections. There is therefore no reason

why the American people may not be as well trained to elect

Presidents as the English people are trained to elect Members of

Parliament. Still, the election of the President, as it is now

practically conducted, though by no means such an evil as the

Napoleonic Universal Suffrage or the election of the Polish Kings

by the whole body of the nobles, is certainly a deviation from

the representative principle, and is so far an anomaly in the

practice of modern free states.

We will then assume these two immediate results of the
increased size of territory, the legal equality of all parts of the General
country, and the necessity for representative institutions, if the view of tl

o e LR . system of
state be constitutional. Let us then pass, in imagination or in i’g:g:m °

reality, through such a large state, through any kingdom, in States.
short, of modern Europe. Its mere divisions, its Counties or

1 See Hamilton in the Federalist, No. 68. He remarks that ‘‘the mode of
appointment of the chief magistrate of the United States, is almost the only part
of the system, of any consequence, which has escaped without severe censure, or
which has received the slightest mark of approbation from its opponents.”

Even when Tocqueville wrote, this particular evil had hardly manifested itself.
Cf. Calhoun, i. 369, 385.
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Departments, may well be equal in size to the territories of
several independent cities of old Greece or of medieval Italy.
A glance at the map of modern Italy or modern Grecce at once
sets forth this difference. We look on the Kingdom of Greece
as one of the pettiest states in Europe ; its weight in European
politics is hardly so great as that of one of its smallest cities
might have been in the days of Athens and Sparta. DBut a
province of the Greek Kingdom is made up of what was once
the domain of several Greek commonwecalths. Corinth, Sikyon,
Pelléné, Phlious, are all found in a single department ; Orcho-
menos, Mantineia, Tegea, and Megalopolis are all subordinate to
the modern local capital of Tripolitza. So too the portion of
Lombardy which free Italy has lately wrung from the Austrian
Tyrant contains some ten or twelve cities, which once appeared
as free republics, fighting for or against the Swabian Emperor.
So again not a few cities, which once were free commonwealths
under the suzerainty of the Empire, have been swallowed up
during the six hundred years’ aggression of the Kings and
Tyrants of Paris against the old realms of Germany and Bur-
gundy. We find then, in traversing a modern kingdom, that an
extent of territory which, on the other system, would be cut up
into countless independent commonwealths, is governed by a
single Sovercign and is, in most cases, administered according to
a single code of laws. If the state be despotic, the despot is
equally master of the whole kingdom ; if the state be constitu-
tional, the highest power in the land will be an assembly in
which the whole kingdom is represented.!’  But within these limits
the amount of local freedom and of local diversity may vary
infinitely. In one kingdom everything may be squared out accord-
ing to the most approved modern cut-and-dried system. No man
may be allowed to move hand or foot without licence from some
officer of the Crown; local liberties, local bye-laws, magistrates
or public officers of any sort locally clected, may be something
unknown and proscribed. In another kingdom all this may be
reversed ; local and historical rights may be carefully respected ;
the assemblics of towns and districts may retain extensive powers

1 The whole kingdom, not necessarily all the dominions of the sovereign.
Every integral part of the United Kingdom is represented in the British Parlia-
ment—the disfranchisement of a County would not be thought of for & moment—
but the Colonies and dependencics are not represented, not being parts of the
kingdom.
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of local legislation ; magistrates and public officers may be elected

by the districts which they are to govern, or, if they are ap-

pointed by the Crown, they may be appointed according to a
principle which gives them nothing of the character of Govern-

ment functionaries.! These two opposing systems, of Centraliza- Opposite
tion and of Local Freedom, do not at all necessarily depend upon Systems of

the constitution of the central Government. Iocal freedom is t{iﬁt;zl&m'

quite possible under an absolute monarchy ; local bondage is of Local
quite possible under a representative Democracy. A wise despot Freedom

will humour his people by allowing them local liberties which i’::‘,(]ll(f]-ent of

will not affect his real power, and which, by acting as a safety- the form
valve, may really stave off revolution for many years. On the of the

. . central
other hand many states nominally free have had no idea of free- (;(;lvf:n

dom beyond giving cach citizen that degrec of influence in the ment.

general Government which is implied in the possession of an

electoral vote. That general Government may be one which he

helps to choose, and yet he may be left, in regard to all those

things which most directly concern him, as helpless a machine in

the hands of an official hierarchy as if that hierarchy derived its

commission from a despot. But, in any case, whether the local Difference

Government be centralized or municipal, its character is wholly de- ;ftw.ee.“
unicipal

pendent on the general Law of the Land. Wherever there are ,,q pede-

rights which are beyond the powers of King and Parliament, we ral rights ;

have passed the bounds of strict municipality and are approaching

the borderland of Federalism.2 We might easily conceive the Municipal

municipal principle carried much farther than it is in KEngland ; {);glll'ﬁn‘te

. . . . . . on the
1 An English County is an aristocratic republic ; the magistrates, though General
g

formally appointed by Royal Commission, are practically co-extensive with the Legisla-
local aristocracy. An English borough, as regards its administration, is a repre- ati re"
sentative democracy, tempered in some degree by the indirect election of the ’
Mayor and Aldermen, The borough magistrates, appointed by the Crown from
among the chief inhabitants, introduce a slight aristocratic element into the
judicial department. Rut neither Town-Councillors, nor Aldermen, nor County
and Borough Magistrates, have the lcast analogy with the administrative
hierarchies of foreign states.

2 England and Wales, though local bodies retain much'local freedom, form a
perfectly consolidated Kingdom. But the relations between England and Scot-
land, where certain points are reserved under the terms of a Treaty between two
independent kingdoms, make a slight approach to the Federal idea. The rela-
tions between the United Kingdom and the Colonies approach more closely to a
Federal connexion, but they differ essentially from it. The Colony, as we have
seen above (see p. 20), may have the same internal independence as the Canton,
but it differs in having no voice in the general concerns of the Empire. The
relation therefore of the Colony to the mother-country is not a Federal but a
dependent relation. See Lewis, Government of Dependencies, caps. ii. iv.
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one might conceive towns and counties at home, no less than
Colonies abroad, possessing nearly the same internal powers as a
Swiss Canton or an American State. But such towns and counties
would still possess their powers, not of inherent right, but merely
by positive law. Their rights, however extensive, would be
delegated and not independent ; they would still remain mere
municipalities, and would not become Sovereign States. That
portion of sovereignty which is vested in the State or the Canton
cannot, without an unconstitutional usurpation, be in any way
touched by the Federal power. But the most extensive rights
of a mere municipality are the mere creation of Common or
Statute Law ; they may be legally altered or abolished without
the consent of the municipality itself being asked. A vote of
the national Legislature in a free country, a Royal Decree in a
despotic country, can legally found, modify, or destroy all merely
municipal institutions, just as it seems best to the sovereign
power. A single Act of Parliament might at once cut down all
English local rights to the level of French or Russian centraliza-
tion. An Imperial Ukase might at once invest Russian towns
and counties with all the rights enjoyed by those of England, or
with rights more extensive still. The one measure wouid in no
way deprive the English elector of that portion of influence over
public affairs which he at present enjoys. The other measure
would in no way infringe upon the sole legislative authority of
the Autocrat. In any consolidated kingdom or republic, what-
ever be the extent of local freedom, the variety of local law and
custom, it exists purely on sufferance; it emanates from, and
may be altered by, a central power external to itsclf. The local
Ragdeaeis, in most cascs, strictly confined to local affairs ; it hasno
voice, even by representation,! in the general legislation of the
kingdom ; if a local body takes any part in national affairs, its
voice is purely consultative ; in most countries indeed it has not
even a consultative voice, it can make its wants known to the
Sovereign or the Legislature only in the form of a Humble Petition,
a process equally open to every human being in the nation.

The great state then, whether it be a despotism, a constitu-
tional kingdom, or a consolidated republic, confines local action

1 The body holding local authority, the Town Council or the Quarter Sessions,
is not represented, as such, in Parliament, The county or borough members
represent the inhabitants of the county or borough, not the municipal govern-
ment. .
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to purely local matters, and vests all gencral power in the

national sovereign or the national legislature. That sovereign

and that legislature may indeed derive their powers from the

popular will, but in the exercise of those powers neither indi-

viduals nor local hodies can have more than an indirect influence.

Rights are equal throughout the whole land ; the capital has no

legal privilege beyond any other city ; the constitution, where

there is a constitution, is of the representative kind. From these

characteristics of large states at once follows a chain of gains

and losses which are the exact opposites of the gains and losses Balance of

which attend on the system of city-commonwealths. ;1::: and

1088,

First and foremost, the blessing of internal peace is at once Advan-

secured to a large country. T hls alone is an advantage so great tages of

that it must be a very bad central government mdeed, under gﬁ:ﬁs

which this one gain does not outweigh every loss. A large

modern kingdom will contain perhaps hundteds of cities, whose Peace

districts, under the old Greek system, might continually be the secured to

scene of a desolating border-warfare. All of thesc will, under cm‘:;%fy

the modern European system, repose safely under the protection

of one common authority, which has power peaceably to decide

any differences which may arise among them. And the same

cause which hinders local quarrels, when they do arise, from

growing into local wars, will also go very far to prevent local Lessening

(marrels from arising at all. lowns and districts may indeed °f 10"‘1‘1

often retain irrational local prejudices, and the clashing of com- "™

mercial interests may often arouse local jealousies which are not

irrational. But when, as in the hest regulated modern king-

doms, the inhabitants of every town and county are ilizens

of a common country, when the inhabitants of one district may,

without losing any civil or political rights, transfer their abode

to any other, there can never be any very serious local differences

between fellow-subjects of the same race and langnage. Even

when such differences of race and language exist as may be found

within the limits of France or of (ireat Britain, provincial diver-

sities may now and then afford a subject for pseudo-patriotic talk,

but it is in talk that they are sure to evaporate.! Indeed, it

1 Tt has been gravely declared at a Welsh Eisteddfod that Her Majesty is
properly Queen of Wales with the province of England anunexed. However this
be, the province and the kingdom have shown no tendencies towards separation
for several centuries.
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often happens that the country which fancies itself to be subject
and degraded is, in very truth, a favoured district. Such a
country often has its full share of the advantages of the common
government, while it keeps its own local advantages to itself.l
When differences of race and speech assume a really serious
character, it shows that they are real national diversities, and
that the two countries ought to be under separate govern-
ments. But mere local jealousies between town and town,
between county and county, become of no political importance
whatever. Towns which, in old Greece or in medixeval Italy,
would have sent armies against one another, towns which wonld
either have lived in constant warfare, or the stronger of which
would have reduced the weaker to dependence, have, in a large
modern kingdom, hardly any disputes which require the inter-
ference of the Legislature or the Law Cowrts. Under a good
central government, which gives perfectly equal rights to all its
subjects, peace and good brotherhood will reign throughout the
whole realm. And a really good central government will not
attempt to push union too far. It will not seek to extinguish
that moderate amount of local distinction, local feeling, and
local independence, which is both a moral and a political gain.
The utter wiping out of local distinctions goes far to reduce the
whole realm to that state of subjection to a single dominant city
which, whether nnder a monarchy or a republic, is the worst
political condition of all.

The same system, again, which tends to take away all causes
of dispute between different portions of the same nation, tends
equally to diminish the horrors of external war between different
nations. We have already seen that the recognized war-law
between contending kingdoms is much less severe than it is
between contending cities. The severity of its actual cxercise
between the disciplined armies of two civilized states is lessened
in an almost greater proportion. But take war between great
states in its worst form, take such a war as might be waged
between Alva on one side, and Suwarrow on the other. FEven
such a war as this will inflict, in proportion to its scale, a far

Tn Gaul matters seem to be different ; the existence of the Breton Archaeo-
logical Society, which one would have thought was a harmless body enough, has
been found inconsistent with the safety of the “ Imperial ” throne of Paris.

1 Scotchmen are eligible to the highest offices in England, and they constantly

fill them without any Englishman feeling the least jealousy. Englishmen are, I
suppose, equally eligible to offices in Scotland, but they hardly ever fill them,
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less amount of human misery than a really milder conflict
between two rival cities. It will not recur so often; wars
indeed, when begun, may last longer, but the intervals of peace
will be proportionally longer still.  And when war does come, it
will be, so to speak, localized. A happily situated, especially an
insular, nation may wage war after war, and spend nothing
except its treasures and the hlood of the soldiers actually
engaged. To an Englishman war has long meant only in-
creased taxation and the occasional death, what he deems the
happy and glorious death, of some friend or kinsman. It is
quite another sort of thing to endure all this, and at the same
time to have your lands ravaged by Archidamos or your city
sacked by Charles the Bold. But there is one very important
difference between the warfare of Archidamos and the warfare
even of Charles the Bold. Archidamos could ravage every
corner of Attica, Charles the Bold could ravage only a very
small part of France. While Charles lay before Beauvais, the
inhabitants of Bourdeaux might sleep, as far as Charles was con-
cerned, in perfect safety and tranquillity. Even of an invaded
territory it is only a very small portion which dircctly feels the
horrors of invasion. Besides, the Great Powers have not un-
commonly agreed upon the ingenious plan of sparing each other’s
territories altogether, and fighting out their quarrels on neutral
ground. Thus, for a century or two, whenever there was a war
between Krance and Austria, it was generally carried on hy
common consent on the convenient hattle-ground of Flanders or
Lombardy. The worst war of modern Europe, the War of the The Thirty
Thirty Years, derives its peculiar horror from its having less &e:‘:s
than usual the character of a war between two great nations. 161843,
.France, Sweden, and other powers, took a share in it, but it was
primarily a civil war of rcligion. As such, it combined, in a

great degree, the horrors of a war waged between small states

with the scale of a war waged between great oncs. The wars

which we can oursclves remember, the Russian War of 1854-6

and the Lombard campaign of 1859, have been mere child’s

play compared with the great internal wars either of Greece or

of Germany. The scale of the powers engaged of course caused

a tremendous loss of life among actual combatants, but the

general amount of misery inflicted on the world was trifling

in proportion to what was caused either by the Peloponnesian

War or by the War of Thirty Years. Cases of special cruelty

—

472,
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or perfidy in modern warfare have been almost wholly confined
to local and civil conflicts, and those most commonly among the
less civilized nations of Kurope. On the whole, the substitution
of large kingdoms for city-commonwealths has immeasurably
softened the horrors of war.!

And as the system of large states abolishes local warfare and
diminishes the severity of national warfare, so we have seen by
implication that it very seriously diminishes the bitterness of
political strife. These advantages form a great, indeed an over-
whelming, balance of gain on the side of the large state. DBut it
must not be forgotten that there is a reverse to this picture also.

We have seen that the great advantage of the city-common-
wealth is the political education which it gives, the high standard
which it tends to keep up among individual citizens. This is
the natural result of a franchise, like that of the city-common-
wealth, which makes it at once the right and the duty of every
man to exercise dircet deliberation and judgement on public
affairs. This education a city-democracy gives to all the citi-
zens ; even an aristocracy or timocracy ? at all liberally consti-
tuted gives it to a large portion of them. But in a large state
the only way in which the mass of the citizens can have any
share in the government is by choosing their representatives in
the Parliament or other National Assembly. It is plain that
such a franchise as this, indirect in itself and rarcly exercised,
cannot supply the same sort of political teaching as a seat in the
Athenian Assembly. A large number of the electors will always
remain ignorant and careless of public affairs to a degree that we
cannot believe that any citizen of Athens ever was. Under any
conceivable electoral system, many votes will he given blindly,
recklessly, and corruptly.  Men who are careless about political
differences, if well to do in the world and not devoid of a con-
science, will not vote at all; if they arc at once poor and
unprincipled, they will sell their votes. Many again who are
not corrupted will be deceived ; a hustings speech has become
almost a proverb for insincerity. This ignorance, carelessness,

1 See however, on the other side, an eloquent description in Sismondi, Répub,
Ital. ii. 448.

2 In Greek political language a Timocrucy (Twpoxparia) is a government where
the franchise depends on a property qualification, distinguished from the Demo-
cracy, which is common to all citizens, and from the Aristocracy, which is in the
hands of a hereditary class.
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and corruption among the electors appears to be the inherent

vice of representative government on a large scale. There is
probably no form of government under which bribery can be
wholly prevented. It is a vice which occurs everywhere in
some shape or other, but which varies its shapes infinitely. If
bribery appears in a despotism or in a city-commonwealth, it
commonly takes the form of bribery of the rulers; in a repre-
sentative government, it takes the form, the really worse form,

of bribery of the clectors. The ministers of despotic Kings, the
chief citizens of aristocratic republics, have been open to bribes

in all ages. The chief citizens of democracics lic equally under

the same slur. At Athens we hear constant complaints of
bribery ; but it is always bribery of that particular kind which

is unknown among ourselves. We hear of demagogues and
generals being bribed to follow this or that line of policy. The Different
charge was probably in many cases unfounded, for charges of {01_‘;"3 of
corruption are easy to bring and hard to disprove. But the i;rt']:(e:{ at
fact that it was so often brought and so readily believed shows and in
at least that it was felt not to be improbable. It is certain that Evgland.
any citizen who was known to be above corruption obtained, on

that account, a degree of public confidence which sometimes, as

in the cases of Nikias and Phokion, was above his gencral desert.

But of Lribery in the popular courts of justice we hear very
little, and of bribery in the Assembly itself we hear absolutely
nothing. That Assembly doubtless passed many foolish, hasty,

and passionate votes, but we may be quite sure that it never
passed a corrupt vote. But we may believe that Kleén or
Hyperbolos often had his reward for the motion which he made

to the People, and to which the Pcople assented in good faith.
Among ourselves the vice manifests itself in an exactly opposite
shape. Kledn was accused of receiving bribes himself, but never

of bribing others. No recent English statesman has ever been
suspected of receiving bribes, but few perhaps are altogether
innocent of giving them. It is long indeed since any great
English Minister has made a fortune by corruption of any kind.

But in the last century Members of Parliament were bought

with hard cash ; in the present century the representatives are

no longer bribed themselves, but they do not scruple to bribe

the electors. The cxample of Rome might possibly be quoted

on the other side. Rome was a city-commonwealth, and yet, in

the later and corrupt days of the republic, bribery at elections

I
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was as common at Rome as it is among ourselves. But this was
evidently for the same reason which makes it common among
ourselves. The Tribes were open to bribery, because they had,
in those days, become little more than an electoral body ; their
legislative power had long been hardly more than a shadow.
There are then two forms of corruption, each the natural growth
of a particular state of things, and each of which has its peculiar
evils. The corruption of a single great Minister may do greater
immediate harm to the state than the wholesale corruption of
half the boroughs in England. But when electors generally
come to look on a vote as a commodity to be sold instead of a
duty to be discharged, when they look on a seat in Parliament
as a favour to be paid for instead of a trust to be conferred,
more damage is done to the political and moral instincts of the
people than if a corrupt Minister took hostile gold to betray an
army to defeat or to conduct a negociation to dishonour.

These vices of ignorance and corruption in the electoral body
seem to be the inherent evil of modern representative govern-
ment. There is no panacea, whether of conservative or of
democratic reform, which can wholly remove them. Vote by
Ballot would probably do a good deal to lessen intimidation and
something to lessen corruption ; but there is no reason to think
that it would entirely wipe out the stain. Nor can corruption
be got rid of by limiting the franchise to some considerable
property-qualification.  Actual bribery may be got rid of, but
not corruption in all its forms. Those whose social position sets
them above being bribed with hard cash will easily find out ways
of repaying themselves for their votes by appointments in the
public service or by jobs at the public expense.! And the vices
of ignorance and prejudice are beyond the reach of Reform Bills.
Ignorance and prejudice are the monopoly of no particular social
class and of no particular political party. Really wise men and
good citizens are to be found scattered up and down among all
classes and all parties. No system has yet been found which
will make them, and none but them, the sole possessors of
political power. No class has any real right to despise any
other class, whether above or below it in the social scale. In

1 Tocqueville (Dém. en Am, ii. 88) says that in the reign or Louis Philip the
bribery of an elector was almost unknown in France. This was doubtless
because the high qualification at which the franchise was fixed engendered forms
of corruption different from those which are rife in our own boroughs.
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times of any widespread political delusion, a Papal Aggression,
for instance, or a Russian War, the madness seizes upon all ranks
and all parties indiscriminately. The few who still hearken to
the voice of reason are a small minority made up out of all
classes and all parties. Very little then is gained by mere
legislative restrictions of the franchise. The vices of electoral
ignorance and corruption are inherent in the system. They are
the weak side of European Parliamentary Government, just as
Athenian Democracy and American Federalism have also their
weak sides of other kinds. But though the evil can never be
overcome, much may be done to alleviate it. 1f well informed
men will make it their business to diffuse sound political know-
ledge among the people; if they will deal with the people as
men to be reasoned with, not as brutes to be chained or as fools
to be cajoled ; if as large a portion of the people as possible
has some dircct share in local matters however trifling; much
may be done to raise the character of the electoral body. But
it is in vain to hope that the average standard of the clectoral
body of a large state will ever stand so high as the average
standard of the popular Assembly of a small one. 'We must not
dream of cver seeing the every-day Englishman attain the same
political and intellectual position as was held by the every-day
Athenian.

On the whole comparison, there can be little doubt that the
balance of advantage lies in favour of the modern system of
large states. The small republic indeed developes its individual
citizens to a pitch which in the large kingdom is utterly im-
possible.  But it so developes them at the cost of bitter political
strife within, and almost constant warfare without. It may
even be doubted whether the highest form of the city-common-
wealth does not require slavery as the condition of its most
perfect developement. The days of glory of such a common-
wealth arc indeed glorious beyond comparison; but it is a
glory which is too brilliant to last, and in proportion to the
short splendour of its prime is too often the unutterable
wretchedness of its long old age. The republics of Greece
seem to have been shown to the world for a moment, like
some model of glorified humanity, from which all may draw
the highest of lessons, but which none can hope to reproduce
in its perfection. As the literaturc of Greece is the ground-
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work of all later literature, as the art of Greeceis the ground-
work of all later art, so in the great Democracy of Athens we
recognize the parent state of law and justice and freedom, the
wonder and the example of every later age. But it is an
example which we can no more reproduce than we can call
back again the inspiration of the Homeric singer, the more
than human skill of Pheidias, or the untaught and inborn
wisdom of Thucydidés. We can never be like them, if only
because they have gone before.  They all belong to that
glorious vision of the world’s youth which has passed away
for ever. The subject of a great modern state leads a life
less exciting and less brilliant, but a life no less useful, and
more orderly and peaceful, than the citizen of an ancient
commonwealth. But never could we have been as we are,
if those ancient commonwealths had not gone before us.  While
human nature remains what it has been for two thousand years,
so long will the eternal lessons of the great Possession for all
Time,! the lessons which Periklés has written with his life and
Thucydidés with his pen, the lessons expanded by the more
enlarged experience of Aristotle and Polybios, the lessons which
breathe a higher note of warning still as Démosthends lives the
champion of freedom and dies its martyr—so long will lessons
such as thesc never cease to speak with the same truth and the
same freshness even to countless generations. The continent
which gave birth to Kleisthends and Caius Licinius and Simon
of Montfort may indeed he doomed to be trampled under foot
by an Empire based on Universal Suffrage; but no pseudo-
democratic despot, no Ciwesar or Dionysios ruling by the national
will of half-a-million of bayonets, will ever quite bring back
Europe to the state of a land of Pharaohs and Nabuchodonosors,
until the History of Thucydidés, the Politics of Aristotle, and
the Orations of Démosthenés, are wholly forgotten among men.

We have thus compared together the two systems of govern-
ment which form, as it were, the poles of our inquiry. We
have contrasted the city-commonwealth, which sacrifices every-
thing else to the full developement of the individual citizen,
and the great modern kingdom, which sacrifices everything
else to the peace, order, and general well-being of an extensive
territory. Each, if it be a really good example of its own class,

1 Krfjua és del.  Thuc, i, 22,
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attains its own object perfectly ; but each leaves much that is

highly desirable unattained. May there not be a third system,
intermediate between the two, borrowing something from each

of them, and possessing many both of the merits and of the

faults inherent in a compromise? May there not be a system FeprraL
which aims at both the objects which are aimed at singly by ﬁg:;f“a“‘
the other two systems, a system which will probably attain ygem in.
neither object in the perfection in which it is attained by the termediate
system which aims at it singly, but which may at least claim ‘(}etw:en .
the merit of uniting the two in a very considerable degree?slfleﬁl e
Such a third system, such a compromise, is to be found in that States.
form of government wm object of our present
inquiry, that namely of the Federal Republic. A Federal It com-
Government does not secure peace and equal rights to its whole bines,

. N e . though in
territory so perfectly as a modern Constitutional Kingdom. It "= o
does not develope the political life of every single citizen so degree, the
perfectly as an ancient city-commonwealth. But it secures a special ad-
far higher amount of general peace than the system of in- vantage

o) ) of both
dependent cities ; it gives its average citizens a higher political systems.
education than is within the reach of the average subjects of
oxtensive monarchies. This form of government is a more
delicate and artificial structure than either of the others; its
perfect form is a late growth of a very high state of political
culturc; it is, cven more than other forms of government,
essentially the creation of circumstances, and it will even less
than other forms hear thoughtlessly transplanting to soils
where circumstances have not prepared the ground for it. For
all these reasons there is no political system which affords a
more curions political study at any time. And, at this present
moment, the strength and the weakness which it is displaying
before our eyes make its origin and its probable destiny the
most interesting of all political problems.

I have said that Federalism is cssentially a compromise,! an Federal
artificial product of an advanced state of political culture. Near S’l‘;;:rg'
approaches to it may be found in very carly stages of society, Compro-
and yet it is clearly not a system which would present itself mise,
at the very beginnings of political life. It is probable that
both the great kingdom and the independent city existed
before the system of Federations was thought of. It is quite
certain that both great kingdoms and independent cities had

1 See Bernard’s Lectures, p. 73.
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reached a high degree of splendour and of political importance
before Federal Governments played any remarkable part in the

only suited history of the world. Federalism is a form of government which

to certain

positions,

Popular
prejudice
on the
subject.

is likely to arise only under certain peculiar circumstances,’ and
its warmest admirers could hardly wish to propagate it, irrespec-
tive of circumstances, throughout the world in general. No one
could wish that Athens, in the days of her glory, should have
stooped to a Federal union with other Grecian cities. No one
could wish to cut up our United Kingdom into a Federation,
to invest English Counties with the rights of American States,
or even to restore Scotland and Ireland to the quasi-Iederal
position which they held before their respective Unions. A
Federal Union, to be of any value, must arise by the establish-
ment of a closer tie between elements which were before distinet,
not by the division of members which have been hitherto more
closely united. All that I here claim for Federal Government
—though, to be sure, no more can be claimed for any other
sort of government—is that it may he looked upon as one
possible form of government among others, having its own
advantages and its own disadvantages, suited for some times
and places and not suited for others, and which, like all other
forms of government, may be good or bad, strong or weak, wise
or foolish, just as may happen. At this moment there is un-
reasonable prejudice abroad against Iederal Government in
general. This is partly because we hold ourselves, and that
quite justly, to have lately suffered a wrong at the hands of
one particular Federal Government,? partly hecause it is thought
by many that the disruption of the greatest Federal Government
that the world cver saw proves that no Federal Government can
possibly hold together. A moment’s thought will show the
fallacy of any such inferences. They are exactly the sort of
hasty conclusions which a knowledge of general history dispels.

! The circumstances under which a Federation is possible and desirable are
discussed by M. de Tocqueville (Dém. en Am. i. 269 et seqq) and hy Mr. Mill
(Rep. Gov. p. 298). It is curious to see the different aspects in which the
matter is looked at by two such able writers. There is no contradiction
between them, but each supplies something which is wanting in the other.

? January, 1862, These errors are fostered by the strange habit which the
newspapers have of calling the Government at Washington, ‘‘the Federal
Government,” as if it were the only one in the world, or as if the Government
of the Confederate States were not equally a Federal Government. It would be
about as reasonable to call any kingdom with which we had a dispute “the
Royal Government,” and to make inferences unfavourable to monarchy.
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All that these facts prove is the indisputable truth that a Federal
constitution is not necessarily a perfect constitution, that the
Federal form of Government enjoys no immunity from the
various weaknesses and dangers which beset all forms of
government. They undoubtedly prove the existence of mis-
management in the conduct of the American Republic; they
probably prove that circumstances have rendered it undesirable

that the whole Union should remain united by a single Federal

hond. But they prove no more against Federalism in the No general
abstract than the misgovernment of particular Kings and the g“})“"“"'g
occasional disruption of their kingdoms prove against Monarchy gor "
in the abstract. At this stage of my work I desire to keep recent
myself as clear as possible from the tangled maze of recent American
American politics. I postpone to a later stage any definite events.
judgement on questions which have as yet hardly become matters

of history. I am not now concerned to judge between North

and South, to act as the accuser or the champion either of
President Lincoln or of President Davis. I have to deal only

with such mistaken inferences from recent events as affect the
general question of Federal Government. I am not concerned

to defend either Mr. Lincoln or Mr. Davis; but I am concerned

to answer any inferences which reflect on the wisdom either of
Markos and Aratos or of Washington and Hamilton. The South

has seceded from the North, whether rightly or wrongly I do

not here pronounce. There can be no doubt that, to say the

least, a plausible case can be made out on behalf of Secession

on the ground of expediency.! It is quite possible that there

may not have been that degree of mutual sympathy ? between

the States without which a Federal Government cannot be
successfully carried on. It is quite possible that the Union,

as it stood, was too large to be properly governed as one
Federal commonwealth, perhaps as one commonwealth of any

kind.  All these admissions would prove nothing, either against
Federal Government in the abstract, or against the wisdom of

1 Mr. Spence’s arguments (American Union, p. 198) to show the constitutional
right of Secession carry no conviction to my mind, but his arguments on the
ground of expediency deserve, to say the least, the most careful answer that the
North can give them.

Professor Bernard’s Lectures on the constitutional question seem to me to
maintain a very just mean between the extreme views of Mr, Spence on the one
side and Mr. Motley on the other.

2 See Mill, Representative Government, p. 298,
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the founders of the particular Federal Government of the
United States. Let it be granted that the continuance of the
American Union was undesirable, that it was expedient and
just for the Southern States to separate. This proves no more
than is proved by similar disruptions in the case of monarchies.
In different ages of European history, Sicily has seceded from
Naples, Portugal has seceded from Spain, Greece has seceded
from Turkey, Belgium has seceded from Holland, Hungary, we
all trust, is about to secede from Austria. These examples are
not generally looked upon as proving the inherent weakness and
absurdity of Monarchy. The secession of South Carolina and
her sisters goes exactly as far and no further to prove the
inherent weakness and absurdity of Federalism. What all these
instances prove is merely this, that, both under Monarchies and
under Federations, States are sometimes joined together which
had better be separated. So far from the disruption proving
anything against Federalism in the abstract, it does not even prove
anything against the American Union as it came forth from

nor against the hands of its founders. 'Those founders, when they legislated
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land.

for thirteen States on the Atlantic border, could not foresee the
enormous extension of the Republic from Ocean to Ocean. Nor
could they foresee those vast diversitics of interest and feeling
which have, since their time, arisen between the different sections
of the original Union. The opposition between slaveholding
and non-slaveholding States, between agricultural and manu-
facturing States, is an opposition which has arisen since the
establishment of the Federal Constitution. Could they have
foreseen all that has happened since their day, Washington
and his colleagues would have been, not merely the wise but
fallible men which they undoubtedly were, but unerring prophets,
a character to which they laid no claim. And, after all, the
Southern States have, in their very secession, paid the highest
tribute that could be paid to the general principle of Federalism.
They have scceded from one Federal Government only to set
up another. Their first act has been to re-enact the old Federal
Constitution, with only such changes in detail as the experience
of seventy years had shown to be necdful.! That Belgium, in
separating from the Dutch Monarchy, still remained a kingdom,
proves far more in favour of Monarchy than its separation proves

1 See the Confederate Constitution in Ellison’s Slavery and Secession (London,
1861), p. 312.
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against it. So the fact that the Southern States, in separating
from the old Federal Union, forthwith set up a new Federal
Union of their own, proves far more in favour of Federalism in
the abstract than their separation proves against it. I abstain
at present not only from entering on the details of the recent
Secession, but even from entering on the details of. the Federal
Constitution itself. 1 refer to them here only to answer popular
objections, to show that recent events in America prove absolutely
nothing against Federalism in the abstract, and that we ought
to be able to discuss the comparative merits and defects of
Federalism and other forms of government as dispassionately
in 1862 as we could have done in 1860.

I have several times, when speaking of Federal Governments,
assumed incidentally that their constitution will be republican, just
as I have also sometimes assumed incidentally that the constitu-
tion of a large consolidated state will be monarchical. I have
done so simply because, up to this time, experience has shown
that they commonly are so. There is indeed no absurdity in
supposing that the government of a large country might per-
manently assume the form of an Indivisible or Consolidated
Yepublic. There is no reason in the nature of things why a A lage
large state, with an Assembly representing the whole nation, state may
might not intrust executive functions, not to a hereditary King pfl‘:;lic ¢
directed by Ministers approved by the Assembly, but to an without
avowedly elective Council of State or to a President chosen for being a
a term of years. The attempts hitherto made to establish such 4o
a government have been so few that their failure by no means
proves that some future attempt may not be successful. They
have commonly been made under much less favourable circum-
stances, and under much less worthy leaders, than the Federal
Constitution of the United States. Some Cromwell or Buonaparte
has commonly soon appearcd to convert the Republic into a
Tyranny. No one can mourn over the extinction of the Rump No argu-
in England. The republican constitution was in no sense the Mment to be

N . . drawn

work of the nation ; the mockery of a representative body which
ordained it was in truth an oligarchy in no whit better than the failures in
royal despotism which it succeeded or the Tyranny by which it E"gland
was followed. The last French Republic fell because of the fgyce.
twofold madness of placing a born conspirator at the head of
a free state and of entrusting a republican President with the
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command of an enormous army. Instances like these certainly
do not show that the Consolidated Republic is at all an impossible
form of government for a large country. But since, as a matter
of fact, all the greatest states of the world are, and commonly
have been monarchlcally governed, I have, for convenience, in
my comparison of the great state with the small commonwealth,
assumed that the great state would be a monarchy. So, on the
other hand, there is no abstract absurdity in supposing that a
league of monarchies, cspecially constitutional monarchies, might
assume the true Federal form. But, as a matter of fact, all the
greatest and most perfect Federations, past and present, have
always been Republics. 1 have therefore, in like manner often
assumed, in contrasting Federal states with others, that the
Federal state would be a Republic.!

The question of the possibility of a Federal Monarchy is one
which it may be worth while to follow out a little further. The
relation of lord and vassal between sovereign princes, if strictly
carried out, would produce something very like a kingly Federa-
tion.2 The vassal prince is sovereign in his internal administra-
tion, but his foreign policy must be directed by that of his
suzerain. He must never wage war against him, and Le must
follow his standard against other enemies. But in truth this is
an ideal which has never been fully carried out, and, if it were
carried out, it would not produce a perfect Federal Government.
It has never been carried out, because the harmonious relation
of lord and vassal which it supposes has never permanently
existed. Sometimes a too powerful suzerain has reduced his
vassals from the estate of vassals to that of subjects. Sometimes
too powerful vassals have thrown off vassalage altogether, and

The theory have grown into independent sovereigns. The one process took

never fully
carried
out,

place in France and the other in Germ(tny. By annexing the
dominions of their vassal princes, the Kings of Paris extended
their territories to the sea, the Rhone, and the Pyrenees® In
Germany the vassal princes and commonwealths gradually grew
into practical independence of their nominal King the Emperor.
The very name of the German Kingdom died out in popular

! See Archdeacon Denison’s Prize Essay on Federal Government (Oxford,
1829), p. 33.

2 See the Federalist, No. 17, p. 90.

3 The Rhone and the Pyrences, not the Rhine and the Alps, which have been
reached by another process. See above, p. 24, note 2,



44 QUESTION OF FEDERAL MONARCHIES 75

thought and popular language.! The old Germanic body is often
spoken of as a Confederation, and it may fairly claim to rank
among Confederations of the looser kind. But it was a Con-
federation only so far as it had ceased to be a monarchy. Its
modern successor, the so-called German Confederation, has but
little of the true Federal character about it, and, so far as it is
Federal, it is not monarchic. Some of its members are even now
Republics, and it has not, like the old Empire, any acknowledged
monarchic head. And, even if the feudal theory had ever been and, if
harmoniously carried out, the relation of vassal principalities to carried 1
an Imperial head would not of itself amount to the true Federal g:;t’ggfﬂ
relation. It would rather resemble the relation of dependent duce a true
alliance in which Chios and Mitylén¢ stood to Athens. To Federa-
produce anything like true Federalism, all mational affairs should "™
be ordered in a National Assembly, an Institution which in feudal
France was never attempted, and to which the Imperial Diet of
Germany presented only a very feeble approach. It is indeed Scheme
‘possible in theory that the powers of the American President, as ‘I",fege?;‘;e
they stand, might be vested in a hereditary or elective King, and Monarchy ;
that the functions of the Governors of the States, as they stand,
might be vested in hereditary or elective Dukes. Such an Union
would be a true Monarchic Federation. The connexion would
bo strictly Federal, and Kings and Dukes would be invested with
really higher powers than were held by a King of Poland or a
Duke of Venice. But such a constitution has never existed ; it unlikely
would be a political machine even more delicate and hard to to last.
work than a Federation of Republics. We may safely say that
it could not last through a single generation.

But kingly states have sometimes made a nearer approach to Other ap-
true Federalism than anything that could practically grow out Proaches

. : . to Federal

of the relation of lord and vassal. 'We may pass by instances in yoyarehy.
remote ages and barbarous countries, of whose details we have
no record. Such may, or may not, have been the Twelve Kings
of Egypt 2 and the Five Lords of the Philistines.®> 'We may pass
by the abortive scheme of a Confederation of Italian Princes with a.p. 1859.
the Pope at their head, which was put forth by Louis Napoleon
Buonaparte only to become the laughing-stock of Europe. A far

1 The name however remained down to the last. The formal titles, even of
Francis the Second, were * Erwihlter Romischer Kaiser, Kinig in Germanien und
Jerusalem.” These he laid aside, and, dissatisfied with his hereditary rank of
Archduke, assumed the portentous title of ‘‘ Emperor of Austria.”

? Herod. ii. c. 147. 3 1 Sam. vi. 4.
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nearer approach may be found in the case of the union of two or
more kingdoms under one King.! The kingdoms so joined may
form one state in all their relations with other powers, while
they may retain the most perfect independence in all internal
matters ; they may keep their own laws, their own constitu-
tions, and a distinct administration of the ordinary government.
Such were England and Scotland during the century hetween the
Union of the Crowns and the Union of the Kingdoms ; such were
(reat Britain and Ireland during the last eighteen years of the
last century ; such have heen Sweden and Norway for ncarly
fifty years past. But such unions have been few in number, and
they have commonly heen the result of accident. A Kingdom
has been conquered or inherited by the King of another Kingdom;
it has received the stranger as its sovercign, but it has retained
its own constitution and laws. 'When many states have been so
united, as by the Dukes of Burgundy, the Kings of Castile, and
the so-called “Emperors” of Austria, had they been governed
with any regard to right and justice, something like a Federal
Monarchy might have been the result. But in Spain, the rights
of independent kingdoms first sank into mere provincial liberties,
and then were absorbed by the general despotism of the common
Sovereign.  Spain has risen again, not indeed as a Confederation,
but as a constitutional kingdom, which lacks nothing except
rulers worthy of the nation. In the case of the “ Austrian
Empire,” long ycars of tyranny and faithlessness have produced
a hatred of the central power which separation alone can satisfy.
But, were this otherwise, it may he doubted whether a union of
such utterly incongruous nations, even on the mildest and justest
terms, could ever satisfy the conditions necessary for a Federa-
tion of any kind. Where only two crowns have been thus
united, a tendency to more perfect union has commonly arisen.
This, in its best form, has taken the form of an equal fusion of
the two kingdoms ; in its worst form it has degenerated into an
absorption of the weaker kingdom by the stronger. In our own
country, Scotland has first been united with England, and then
Ireland has been united with Great Britain.  Of cases where such
more perfect union has not followed, the most permanent and
beneficial has been the union of Sweden and Norway. That is
to say, the terms of union preserved to Norway liberties which
otherwise she might have lost. The union was a desirable mean

1 Mill, Representative Government, p. 303.
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between mere absorption by Sweden, and an attempt at perfect
independence which would probably have been fruitless. The
union has worked well, through the indomitable love of freedom
which reigns in the noble Norwegian nation. But it is hardly
a system which a patriotic Norwegian would have hit upon as
desirable for its own sake. On the whole the general tendency
of history is to show that, though a Monarchic Federation is by
no means theoretically impossible, yet a Republican Federation
is far more likely to exist as a permanent and flourishing system.
We may therefore, in the general course of our comparison,
practically assume that a Federal state will he also a Republican
state.

When I speak of the Federal system as one intermediate
hetween the systems of large and of small states, it may he ob-
jected that the states which compose a Fedcration may be either
large or small states, according to the definitions of large and small
states which I have already given. It is undoubtedly true that Members
the members of a Confederation may he either single cities or of » Fede-

) . . r . ration may
states of a considerable size. The Achaian League was a League v either
of Cities, the United States are a League of countries, many of Cities or
which exceed in size the smaller kingdoms of Europe. It there- States of

. 3 . consider-

fore naturally follows, that in Achaia the internal governments e size.
of the several citics resembled those of any other Greek democracy,
while the internal governments of the several American States
follow the common type of modern Kuropean constitutions.
That is to say, the Achaian cities had primary, the American
States have representative Assemblies. It is clear that a great
commonwealth, like the State of New York, is as much obliged
to adopt represcntative institutions as England or Italy.! But
though the component parts of a Federation may be as large on
the map as some EKuropean kingdoms, they are not likely to be
states which really occupy the same position. This great size of

1 Switzerland exhibits an intermediate state of thil‘xgs. Some Cantons have
primary, others have representative Assemblies. It is only in one or two of the
largest Cantons that representation can have been absolutely necessary on
geographical grounds. It must have been introduced elsewhere by the influence
of the common type of European freedom. A Canton like Geneva, consisting of
a large town with a very small surrounding territory, would have seemed the
place of all others to revive a Democracy of the Athenian kind. But the constitu-
tion of Geneva, though democratic, is representative ; Démos, in his purity, is to
be found only in some of the small rural Cantons which contain no important
town,
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the States is peculiar to the American Union, and we must take
into account the difference of scale between America and Europe.
In a newly-settled continent, a country which covers as much
ground as France or Spain may, in population, in everything in
short except mere extent, be only on a level with a small Swiss
Canton or German Duchy. The difference may he seen not only
between Europe and America, but between the older and newer
parts of the American Union itself. The arca of Texas is hetween
three and four times as great as the area of all the New England
States ; the population of Texas, hond and free, is less than half
the population of the one State of Massachusetts.! Though
several of the States are of the size of kingdoms, it is only one
or two in which it would not be perfect madness to set up as
wholly independent powers. A Federal connexion with other
states is just as necessary to most of them as it was to the
Achaian cities, or as it now is to the Swiss Cantons. Still it
undoubtedly makes a great difference in the character of a
Fedemtlon, whether its members are single cities or states of
such a size as to require Representative Asqembhcq That is to
say, while Federations, as a class, occupy a position intermediate
between the two other systems, some particular Federations will
approach nearer to one extreme, and others to the other, A
League of the Achaian sort will share many of the merits and
the defects of a system of independent city-commonwealths. A
League of the American sort will share many of the merits and
the defects of a system of large monarchies or republics. And
yet the position of Federations as a class still remains distinet
and intermediate. The position of Megalopolis and that of New
York, both being sovereign in their internal affairs, and mere
municipalities as regards foreign powers, have really more of
resemblance to one another, notwithstanding the difference of
scalc, than the position of Megalopolis has to the position of
Athcns and the position of New York to that of England.
Though one Federation will incline more to one extreme and one
to the other, it is still true that Federal Governments, as a class,
occupy a middle position hetween the two extremes. Along with
some of the defects inherent in a compromise, they have the

1 Area of Texas, 237,504 square miles, of all New England, 65,038, of Massa-
chusetts, 7800. Population of Texas, 601,039, of all New England, 3,318,681,
of Massachusetts, 1,231,065, I take my figures from Ellison’s Slavery and
Secession, p. 362,
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advantage of a middle position in uniting, to a considerable
extent, the merits of both the opposite systems.!

A Federal Government then secures peace, order, and unity General
to a large territory, not so perfectly as a large kingdom does, view of
but far more perfectly than can be done by a system of small :: (;fl”i‘l'?m
independent states. It affords to its citizens a political education termediate
less perfect than is afforded to the citizens of a city-common- system.
wealth, but far more perfect than is afforded to the subjects of a
large kingdom. In theory indeed the Federal Government
secures peace, order, and national unity just as well as the
kingdom does. The Federal power supplies legal means for
settling disputes between State and State, just as readily avail-
able as those which a large kingdom supplies for settling disputes
between district and district.  The Federation is as truly
sovereign in its own department as the State is in its own
department. Resistance to the lawful commands of its Govern-
ment is as much rebellion as resistance to the lawful commands
of a monarch. An injury done by one State to another State or rnter-
to a citizen of another State is not a matter of international mediate
wrong ; it is a mere breach of the peace, to be rectified by the Egi’:ﬁ: ”
Federal Courts or, if need be, to be chastised by the Federal govern-
army. The theory is exactly the same; but the Government ment of
of a Federation will have more difficulty in carrying the theory :Bfriv:;"f’;e
into practice than the Government of a consolidated state. For '
Federal purposes the several States are merely municipalities or
individuals, but they possess infinitely greater powers than can
ever belong to municipalities or to individuals.?  If they wish to
resist, the means of resistance are far casier. In the looser kind
of Federation, that which works only by requisitions, disobedience
to an unpleasant requisition will be a matter of course. Even
where the Union is closest, the coercion, however just, of a
recalcitrant State is sure to be a difficult and invidious business.

The mere threat of nullification or secession by several States
may weaken the action of the Federal power in a way which
their constitutional opposition in the Federal Assembly could not

1 See Tocqueville, i. 278, ' L'Union est libre et heureuse comme une petite
nation, glorieuse et forte comme une grande, Again, ii, 208. La forme fédérale
que les Americains ont adoptde, et qui permet & I'Union de jouir de la puissance
d'une grande république et de la sécurité d’une petite.

2 On these subjects there are many striking passages in Tocqueville. See
especially, i, 241, 251, 252, 254, 256. Some of these passages have been strangely
misunderstood by his English translator
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do. There is therefore no doubt that a Federal Government is
practically less efficient to maintain peace, order, and national
unity than a consolidated Government. That it is more efficient
to maintain them than a system of small independent states,
which in truth does not seek to maintain them at all, needs no
demonstration.

In like manner it is easy to show that a Federal State will
afford its average citizens a degree of political education, greater
than they can obtain in a large kingdom, less than they can
obtain in a city-commonwealth. Doubtless the amount of
developement and education which a Federal State gives to the
individual citizen will mainly depend upon the size and the
internal constitution of its several members. Ina Confederation
of Cities the several cities will approach to the character of
independent city-commonwealths ; in a Confederation of large
States the several States will approach to the character of large
kingdoms or republics.  Yet certain general tendencics will run
through both classes. It is impossible that any member of a
Federation of either kind can give to the mass of its citizens
such a degree of political education as may be given by a per-
fectly independent democratic city. The Achaian Cities pos-
sessed, some of the Swiss Cantons still possess, Democracy in its
purest form, where every adult male citizen has a direct voice
in the popular Assembly. But no such City or Canton can
possibly give its citizens the same political education as was
given to the citizens of democratic Athens.! The very condition
of the case forbids it. 'The mere existence of the Federal tie at
once prevents the citizen of Pelléné or of Schwytz from being
called on to deliberate and decide on such important and in-
structive questions as were laid hefore the citizen of Athens.
It was the discussion of those high questions of imperial policy
on which Periklés and Démosthenés harangued, which gave their
hearers the very highest of all political teaching. But these
questions, so far as any parallel to them can exist at all, are, by
the Achaian and Swiss system, transferred from the Assemblies
of each particular City or Canton to the Federal Assembly at
Aigion or at Bern. The chief means of improvement is thercefore
at once placed out of the reach of the ordinary citizen of the

4 That pure Democracy is now confined to some of the most backward among
the Cantons is purely accidental. The argument would apply equally if it existed
at Geneva or Basel,
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Federation.? Still, the. powers of the City or Canton are far

more than municipal ; it is really sovereign in all purely internal

matters. A share therefore in its government must afford a

political education, if inferior to that of the Athenian, yet at

least superior to any that can be obtained in the purcly muni-

cipal Assemblies of an extensive kingdom. Again, in a city or

small district, the constitution may legally be representative ;

the legal function of the private citizen may be, not to make

laws, but only to choose law-makers. Still, in such a common-

wealth, the people at large will always have a far greater insight

into public affairs, and will always exercise a far greater influence

over their course, than can possibly happen in a large kingdom.

In a Confederation of larger States, where some members may Compari-

be as large in gcographical extent as some Kuropean kingdoms, son of a

the direct share of the people in the government cannot well he jate and a
peoy g Kingdom.

greater in kind than it is in a constitutional monarchy. It may

be greater in amount, because more offices may depend upon

popular election ; but in the State of New York, no less than in

the Kingdom of Britain or of Italy, the direct influence of the

people cannot go beyond the election of legislators and magis-

trates. But their indirect influence will be far greater in the

State than it can be in the Kingdom. Republican habits and

feelings will cause appeals to the pcople to be far more common

and far more direct than is usual in a monarchic state. Political

meetings and regularly organized Conventions will be far more

common and far more influential. There will not he the same

wide difference as to regularity of proceeding and as to moral

weight between such self-appointed bodies and the constitutional

Assemblies of the country. And this indirect influence of the Compari-

people will not only be greater than it can be in the constitu- son of a

. . . . . . . State with

tional Kingdom ; it will be greater than it can be in the consoli- ', - .

dated Republic. It will doubtless be greater in the consolidated dated Re-

Republic than it can be in the Kingdom ; but it may be doubted public.

whether in a consolidated Republic it will be at all more en-

lightened or useful than it can be in a Kingdom. In a large

Republic, say France in its short republican day, the danger is

that the people will gain increased influence without increased

means of improvement. The institutions of a smaller common

! The Achaian Assembly was in theory a Primary Assembly, but it had practi-

cally much more of the character of a Representative one. This will be discussed
at length in Chapter V.
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wealth, while they give the people the increased influence, give
them the increased means of improvement along with it. No
means of improvement, save the unattainable standard of the
Athenian Assembly, is equal to that afforded by a good system
of local Self-Government.! Now of all systems the Federal
Republic is the most favourable to local Self-Government; the
Consolidated Republic would seem to be less favourable to it
than the Constitutional Monarchy. In such a Republic, the one
Sovercign Assembly, the true and sole representative of the
nation, will, in its natural love of power, be far from favourably
inclined towards any authority which does not directly proceed
from itsclf, towards assemblies or magistrates over which it has
only an indirect control.  The Parliament of a Monarchy, whose
sphere is limited by its very nature, is not likely to have the
same jealousy of local rights as the omnipotent National
Assembly of a Republic. And hoth a Federal Congress and a
State Legislature may be expected to have less jealousy still.
Both Assemblics are accustomed to limitations of various kinds ;
the Federal Congress indeed is limited in a way which prevents
it from tonching local rights at all.  And the State Legislature,
which might touch them, is itself accustomed to limitations of
one kind at the hands of the Federal body, and will therefore
be more inclined to tolerate limitations of another kind at the
hands of local bodies. The very model of the Federal (iovern-
ment, the perfect liberty retained by each State within its own
walk, will naturally suggest the retention of a large amount of
municipal liberty by the smaller divisions of which the State
itself is composed. (In the New England States, where the true
Federal model is best carried out, local Self-Government seems
to have reached its fullest developement.? The Township, the
County, the State, the Union, are wheels within wheels, govern-
ments within governments, each lower office preparing and edu-
cating for the office above it, from the Select-Man of the Township
to the President of the United States]) It is clear that no system,
short of the Athenian Democracy, can give the mass of the people
a political education at all comparable to this. It may indeed
be that even the general diffusion of political intelligence is not

1 Tocqueville, ii. 208. Les institutions communales qui, modérant le despo-
tisme de la majorité, donnent en méme temps au peuple le goiit de la liberté et
I'art d’étre libre.

2 See Tocqueville, i. p. 103 et seqq,
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an unmixed good; it is possible that where everybody is a
statesman, nobody will be a great statesman ; it is possible that
the constant occupation of the mind on political subjects may
tend to diminish some qualitics, even some political qualities,
which may be no less practically useful than political intelligence
itself. The English people are certainly not remarkable for a
high average of political intelligence ; but they often display an
amount of political good sense, of rational confidence in well-
chosen leaders, whlch we mwht look for in vain among the
busier spirits of America. But [ believe that the faults, whl(,h,
among many virtues, have disfigured the political working of the
United States are owing to the peculiar circumstances of that
Republic, and are not inherent results either of Democratic
Government or of Pederal Government. For the discussion of
these points L trust to find a morve fitting place in a later stage
of my history. It is enough now to refer to the counter-
examples of Athens, Achaia, Holland, and Switzerland. My
present position simply is that, as the tendency of a Federal
State is to give each individual citizen?! greater political powers
and greater political responsibility, so it also gives him the
opportunity of submitting himself to a more thoroughly edu-
cating and improving process than lies within the reach of the
ordinary subject of a great monarchy. But all that Achaia or
Switzerland or America can give is utterly inferior to that politi-
cal training, which the (,()nsmnt habit of ruling and judging, of
hearing the greatest affairs discussed by the greatest men, offered
to one ‘md all of the twenty thousand citizens of Athcns.

Such then are the advantages and disadvantages which seem Circum-
naturally to belong to Federal Governments as such. But it 5“"1"339
must be remembered that, of all political systems in the world, which o
the Federal Republic is the last which it would be prudent in its Federal
admirers to preach up as the onc political system to be adopted ?“‘0“‘)’;
in all times and places. It isa system cminently suited for some “**™>*
circumstances, eminently unsuited for others. Federalism is
in its place whenever it appears in the form of closer Union.
Europeans, accustomed to a system of large consolidated states,
are apt to look upon a Federal system as a system of disunion,
and therefore a system of weakness. To a Greek of the third
century B.C., to an American in 1787, it presented itself as a

1 In an aristocratic Federation this must of course be understood of those
citizens only who are invested with the highest franchise,
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system of union and therefore of strength. The alternative was
not closer union, but wider separation. A Kingdom of Pelo-
ponnésos or of America was an absurdity too great to be thought
of. A single Consolidated Republic was almost equally out of
the question. The real question was, Shall these Cities, thesc
States, remain utterly isolated, perhaps hostile to one another,
at most united by an inefficient and precarious alliance ¢—or
shall they, while retaining full internal independence, he fused
into one nation as regards all dealings with other powers?
Looked at in this light, the Federal system is emphatically a
system of union, and of that strength which follows upon union.
The Federal connexion is in its place wherever the several
members to be united are fitted for that species of union and for
no other. It requires a sufficient degree of community in origin
or feeling or interest to allow the several members to work
together up to a certain point. It requires that there should not
be that perfect degree of community, or rather identity, which
allows the several members to be fused together for all purposes.
Where there is no community at all, Federalism is inappropriate ;
the Cities or States had better remain wholly independeut, and
take their chance of the advantages and disadvantages of the
system of small commonwealths. Where community rises into
identity, Federalism is equally inappropriate ; the Cities or States
had better sink into mere Counties of a Kingdom or Consolidated
Republic, and take their chance of the advantages and disad-
vantages of the system of large states. But in the intermediate set
of circumstances, the circumstances of Peloponnésos struggling
agaiyst Macedonia, of Switzerland struggling against Austria, of
the Netherlands struggling against Spain, of the American colonies
struggling against England, Federalism is the true solvent. It
gives as much of union as the members need and not more than
they need. At the present moment, by the confession of both
sides, the Federal tie is the appropriate one to hind together New
York and Massachusetts, South Carolina and Georgia. The only
question is whether the requisite degrec of community of
interests, feelings, and habits exists between New York and
Massachusetts on the one hand and South Carolina and Georgia
on the other. If it does not, the interests of the world will he
better promoted by the existence of two Federations instead of
one. FEven should a third Federation arise in the remoter West,
the principle of Federalism will remain untouched, as long as the
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Federal tie, and nothing tighter or looser, is applied to those
States whose degree of fraternity with one another makes the
Federal relation the appropriate degree of connexion. Wherever
either closer union or more entire separation is desirable, Feder-
alism is out of place. It is out of place if it attempts either to
break asunder what is already more closely united,! or to unite
what is wholly incapable of union. Its mission is to unite to a
certain extent what is capable of a certain amount of union and
no more. It is an intermediate point between two extremes,
capable either of being despised as a compromise or of being
extolled as the golden mean.

My object, at this particular stage of my argument, is, more General
than anything clse, to answer certain popular fallacies with ;‘;50‘(‘11;5“‘”
regard to my subject. I will therefore slightly forestall some Fege-
things which are more appropriate to a later stage, and will ask ralism.
what Federalism, applied in its proper place, has really done,
and is still doing, before our eyes. What have been its real
results in America ? I do not ask what have been the results of
American institutions generally ; that is an inquiry which I post-
pone altogether. I do not ask what has been the result either
of a democratic state of socicty or of a democratic form of
government. I ask, What has been the result of the Federal
system, as such, in the United States? I ask again, What has
been its result in a land ncarer to us though less closely con-
nected ¢ What has a Federal Union done, or failed to do, for
Switzerland, and, through Switzerland, for Europe ?

No one who really understands the position of the United
States at the time when their Federal Constitution was formed Results
will doubt that the establishment of a Federal system was f\fn?e‘:icm
absolutely the only course open to the founders of the Republic. yyion.
Thirteen independent, and possibly hostile, commonwealths hardly
formed a desirable alternative. A consolidated State of thirteen
counties was a notion utterly chimerical. * The reasons which
may now make two or threc Confederations more desirable
than one had not then shown themselves. Washington and his

1 T mean of course countries really united like England and France. Where
the tie is merely artificial or violent, as in the lands unequally yoked together
under Austrian or Turkish tyranny, Federalism may (or may not) be the proper
relation for the different states on acquiring freedom. The decaying Ottoman

Empire certainly affords a most tempting field for the experiment of some form
or other of monarchic Federation.
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coadjutors did what wise men would do in the circumstances in
which they found themselves. Like Soldn, they established,
not the best of all possible constitutions, but the constitution
which was the best possible in that particular time and place.
And what has been the result of their work? Their constitution
has at least outlived countless constitutions both in Europe and
in America. When the American constitution was drawn up,
France was still under the absolute and undisputed sway of a
Most Christian King. The American Union has heen contem-
porary with a Constitutional King of the French, a Convention,
a Directory, a Consulate for a term, a Consulate for life, an
Emperor of a Republic, an Emperor of an Empire,! a Constitu-
tional King of France, an Emperor again, a Constitutional King
of France again, a King of the French, a Provisional Government,
a Dictator, a President for four yecars, a despotic President for
ten years, an Emperor for what period no one can foretell. The
constitution-making of Philadelphia has been at least more per-
manent than the constitution-making of Paris. At all events,
the American Union has actually secured, for what is really a
long period of time, a greater amount of combined peace and
freedom than was ever before enjoyed by so large a portion of
the earth’s surface. There have been, and still are, vaster
despotic Empires, but never before has so large an inhabited
territory remained for more than seventy years in the enjoyment
at once of internal freedom and of exemption from the scourge
of internal war. Now this is the direct result of the IFederal
System.  Either entire independence or closer union would have
brought with it cvils which the Federal relation has prevented.
Had the thirteen States remained wholly independent common-
wealths, had new States, equally independent, grown up to the
West of them, we cannot doubt that the American continent
would, before this time, have become the theatre of constant
wars between so many independent and rival powers. Had the
States formed a single Monarchy or Consolidated Republie, some
attempt would long ago have been made to force upon the whole
country onc uniform law, either allowing or forbidding Slavery.
Who can doubt that a Civil War, even more fearful than the
present one, would have been the immediate consequence? The

1 The early Imperial coins of the first Buonaparte bear on the reverse the
legend * République Frangaise,” which in the later ones is exchanged for * Empire
Frangais.”
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Federal Union has at least staved off either evil for no incon-
siderable term of years. It has staved it off for a period as long
as the greatest glory of Athens, for a period not far short of half
the duration of the truest glory of Rome.! There have been
bitter dissensions and bitter hatreds, violent words and violent
actions, there have been nullifications and threats of sccession
and attempts at local insurrection, but, till this present outbreak,
there has been nothing really deserving the name of Civil War.
The Federal system has at least saved that vast continent for
nearly three generations from the mutual slaughter of men of
the same race and speech, from the sight of ravaged provinces
and of cities taken by storm. During all these ycars, the amount
of union between the several States, the amount of independence
retained by each State, has been found to be exactly that amount
which answered the required purpose. If the system has broken
down at last, we may be sure that any other system would have
broken down much sooner. And, after all, it has only broken
down very partially. One Federation has been divided into
two, just as one Kingdom has often heen divided into two; but
neither of the powers thus formed has thought of setting up
anything but a Federal system as the form of its own internal
constitution.

It is often said that the Disruption of the United States at
once puts Federalism out of court by proving the inherent weak-
ness of the Federal tie. To make a general political inference
from a single example in history is not a very philosophical way
of reasoning. The alleged weakness of the Federal tie is move-
over, in a certain sense, a truism.  The Federal tie is in its own
nature weaker than the tie which unites the geographical divisions
of a perfectly consolidated state. But what Federalism ought
really to be compared with is not perfect union, but the com-
plete separation which has commonly been its only alternative.
I freely admit, in a certain sense, the weakness of the Federal tie.
But the real question is not whether the tie is weak or strong,
but whether therc are not certain circumstances in which a weak
tie is better either than a strong tic or than no tie at all. The
Federal tic is weak because it is artificial. It is hardly possible

1 From the Declaration of Independence in 1776 to the Secession of 1861 is
85 years. From the battle of Marathdn (B.c. 490) to the conquest of Athens by
Lysander (B.c. 404) is 86. The period of Roman History between the settlement
of the quarrels of the Orders (B.c. ¢. 337) and the beginning of the later struggles
under the Gracchi (B.c. 133) is about 200 years.
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that a man can feel the same love for an ingenious political
creation as he may feel either for a single great nation or for a
single city-commonwealth. The Achaian League or the American
Union can hardly call forth either that feeling of hereditary
loyalty which attaches to Kings descended from Alfred or Saint
Lewis, or that burning patriotism which the Athenian or the
Florentine felt for the City in which his whole political and
personal being found its home. A Federal Union, in short, must
depend for its permanence, not on the sentiment but on the
reason of its citizens. If circumstances remain as they were at
the time of its formation, if the particular degree of union which
it secures is found to be practically better than either closer
union or more complete independence, a Federal Government
may well be as permanent as any other. If circumstances
change, if it be found that either consolidation or separation is
desirable, then the Federal Union, essentially a compromise, may
be found to have worked well as a system of transition. Let us
suppose that the members of a Federal Union, by long connexion
and familiarity, by the habit of united action for many import-
ant purposes, have at last formed the desire for a still more
complete union. To turn a Federation into a Consolidated state
will be found at least as easy as to unite a group of isolated
atoms into a Federation. The several States have already dele-
gated a large portion of their rights to a common Government of
their own choosing; all that is needed is to go a step further,
and to invest that common Government with rights more ex-
tensive still. Let us take the other alternative. Let us suppose
that the union of a number of weak states has given to each a
power and prosperity which it never could have obtained alone ;
that, under the wing of the central power, its childhood has
grown up into maturity, and its weakness has developed into
strength. The several States may feel that they are able to go
alone, that the Union, which once strengthened, now only restrains
them. In such a case the impulse towards complete indepen-
dence would probably be irresistible. Such a separation would
in a certain sense prove the weaknéss of the Federal tie; in
another sense it would prove that there was strength in its very
weakness. Or let us take the case which has actually happened.
Let us not suppose a general disruption, a dissolution of the
whole Union into independent atoms; let us suppose that,
through circumstances unforeseen when the League was founded,
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certain parts of the Union have ceased to have that communjisy

of feeling and interest with certain other parts which it is /7 .en-

tial that the members of a Federal body should have with each

other. Here too the weakness of the Federal tie may be said to

come in. In either of these cases, the idea of secession will pre-

sent itself more readily, and the idea can be more easily carried

out, than can happen when one portion of a consolidated

state feels itself aggrieved by the common Government. When-

ever the tendency in a Federation runs towards separation, the Easiness or

tendency will be almost irresistible. The amount of political inde- separation
. ) . . when

pendence retained by the several States is so great that it may both | ,qe4q.

lead them to aspire to, and actually make them capable of, an

independence still more complete. Each citizen will always enter-

tain a warmer and more immediate patriotic feeling for his own

State than he entertains for the whole Union.  If he think that his

own State is wronged by the Union, the idea of its perfect inde-

pendence is one which may easily occur. And if the idea does

occur, it will be found far more easy to carry out into practice

than similar schemes of secession could be under any other form

of Government. The secession of an English county or of a

French department is something too ludicrous to think of. To

say nothing of the inherent absurdity of the wish, to say nothing

of the certainty of the rebellion being at once crushed, the new

commonwealth would be utterly helpless. It has no political

traditions apart from the whole country, it has no form of local

government which it can at once convert into a sovereign power.

But the American State has alrcady a Governor and a Legis-

lature on exactly the same model as the President and Congress

of the whole Union. The Governor and Legislature already

possess very large political powers; in the older States they

are actually institutions of more ancient date than the Federal

Government itself. It needs no great stretch of imagination to

invest with greater powers a Government which possesses such

large powers already, and for the State to enter alone upon the

general stage of the world, to commission Ambassadors and to

levy armies on its own account. So to do is, always in legal

theory, sometimes in sober historie truth, only to fall back on

the state of things when as yet the Sovereign State had ceded

no portion of its powers to the Federal Union. This facility of Easiness of

Secession is what is meant when the weakness of the Federal tie SeParstion

. . . . h d
is spoken of. But in truth it may be doubted whether this very sifise? goo
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weakness may not bring with it some incidental advantages. At
any rate a plausible case may be made out in favour of this
facility of Secession. Rebellion is sometimes necessary, and
Secession is certainly the mildest form that Rebellion can take.
For, beyond all doubt, Secession is, legally and formally, Re-
bellion. The Federal Union is essentially a perpetual union ; a
Federal Constitution cannot, any more than any other constitu-
tion, contain provisions for its own dissolution. The Federal
power is entitled to full obedience within its own sphere, and
the refusal of that obedience, whether by States or by indi-
viduals, is essentially an act of Rebellion. It does not at all
follow that such rebellion is necessarily either wrong or inex-
pedient ; but it does follow that Secession is not an cvery-day
right to be exercised at pleasure. A seceding State may be fully
justified in seceding; but to justify its secession it ought to he
provided with at least as good a case as the original States had
for their secession from the Crown of Great Britain. Granting
therefore that separation hetween members of a Federation will
be sometimes cxpedient, surely a system which supplies the
means of a peaccable divoree is not without its good side. It is,
on_every ground, far casier to secede from a I*ulemtlon Eh:m
from a Consolidated State™ Some reasons I have alr mdy glven
In the case of a melu{n, a feeling will often come in which,
unreasonable as it is, is none the less powerful for heing un-
reasonable. In many men’s minds loyalty is simply a blind
attachment to a person or to a family, not a rational conviction
of the duty of obedicnce to all lawful authority. To such minds
the most reasonable rebellion against a King will scem a far more
heinous crime than the most unreasonable rebellion against a Re-
public. Again, Kings, whether despotic or constitutional, and
Consolidated Republics too, can seldom indeed be got to give up a
single inch of their territories, except by force. The supposed
honour and the supposed interest of the Monarch require that, if
he does not extend, he at least should not diminish, the boundaries
of the realm which he has inherited. And nations have such a
way of identifying themselves with their Kings that popular
feeling will, in such cases, run for a long time in the same
current with royal feeling. Every wise English statesman dis-
liked the American War; but to George the Third on the one
hand, and to the mass of Englishmen on the other, the honour
of England seemed to require the recovery of the revolted
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colonies. The experience of Federal States on this point is not

very extensive. But the reason of the case would lead us to

expect that é:)e members of a League from which one or more

members have seceded would be less anxious to retain them, at

all events less ready to make great sacrifices to retain them by

force, than either a monarch or his subjects will he to recover

a revolted province.ré (Every Englishman thought his personal Proba-

honour involved in the reconquest of Delhi; it does not seem so E‘;"ty that
. . . a Federa-

directly to concern a citizen of New York whether South Carolina tion wil

is, or is not, a member of the same Federal hody as his own be less

State.! 3 The War in the United States has not yet lasted a year {5

and a half2; it has hitherto been chequered by victories and kingdom

defeats on both sides, and, after all, the real difficulty on the to recover

part of the North is not to win hattles or to capture towns, hut fl‘:’;f’nl]t;‘:s

to occupy, that is, to conquer in any practical sense, the whole b

of so vast a territory.® It still remains to be seen whether the

people of the Northern States will be ready to endure so pro-

longed a struggle for the forcible reduction of their revolted

brethren, as Spain or even as England endured for the forcible

reduction of their revolted dependencies. It is dangerous to

try to prophesy, but one cannot help thinking that the United

States and the Confederate States will have exchanged Ambas-

sadors Defore the year 1941 or even hefore the year 1869.4

Besides the physical difficulties of conquering a large country,

besides the difficulty of secing what interest the conquerors have

in the conquest, there is the absurdity of the process of conquest

itself. A Federation, though legally perpetual, is something

which is in its own nature essentially voluntary : there is a sort

of inconsistency in retaining members against their will.  What Tncon-

is to be done with them when they are conquered? They can Sistency of

: ) striving t
hardly be made subjects of the other States; are they then to :em;g 0

unwilling

1 Of course the question of geographical possibility is liere of great importance, Members.
If Kentucky or Tennessee had seceded all by itself, without the support of any
other State, the thing would have been as ridiculous as a secession of North-
amptonshire, and the nuisance would have been abated by the combined forces
of the whole Union. But the secession of Maine or of Florida would not have so
clearly touched the interests of other parts of the Federation.

2 July, 1862.

3 This is foreibly put in Mr. Spence’s Seventh Chapter.

4 The Dutch War of Independence began in 1568 ; the Thirteen Years’ Truce
was concluded in 1609, but the independence of the United Provinces was not
formally recognized by Spain till 1648. Our own American War lasted eight
years, 1775-83.
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be compelled at the point of the bayonet to recognize their
conquerors as brethren, and to send, under the penalties of
treason, unwilling Senators and Representatives to Washing-
ton? Either alternative is utterly repugnant to the first
principles of a Federal Union. Surely the remedy is worse
than the disease. The revolted State, as a foreign power,
may become a friendly neighbour; as an unwilling Con-
federate, it will simply be a source of internal dissension
and confusion. A State will hardly think of Secession as
long as it is its manifest interest to remain in the Union.
When it ceases to be its manifest interest to remain, there
may at least he grave doubts as to either the justice or
the expediency of retaining it by force. The Achaian League
was weakened, indeced we may say that it finally perished,
by nothing so much as by the attempt to retain members in the
Confederation against their will.

The truth is that the disruption of the United States has
been mainly owing to their unparalleled prosperity. In that
houndless continent, with no neighbour at once able and willing
to contend with them on equal terms, Secession has been pos-
gible. No despot stands at either end of the Union ready to
swallow up each seceding State as soon as it loses the protection
of its neighbours. Federalism cannot be said to have heen found
wanting, where it has not been really tried. What a Federal
union really can do when it is tried is best scen by another
example. From America let us turn our eyes to Switzerland.
The territory of the Swiss Confederation is, both in a military
and a political point of view, one of the most important in
Europe. Lying between the two great despotisms of France
and Austria, it is above all things necdful that it should be held
by a free and an united people. But disunion scems stamped
upon the soil by the very hand of nature, no less than on the
soil of Hellas itself. Every valley seems to ask for its own
separate commonwealth. The land, small as it is, is inhabited
by men of different races, different languages, different religions,
different stages of society. Four languages are spoken within
the narrow compass of the League. Religious and political dis-
sensions have been so strong as more than once to have led to
civil war. How are such a people to be kept united among
themselves, so as to guard their mountains and valleys against
all invaders? I need hardly stop to show that the citadel of
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Europe could not be safely entrusted to twenty-two wholly inde- Perfect
pendent Republics or to twenty-two wholly independent princes. separation
But would consolidation answer the purpose ¢  Shall we give them ?:'c(: o
the sterecotyped blessing of a hereditary King, a responsible solidation
Ministry, an elected and a nominated House of Parliament ? alike im-
Or shall we, by way of variety, give them some neatly planned possible.
scheme of a Republic one and indivisible ? Such a Kingdom,

such a Republic, would but present, on a smaller scale, much

such a spectacle as the Empires of Austria and Turkey. The
Burgundian and the Italian provinces would rebel against a
dominant German government, and would fly for support to

their neighbours of kindred speech beyond the limits of the
Kingdom. France would soon become to Vaud what Piedmont

has heen to the Italian provinces of Austria, what Russia has

been to the Slavonic provinces of Turkey. The Federal relation

has solved the problem. Under the Federal system, the Catholic The
and the Protestant, the aristocrat and the democrat, the citizen Y’"{’bl‘i““
of Bern and the mountaineer of Uri,—the Swabian of Ziirich, :OIX:&QT);{
the Lombard of Ticino, the Burgundian of Geneva, the speakers Constitu-
of the unknown tongues of the Rhamtian valleys—all can meet o™
side by side as free and equal Confederates. They can retain

their local independence, their local diversities, nay, if they will,

their local jealousies and hatreds, and yet they can stand forth,

in all external matters, as one united nation, all of whose mem-

bers are at once ready to man their mountain rampart the
moment that the slightest foreign aggression is committed on

any one of their brethren. The Federal system, in short, has

here, out of the most discordant ethnological, political, and re-

ligious elements, raised up an artificial nation, full of as true and

heroic national feeling as ever animated any people of the most
unmixed blood. An American State can secede, if it pleases:

no Swiss Canton will ever desert the protection of its brethren,
because it knows that Secession, instead of meaning increased
independence, would mean only immediate' annexation by the
nearest despot. If any one is tempted to draw shallow infer-

ences against Federalism in general from mistaken views of one

single example, he may at once correct his error by looking at

that nearer Federation which has weathered so many internal

and external storms. No part of my task will be more
delightful or more instructive than to trace the history

of that glorious League, from the day when the Austrian a.p.1315.
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invader first felt the might of freedom at Morgarten to the
day when a baser and more treacherous despotism still, in
defiance of plighted faith and of the public Law of Kurope,
planted the vultures of Paris upon the neutral shores of the
Lake of Geneva.

I have thus gone through the comparison which T designed
between the two opposite poles of political being, and that
ingenious and nicely-balanced system which is intermediate
between the two. I have compared the small City-Common-
wealth, the great Monarchy or Consolidated Republic, and the
Federal Union, whether of single Citics or of considerable States.
I have pointed out the inherent advantages and disadvantages
of the three systems, and the circumstances under which each
is preferable to the others. I now draw near to my main
subject, to show the practical working of the Federal principle
as it is exemplified in the history of the Federal Governments
of the Ancient, the Medi®val, and the Modern world.



CHAPTER III
OF THIE AMPHIKTYONIC COUNCIL

Brrorg entering on that great developement of the Federal
principle which marks the last age of independent Greece, it
will be well to speak somewhat more briefly of certain less
perfect approaches to a Federal system, which may be seen in
the carlier days of Grecian history, and of which the noble
work of Aratos was doubtless in a great measure a conscious
improvement. And, first of all, it will he needful to say a
few words as to an error which is now pretty well exploded,
but which was of early date and which once had a wide currency.
Many philosophical speculators on government have been led
into great mistakes by the idea that Greece itself, as a whole,
and not merely particular Grecian states, ought to be ranked
as an instance of Federal union.

The body which has been often mistaken for a Federal The Am-
Council of Greece is the famous Council of the Amphiktyons gllkt)’,‘lnnc
at pell)hi. Probably mno one cz.Lpable of writing upon the ot B true
subject can have been so wholly ignorant of the whole bearing Federal
of Grecian history as to take the Amphiktyonic League for a ‘*Ovetm'
perfect Federal union after the Achaian or American pattern. ™"
But it is easy to understand how such a body as the Amphiktyons
may have been mistaken for a Federal Diet of the looser kind.

It is certain that Dionysios,! pretty clear that Strabo,® not
unlikely that Cicero,® supposed the Amphiktyonic Council to

1 iv. 25. He goes on, in his usual style, to say how Servius Tullius founded
the Latin League in imitation of the Amphiktyons. Now the Latin League,
though probably not a perfect Federal Government, has a fair right to be classed
among close approaches to the Federal idea.

*ix, 8,7. Strabo speaks of the League as consisting of mwélews, Pausanias,

(x. 8. 2) more accurately of yévn.  Strabo’s expressions, mwepl TV rowdv
Bovhevabduevoy and dixas doai wéhear wpds wohews elol, go far beyond the facts of

the case.
3 The often quoted expression of Cicero, ‘‘ Amphictyones, id est, commune
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have been invested with far more cxtensive powers than it
ever posscssed, at all events during the best days of Greece.
The error on their part was natural: the later history of in-
dependent Greece was conspicuously a history of Federalism ;
and it was easy to carry back the political ideas of the times
with which they were most familiar into days in which those
ideas were most certainly unknown. And indeed there secms
some reason to believe that the Amphiktyonic body had, in
the age of Strabo, really put on something more like the out-
ward shape of a true Federal body than it had ever worn in
the age of Démosthends. From the later Greek and Latin
writers the error naturally spread to modern scholars. In days
when all “the classics” were held to bhe of equal value and
authority, and when it was hardly yet discerned that all ““the
classics” were not contemporary with each other, men did not
see how little the descriptions of Strabo and Pausanias, even
though backed by an incidental allusion of Cicero, were really
worth, when weighed against the emphatic silence of Thucydidés,
Aristotle, and Polyhios. And in truth modern scholars, writing
under the influence of political and historical theories, have
often pressed the words of Strabo, Pausanias, and Cicero, far
heyond anything that Strabo, Pausanias, or Cicero ever meant.
The writers of the last century seem to have looked upon the
Amphiktyonic League as a rcal political union of the Greck
nation, and they sometimes highly extol the political wisdom
of the authors of so wise a system.! In a like spirit, the
accidental and fluctnating supremacy of a single Bretwalda over
the several Old-English kingdoms was, by writers of the same
age, often supposed to be the decliberate result of calculations
no less far-searching than those which are attributed to Amphi-
ktyon the son of Deukalion.? The true nature of the Amphi-
ktyonic League was, as far as I know, first clearly set forth by

Gracie Concilium ”—an expression, by the way, which in a certain sense, is
quite defensible—is a mere obiter dictum (De Inv. Rhet. ii. 23), and may or may
not express Cicero’s deliberate judgement, From Cicero’s words, Raleigh doubtless
got his phrase, ‘‘the Council of the Amphyctiones, or the General Estates of
Greece.” Hist. of the World, Part I. Book 4, Cap. i. § 4.

! Compare the first two Chapters of Montesquieu, Esprit des Lois, Book ix.
He mentions the Amphiktyous but once, hut he clearly has them in his mind
throughout. On the other hand sec the strictures on the supposed constitution
of the League in the ‘‘ Federalist,” No. xviii, p. 91.

2 Rapin (Hist. d’Ang. i. 139) gravely discusses the Bretwaldadom at some
length, and compares the Bretwalda to the Dutch Stadtholder.
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Sainte Croix, in his, for the time, really valuable work on old
Greek Federalism.! The work of Tittmann on the Amphiktyonic
League 2 is somewhat retrograde after that of Sainte Croix. It
is needless to say that in the works of our own great country-
men, in the histories of Thirlwall and of Grote, no traces of the
error can be discerned. The old notions as to the nature of
the Amphiktyonic Council and the relations of the Greek states
to one another may now be set down as an exploded mistake,?
a mistake arising partly from ignorance of the true nature of
Federal Government, partly from inability to distinguish betwecn
the different degrees of authority to be allowed to different Greek
and Latin writers.

The Amphiktyonic Council then, there can be no doubt, was The
in no wise an instance of Federal Government, even in the very Council a

P L ligi
laxest sense of the word. It was not a political, but a religious gjtlﬁlous’

body. If it had any claim to the title of a General Council * of Political
Greece, it was wholly in the sense in which we speak of General Body-

1 Des Anciens Gouvernemens Fédératifs.  Paris, an vii.

2 Ueber den Bund der Amphiktyonen. Berlin, 1812,

3 No scholar of jrecent times has attempted to revive it, except Colonel Mure,
in a pamphlet (National Criticism in 1858, p. 22) which that distinguished
scholar probably regretted before he died. It is no disrespect to Colonel Mure,
whose studies, most valuable in their own line, did not lie in a strictly historical
direction, to say that he clearly had no idea what a Federal Government really
is, Some of the particular arguments are very weak, and the Colonel does not
seem to have seen how far the silence of Thucydidls outweighs the speech of a
thousand Plutarchs or Dionysii. He refers us to the description of the Amphi-
ktyons by Tacitus (Ann. iv. 14) as ¢ quis preecipnum fuit rerum omnium judicium,
qua tempestate Grweci, conditis per Asiam urbibus, ore maris potiebantur.”
Undoubtedly Tacitus, as Colonel Mure says, is ‘‘ an author not accustomed to
speak at random,” but his obiter dictum is really not decisive as to the mythical
ages of Greece. Colonel Mure goes on to say that the Amphiktyons erased the
boastful inscription of Pausanias. This is on the authority of an oration
attributed to Démosthenés, but generally looked on as spurious (¢, Neer. § 128),
while Thucydidés (i. 132) makes the erasure the act of the Lacedamonians them-
selves. That Themistoklés (Plut. Them. 20) opposed the proposal to deprive the
medizing Greeks of their Amphiktyonic franchise, is very probable, but it does
not go the least way towards showing that the Amphiktyons were, in any seuse,
a Federal Government.

4 Mschints (Ktes. § 58) has the expressions xowol cuwvedplov T@v "EXNfywy
and afterwards 'EX\qvicod ovvedplov. The latter phrase, as it stands in the
context, referring to Philip’s admission to the Amphiktyonic body, certainly
proves nothing. Nor does the former, which is quoted by Tittmann (p. 62),
prove very much. Tittmann also quotes the Amphiktyonic decree in Démosthends
(De Cor. § 198) where the Amphiktyons call themselves 76 kowdv 7@v "EANfrwy
guwvédpiov. Of these expressions one comes from Aschinés, who is well disposed
to magnify Awmphiktyonic rights, and whose language is never imitated by

I
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Councils in Modern Europe. The Amphiktyonic Council re-
presented Greece as an Ecclesiastical Synod represented Western
Christendom, not as a Swiss Diet or an American Congress
represents the Federation of which it is the common legislature.
Its primary business was to regulate the concerns of the temple
of Apollo at Delphi. And the Amphiktyonic Council which
met at Delphi and at Thermopylie was in truth only the most

only one of famous of several bodies of the same kind. An Amphiktyonic,

several,

Incidental
Political
Functions
of the
Council.

or, more correctly, an Amphiktionie,! body was an Assembly of
the tribes who duwelt wround any famous temple gathered together
to manage the affairs of that temple. There were other Amphl-
ktyonic Assemblies in Greece, amongst which that of the isle
of Kalaureia,? off the coast of Argolis, was a body of some
celebrity. The Amphiktyons of Delphi obtained greater im-
portance than any other Amphiktyons only because of the greater
importance of the Delphic sanctuary, and because it incidentally
happened that the greater part of the Greek nation had some
kind of representation among them. DBut that body could not
be looked upon as a perfect representation of the Greek nation
which, to postponc other objections to its constitution, found
no place for so large a fraction of the Hellenic hody as the
Arkadians.  Still the Amphiktyons of Delphi undoubtedly
came nearer than any other existing hody to the character of
a general representation of all Greece. It is therefore casy to
understand how the religious functions of such a body might
incidentally assume a political character. Thus the old Amphi-
ktyonic oath?® forbade certain extreme mecasures of hostility
against any city sharing in the common Amphiktyonic worship.
Here we get on that mixed ground between spiritual and

Démosthends, who so profanely talks of 7 év Aehgpols axid. The other comes from
the Amphiktyons themselves, who certainly never had more occasion to magnify
their office, than in the decree by which they invited Philip into Greece. Yet
even they directly afterwards qualify the strong expression by the words oi
“EN\yres ol peréyovres Tol ouvedplov Tdv *Augukrubvwy.  All those expressions,
like those of Herodotos to be presently quoted, hardly amount to more than the
name ‘EA\prorduiat, as applied to certain officers, not of a Hellenic Federation,
but of the Athenian Confederacy.

! The derivation from dugikrioves, quoted by I”msamas (x. 8) from Androtidn,
is now generally received. Indeed the spelling AMPIKTIONEZ occurs on the
Amphiktyonic coinage at Delphi.

2 Strabo, lib. viii. c. 6, 14, "Hy 8¢ ral’Augurvovia 7is wepl 76 lepdy Tobro,
érrd mohewv, al uerelxov s Oucias, k.7.\, This gives the original idea of an
Amphiktyony.

3 Asch. Fals, Leg. § 115,
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temporal things on which Ecclesiastical Councils have often
appeared with more honour to themselves than in matters more
strictly within their own competence. The Amphiktyonic
Council forbade any Amphiktyonic city to be razed or its
water to be cut off, with as good an intention, and with about
as much effect, as Christian Synods instituted the Truce of God,
and forbade tournaments! and the use of the cross-bow. But,
more than this, the Amphiktyonic Council was the only delibera-
tive body in which members from most parts of Greece habitually
met together.  On the few occasions when it was needed that
Greece should speak with a common voice, the Amphiktyonic
Council was the natural, indeed the only possible, mouth-piece
of the nation. Onece or twice then, in the course of Grecian
history, we do find the Amphiktyonic body acting with real
dignity in the name of United Greece. We naturally find this Instances
more distinetly the case immediately after the repulse of the "){Ji‘?{’t“'onic
Persians, when a common Greek national feeling existed for ;cmm)_'
the moment in greater strength than either before or afterwards.
Then it was that the Amphiktyonic Council, evidently acting
in the name of all Greece, sct a price upon the head of the
Greek who had betrayed the defenders of Thermopyla to the s.c. 479.
Barbarians.  But, in setting a price on the head of Ephialtés,
the Amphiktyonic Council, as head of Greece, hardly did more
than was done by the Athenian Assembly, if not as the head
of Gireece, yet as its worthiest representative, when it proscribed
Arthmios of Zeleia for bringing barbaric bribes into Hellas.?
Sometimes again we find, naturally enough, this great religious Amphi-
Synod, like religious Synods in later times, preaching Crusades ]631‘;2(‘1;
against ungodly and sacrilegious cities, against violators of the ~
holy ground or of the peaceful worshippers of Apollo. And,
whatever we may think of the pious zeal of Alschinés against s.c. 340.
the Lokrians of Amphissa,* we may at least fairly believe that
the first sacred war under Soldn® was a real Crusade, carried s.c. 595.
H 1 A]s lat the Second Lateran Council. See Roger of Wendover, ii. 400, Eng.

ist. Rd.

2 Herod. vii, 214 (so 218). Ol 7&v EAMjrwr 1luaybpot émekiputar .. . dpybiplov.
Professor Rawlinson, in his Translation of Herodotos, strangely strengthens the
words of the historian into the * deputies of the Greeks, the Pylagore.”

3 Asch. Ktes. § 258. It is a favourite common-place with the orators.

4 Asch. Ktes. § 118 et seqq. Thirlwall, vi. 80.

5 Plut. Sol. 11. Asch., Ktes. § 108. In later times (B.c. 281) we find a

Crusade against Atolia led by the Spartan King Areus (Justin, xxiv. 1) on the
same ground as this of Soldn, namely the sacrilegious cultivation of the plain of
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on with as distinct a sense of religious duty as ever sent forth
Godfrey or Saint Lewis or our own glorious Edward. At other
times the Amphiktyonic Council, just like other religions Councils,
does not escape the danger of being perverted to purely temporal
purposes. Nothing is easier than to sce that the Amphiktyonic
Council, in the days of Philip, had sunk into a mere political
tool in the hands first of Thebes, then of Macedonia.l And in
all cases, whether the sentences of the Council were just or
unjust, whether they were dictated by religious faith or by
political subserviency, the Amphiktyonic body had no constitu-
tional means at its command for carrying them into execution.
The spiritual tribunal had no temporal power; culprits had to
be delivered to the sccular arm, and the secular arm had to be
looked for wherever it might be found. If no pious city like
Thebes, no pious prince like Philip, undertook to act as the
minister and champion of the Council, an Amphiktyonic judge-
ment had no more inherent force than the judgement of a
modern Kcclesiastical Synod. Sparta, the most devout wor-
shipper of Apollo, took no heed to the Amphiktyonic fine which
Theban influence procured as the punishment of the treacherous
seizure of the Kadmeia by Phoibidas.? So did Philomélos and
his successors in Phokis resist hoth anathemas and armies, till

Kirrtha. But I do not see the evidence for asserting, as is done by Droysen
(Hellenismus, i. 645) and by Mr. P. Smith (Dict. Biog. art. Areus) that this was
in consequence of a formal Amphiktyonic decree.  Cf, Thirlwall, viii, 53. There
is an intermediate Sacred War (B.c. 449. See Thue. i, 112) in which the
Amphiktyons are not spoken of at all.

1 There seems however no ground for believing that the Amphiktyons took
upon themselves to clect Alexander as chief of Greece against Persin. The
statement of Dioddros to that effect (xvii. 4) is, I suspect, a confusion, most
characteristic of Diodoros, with Philip’s appointment as chief of the Amphiktyonic
Crusades. Both Philip and Alexander were chosen, so far as they were chosen
at all, by the Congress of the Confederate Greeks at Corinth (Arrian, i. 1. Diod.
ws.).  Dioddros is however followed hy Mr. Whiston in the Dictionary of
Autiquities, p. 81, and even by Mr. Grote (xii, 15). But Droysen seems to me
to see the state of the case much more clearly. “Aber so duirftig war diess
einzige Analogon einer verfassungsméssigen Nationaleinigung [the Delphic
Amphiktyony] dass Philipp selbst die neue Form eines Bundes in Korinth
versucht hatte, die Nation oder die niichsten Kreise derselben zu einigen.”
Hellenismus, ii. 503. Droysen’s strong Macedonian bias must however be guarded
against, just like the strong anti-Macedonian bias of Mr. Grote.

2 On this see the remarks of Mr. Grote, x. 275 et seqq. It marks the progress
of vagueness and misconception that Dioddros, in recording the Theban accusa-
tion of Sparta (xvi. 23, 29), merely uses the words.¢s’ Augikriovas év *Auguxrvbo,
which in Justin (viii. 1) have grown into * commune Grecie concilium’—the
phrase of Cicero without his explanation.
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the clear eyec and strong hand of Philip saw and grasped his
opportunity at once to avenge Apollo and to make his kingdom

Greck and himself the leader of Greece.  Otherwise a bull from

Delphi or Thermopylee could have done as little to stay the s.c. 857-
march of Onomarchos as bulls from the Vatican, unsupported 346

by the arm of the French invader, could do in our own day to

stay the march of the first chosen King of Italy.

But though the Amphiktyonic Council was in no sense a
Federal Government, its importance in a History of Federal
Government is of a high order. The negative hearings of the Indirect
existence of such a body can hardly be overrated. Nothing i"‘P"‘"tf‘t]
proves so completely how dear to the Greek mind was the gounei
system of distinct and independent cities ; nothing shows more in the
clearly how little the minds of carly Greck statesmen turned History of

. . ederal-
towards a Federal Union of the whole or of any large portion i,
of Greece ; nothing thercfore shows more clearly how great was
the work which was accomplished by the Greek statesmen of
a later age. If the thought of a Federal Union of Greece had
ever occurred, if the nced of such an Union had ever been
felt, the Amphiktyonic Council afforded materials out of which
it might readily have been developed.  As we find the ancient
commonwealths coming to the very edge of a representative
system, and yet never really establishing one, so we here Close
find Greece coming to the very edge of a Federal system, and 21’13;0:"1‘
yet never crossing the limit. A body of Greeks, including couneil to
members from ncarly all parts of Greece, habitually met to a Federal
debate on matters interesting to the whole Greck nation, and System.
to put forth decrees which, within their proper sphere, the
whole Greek nation respected. The wonder is that, with such
a body existing, the idea of a Federal Union never presented
itself ; that no one ever thought of investing the Amphiktyonic
body with much more extensive powers to be exercised for the
common good of Greece. No more speaking witness can be Why it
found to the love of town-autonomy inherent in the Greek e Y
mind than the fact that no such developement of the Amphikty- lﬁ;ge:allea
onic body was, as far as we know, cver thought of. Perhaps, Union.
besides the love of town-autonomy, the constitution of the
Council, so cminently unfair as a representation of historical
Greece, may have had something to do with the fact that its
proper functions were always kept within such narrow limits.
But one difficulty which modern parallels may perhaps suggest
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would not have occurred in this hypothetical transformation
of the Delphic Amphiktyony into a real Federal Diet of Greece.
The Amphiktyonic Council undoubtedly answers in its functions
to the Ecclesiastical Synods of modern times; but to have
made the Amphiktyonic Council the sovereign Assembly of
Greece would have been quite a different process from investing
the Convocation of Canterbury with the immediate sovereignty
of England or an (Ecumenical Council of the Church with the
Federal sovereignty of Europe. We must always remember
that in the ancient world the distinction of Clergy and Laity
did not exist. There were spiritual offices and there were
temporal offices, but there was no distinct spiritual order of
men. The Amphiktyons were a religious body, but they were
not a clerical body. The Council, after the manner of Greek
Councils, had a larger Assembly attached to it, and this
Assembly was of the most popular, not to say the most
tumultuous, kind, consisting indiscriminately of all Greeks who
might happen to be at Delphi to sacrificc or to consult the
Oracle.l  But even the members of the Council itself, the
Hieromnémones and the Pylagoroi, possessed no permanent
spiritual character. 'They appeared at Delphi and at Pyla as
the servants of Apollo; clsewhere they appeared as statesmen,
soldiers, or private citizens. They were therefore: just as
competent or incompetent as any other body of Greeks to
undertake the management of the general aftairs of Greece.
Their immediate functions as Amphiktyons were not secular
but religious ; but those occasional functions in no way implied
that their holders were personally or permanently isolated from
common temporal affairs.

But besides the general indisposition of the Greek mind to
permanent union of any kind, there were some special causes
why the Amphiktyonic Council was never developed into a
Federal Union. It is true that deputies from most parts of
Greece were in the habit of meeting together and of discussing
questions, often perhaps tritling in themselves, but still questions
in which the whole of Greece was interested. Here was indeed
the raw material for constructing a Federal Union, had any
Greek felt the want of one. But the constitution of the Council
was such that, hefore it could have been safely invested with
the smallest political power, the most sweeping of Reform Bills

1 Asch. Ktes. § 124.
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would have been needed for its reconstruction. Its composition

was of a kind which made it a most unfair representation of
historical Greece. Historical Greece was, above all things, a
system of Cities. The Amphiktyonic Union was an Union not Its con-
of Cities but of Tribes. This alone, as Mr. Grote remarks,! “it“‘,it"gt
shows the immense antiquity of the institution. Any League pisporioal
which had arisen, we might almost say from the time of Homer Greece.
onwards, could hardly fail to have been a League of Cities.

Any institution which had arisen since the time of the Dorian
Migration could hardly fail in some way to represent the results

of that great event. DBut though the list of members of the
Council is given with some slight variations ? by different authors,

all agree in making the constituent members of the Union Tribes

and not Cities. The representatives of the Ionic and Doric A Union
races sat and voted as single members, side by side with ﬁgg‘;}bes
the representatives of petty peoples like the Magnésians and gities,
Phthidtic Achaians.  When the Council was first founded,
Dorians and Jonians were doubtless mere tribes of Northern
Greece, of no more account than their fellows, and the pro-
digious developement of the Doric and Ionic races in after times

made no difference in its constitution. How the vote of each

race was determined is an obscure point of Greek archaology *

which hardly bears on our immediate subject. What is im-
portant for our present point of view is that Sparta and Athens,

as such, were not members of the Amphiktyonic body. They

were simply portions respectively of the Doric and Ionic aggre-

gates, and they had legally 10 more weight than the smallest

Doric or Ionic city.* The wish of the whole Doric race, the

wish of the whole Ionic race, nay, the common wish, if we

can conceive such a thing, of Sparta and Athens and their
respective followings of Allies, might be at any moment set Unfair dis-

aside by the'votes of three or four petty trihes, some of which :‘f‘?ﬁ:‘m

1 Hist. of Greece, vol. ii, p. 325, 7. . Votes.

2 The several lists are discussed at some length by Tittmann (p. 35), whose
conclusions are followed by Mr. Grote (ii. 325). They differ chiefly in the
enumeration of the insignificant tribes of Northern Greece. The omission by
Pausanias of the Bwotians, a people so specially mentioned by Aschinés (Fals.
Leg. § 122), must be an error.

3 Cf, Grote, w.s. Strabo (ix. 3. 7) says that Akrisios settled the vote of
each city, yigor ékdory Sobvar, T uév kad’ abriw, 1) 8¢ ued’ érépas, § merd
mhetbvwv.  We shall presently come to reasons for thinking that this system of
Contributory Boroughs belonged only to the latest form of the institution.

4 Asch. Fals. Leg. § 122,



Analogy
of the
Unre-
formed
Parlia-
ment.

Incon-
gruities
less felt in
a Religious
body.

104 OF THE AMPHIKTYONIC COUNCIL CBAP.

were not even independent political communities. Perrhaibians,
Magnésians, Phthiotic Achaians, had ceased to be independent
states before the beginning of the historical days of Greece.
They had sunk into mere subjects of the Thessalians, and their
deputies in the Council must have voted as their Thessalian
masters bade them. Viewed as a political representation of
historic Greece, the Amphiktyonic Council was something even
more anomalous than was the British Parliament in its un-
reformed state, when viewed as a representation of the British
people. The presence of Gatton and Old Sarum, the absence
of Manchester and Birmingham, the two votes of Liverpool
and the four votes of East and West Looc, all had their perfect
precedents in the constitution of the venerable body which met
at Delphi and Thermopyle. Or rather the defects of the
Amphiktyonic system must have been practically by far the
greater of the two. English rotten boroughs have at least
often been the means of introducing into Parliament some of
its most distinguished members, but it could only have been
the deputies of these little insignificant tribes who gained for
the whole body the contemptuous description given of it by
Démosthenés.!  But in a purely religious, Assembly these in-
congruities were probably not found so intolerable as they
assuredly would have been found in an Assembly exercising
real political power. The very anomalics were consecrated by
the traditional reverence of centuries. The very points in the
constitution of the Council which made it so unfit for political
action, made it only more venerable when looked at as a holy
representative of past ages. What if certain tribes had sunk
from independence to bondage? Statesmen might indeed, in
their earthly policy, regard such merely political changes, but
misfortune, without guilt, could not degrade any faithful
worshipper of Apollo in the presence of his patron God. The
zeal and piety of Athens and Sparta were not more fervent,
doubtless they were far less fervent, than the zeal and piety
of the little communitics around the Temple, whose whole

! Dem. Cor. § 190. ’Avfpomovs dmelpous Noywr kai 70 pé\hov ol mpoopw-
uévous, Tols lepouvfuoras. Or are we to infer that the Hieromnémones were an
inferior body to the Pylagoroi? As Aschinds was one of the latter, we may
infer that the greater members of the Amphiktyony sent deputies, in that
capacity at least, who would not deserve the description. But in any case, the
majority of both orders would come from the petty tribes, and would doubtless
be what Démosthenés describes.
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1

importance was derived from their share in its management.

The God of Delphi was no respecter of persons; he looked

with equal favour on the devotion of the weakest and of the

most powerful worshipper. A change in the constitution of

the Council would probably have been looked upon by the

mass of Greeks as a heinous sacrilege. But, while such a

constitution existed, the Council was unfit for political power,

and, whenever it did meddle with political matters, its inter-

ference was invariably mischievous. Any power which could

command the votes of the little tribes about Mount Oita could

procure whatever decisions it chose in the Amphiktyonic body.

Philip, the common foe of Greece, was welcomed by the

Amphiktyons as a deliverer, a true servant of Apollo, a pious B.c. 352.

Crusader against the usurping and sacrilegious Phokian. It Amphi-

is not improbable that! many of the smaller Greek cities may g;yo"ic,
. o . . ¢ ampion-

really have shared, from shortsighted political motives, in this g5, of

ill-timed goodwill to the Macedonian. But this only shows Philip.

the more clearly the utter unfitness of the Council to act in

any way as a political mouth-piece of Greece. When Démos-

thendés had united Thebes and Athens in one common cause,

the union of those two great cities did not command a single

integral vote in the Amphiktyonic Council.

It is certainly very remarkable that, long after the Council
had ceased to be of any importance whatever, many of the
defects in its constitution should have been reformed. Pausanias 2
describes the Council as it stood in his time, when, under the
Roman dominion, the debates of the Amphiktyons must have
been of considerably less moment than the debates of an English
Convocation. Some at least of the changes which he mentions Reforms
he attributes to the legislative mind of Augustus Casar. The ‘X“}fr ;
Council, in this its later form, became at last, in a great degree, p, ¢ 81
a representation of Cities, when Greece had no more independent a.p. 14.
Cities to represent. An attempt too was made, after the happy
precedent set by the wise confederation of Lykia,® to do what in
modern political language is called apportioning members to
population. In the old state of things the Dolopians, Magnésians,
Ainians, and Phthiotic Achaians had formed a large proportion

1 Edinburgh Review, vol. ev. p. 319 (April, 1857).
2 x 8, 5.
3 The ’Lykian League will be described in the next chapter.
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of the Council. Now they lost their separate Amphiktyonic
being ; the Dolopians indeed had ccased to exist altogether ;! the
other tribes were made what we may call Contributory Boroughs
to Thessaly. The votes thus saved were divided among several
new and several restored members.  The Phokians had, at the
end of the Sacred War, lost their Amphiktyonic votes, which
were transferred to Macedonia, as the due reward of Philip’s
Jrusade in the cause of Apollo. In the new constitution
Augustus found room both for Phokians and Macedonians, as
well as for the inhabitants of his own new city of leopohq
Delphi, Athens, Euboia, now appear as substantive members.
The two Lokrian votes were divided betwcen the two divisions
of the Lokrian nation. The Dorian votes, in like sort, were
divided between the original Dorians of the North and the
Dorians of Peloponnésos, that is to say those of Corinth, Sikydn,
Argos, and Megara ; for Sparta, which shared in the exclusion
of Phokis, does not seem to have shared in its restoration. The
whole number of votes was raised to thirty, and, instead of each
constituency, as before, possessing two votes, the votes were now
distributed among the members of the League in various pro-
portions ranging from one to six.2 Three of the members,
Nikopolis, Athens, and Delphi, were single cities, and these, it is
expressly said,® sent representatives to every meeting. The other
constituencies were still not cities but races ; their Amphiktyonic

1 Paus. u.s. QU yap érc iy AoNdmwwy yévos.

2 The whole scheme is as follows :—
Nikopolis 6
Macedonia 6
Thessaly (with M.I.ll‘uls, Amnns Mngn(snns, and

Phthidtic A(’h'uaus) 6

Beeotia 2
Phokis . . . . . . 2
Delphi . . . . . . . . 2
Northern Doris 1
Ozolian Lokriang 1
Epiknémidian Lokrians 1
Euboia . 1
Argos, Slkyon, (,ormth 'md Mewam . 1
Athens . 1

3 Paus. w.s. Al pév 0% mohews "AO7var kal Aehgol kal ) Nukbmolus, adrar uév
dmrooTéNhovat guvedpetigovTas és dudikTvovlay wacay' dmrd 8¢ édvwy TOV KaTe\ey-
wévwy ékdary wohew dvd uépos és’ Augirrvovas kal év xpdvou Tepiddy aurTeNety EoTwv,
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representatives were to be chosen by the several cities of the
race in turn. Thus the vote of the Peloponnesian Dorians would
be given in successive years by a Corinthian, a Sikyonian, a
Megarian, and an Argive,! while every mecting contained one
member for Athens, two for Delphi, and six for Nikopolis. Most
of the cities in short were in the same position as the counties
of Nairn and Cromarty 2 before the Reform Bill, when they sent
a member between them who was elected in alternate Parlia-
ments by Nairn and by Cromarty. This account of Pausanias
is well worth studying, as setting before us a very curious piece
of amateur constitution-making. Had the Amphiktyonic body
in the days of Augustus still retained any practical functions to
discharge, its constitution, as settled by the Imperial reformer,
would secem to be by no means unhappily put together. The
Council was not indeed a representation of the whole of Greece,
but neither had it ever heen so in earlier times. It still gave
an undue advantage to the North over the South ; but something
might be said for this in the case of a confederacy founded to
manage the concerns of a Northern temple. We must also
remember how completely Athens and Sparta had fallen from
the position which they held in the days with which most of us
are almost cxclusively familiar. The weakest points of the
Augustan charter are the cnormous number of votes given to the
new city of Nikopolis and the very scanty amount of repre-
sentatives allowed to the Dorians of Peloponndsos. Still, after
all allowances, the new constitution of the Council was certainly
a great improvement upon the old one. But possibly it was
only because of the utter nullity of the Amphiktyonic body that
any such constitution was bestowed upon it.  The founder of the
Empire could well allow so harmless a safety-valve to carry off
the last fecble ebullitions of Ilellenic freedom. While the firm

L It would seem that disputes sometimes arose among the contributory cities
about theiv Amphiktyonic rights. At least in an inscription in Boeckl’s Collec-
tion, No. 1121 (vol. i. p. 578), a certain Archenoos of Argos is praised for having,
among his other good deeds, recovered the Amphiktyonic rights of his native
city—pera 78 dvac@oar abrov 10 Slkawov THs *Augurvovelas T marpidi.  Another
inscription (1124) commemorates an Argeian Amphiktyon namned Titus Statilius
Timokratés, the son of Lamprios—a curious illustration of “Greece under the
Romans ; ” Titus being doubtless an Argeian who had obtained Roman citizenship.
Another hybrid of the same sort, Caius Curtius Proklos, is commemorated, in
another inscription (No. 1058, vol. i. p. 559) as a Megarian Amphiktyon.

? Besides these, the counties Bute and Caithness (a strangely chosen pair), and
Clackmannan and Kinross also elected alternately.
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grasp of Roman Governors was pressed tight upon the provinces
of Macedonia and Achaia, their inhabitants might safely be per-
mitted to play either at Town-Autonomy or at Federal Govern-
ment beneath the sacred shadow of the Delphian Temple.

It can hardly fail to have been observed that the Amphi-
ktyonic Council, both in its earlier and its later forms, makes
a far nearer approach to the forms of Representative (Govern-
ment than anything which we find elsewhere in ancient Greece,
whether in the constitutions of Federations or in those of single
cities. In every Greck (Government, as we cannot too constantly
bear in mind, every qualified citizen was entitled to take his
personal share and did not delegate his rights to another. No
Greek city, no Greek Federation, presents an example of a real
Representative Assembly. But the Amphiktyonic Council is
strictly a Representative body ; in discussing its nature, it is
impossible to avoid introducing the language which we familiarly
employ in speaking of modern Representative bodies. It may
indeed be said that, after all, the Amphiktyonic Council was
merely a Senate, and that, in conformity with universal Greek
precedent, there was an Amphiktyonic Popular Assembly, in
which every worshipper of Apollo had a right to appear. But
it is clear that the Amphiktyonic Council filled a much more
exalted position in relation to the Amphiktyonic Assembly than
the Athenian Senate, for instance, did in relation to the Athenian
Assembly. In the Amphiktyonic Constitution it is the Council
which is really the important body, and the Council is certainly
representative.  But a really representative Senate would be just
as great an anomaly in an ordinary Greek constitution as a
representative Assembly. The real reason why we find repre-
sentative forms in the Amphiktyonic body, while we do not find
them in ordinary Greek Governments, is that the Amphiktyonic
body was in no sense a Government at all. The Amphiktyonic
Council was not exactly a Diplomatic Congress, but it was much
more like a Diplomatic Congress than it was like the governing
Assembly of any commonwealth, kingdom, or Federation. The
Pylagoroi and Hieromnémones were not exactly Ambassadors,
but they were much more like Ambassadors than they were like
Members of a British Parliament or even an American Congress.
The business of the Council was not to govern or to legislate,
either for a single state or for a League of states; its duty was
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simply to manage a single class of affairs, in which a number of
independent commonwealths were alike interested, but which

did not come within the individual competence of any onc of

their number. It is manifest that this could only he done by
deputies from the several states interested, that is by repre-
sentatives. The nearest approach to the Amphiktyonic Council

in modern times would be if the College of Cardinals were to

consist of members chosen by the several Roman Catholic nations

of Europe and America. Such a body would be entrusted with
business in which every Roman Catholic country is interested,

but it would not form a Federal or even necessarily a local
Government. The Amphiktyons were the guardians of the
Delphic Temple, but they no more formed a local Government

for the city of Delphi than they formed a Federal Government

for the whole of Greece.  The Council was representative, just The Am-
because it was not a Government, though again we may, if we ]I)’hilkty‘mic
please, wonder that the employment of representative forms in lg;,g;::;:a
the Council did not suggest the employment of representative tive, be-
forms in the Federal, if not in the City, Governments of Grecce. c3use it
In like manner it would be a very interesting subject of inquiry éﬁ:g?‘t ?
whether, from a similar set of causes, replc%ntatlve forms, or a ment.
close approzwh to them, did not exist in Ecclesiastical Synods

much carlier than they did in Secular Parliaments, and whether

the founders of the representative system in modern Europe may

not, consciously or unconsciously, have had ideas suggested to

them by the constitution of the Assemblies of the Church.

It helongs rather to a historian of Greece than to a historian
of Federal Government to run through the whole evidence which
so conspicuously shows the political nullity of the Amphiktyonic
body during the best days of Greece. This has been amply
done, to say nothing of the carlier work of Sainte Croix, both
by Bishop Thirlwall and Mr. Grote. The Amphiktyonic Council Political
is of no moment in the world of Thucydidés, it is of no moment Nf“t]}“ty
in the world of Xenophon, it is of no moment in the world of oo
Polybios. Its short and mischievous importance belongs wholly during the
to the days of Démosthends and Philip. Thueydidés never once greater
mentions it, though he has often occasion to mention the Delphian ga:itc;t;
Temple, to record stipulations for its management, and at least History.

one war for its possession.! It is clear that, in his time, the
1 The Sacred War in B.c, 449. Thuc. i, 112, See above, p. 99.
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Council so far from holding any Federal authority over the
general affairs of Greece, was not cven independent in its own
proper sphere of religious duty. And if we find it playing an
important part in the days of Démosthendés and Philip, the
difference is simply beeause Sparta and Athens; in the previous
century, had not thought it worthy of any notice at all, while
now first Thebes and then Philip found that even the Shadow at
Delphi was capable of being made useful asa political tool.  The
Politics of Arvistotle contain no mention of it.  Polybios speaks
of it twice,! neither time in & way implying any sort of Federal
power. The mistake of looking at the Amphiktyonic hody as a
Federal union of Greece arose only in times when freedom in all
its forms, Federal or otherwise, had utterly passed away from
the soil of Greece.  Yet the Amphiktyonic Council is an institu-
tion of no small importance in a gencral history of Federal
Government. What it was and what it was not, shows more
speakingly than anything else how utterly alien to the Greek
mind, in the days before Macedonian domination, was anything
like a Federal Union of the whole nation or even the most
remote approach to it.?

L The first time (iv. 25) the Amphikbyous are simply mentioned in their proper
character as guardians of the Delphic Temple.  Tn this duty they had been inter-
fered with by the Altolians, and Macedonia, Achaia, and the other allied powers,
agree 1o elfect their vestoration. The second passage (x1. 6) is very curious
indeed ; it seems to set the Amphiktyons before us, not as a political, but as a
literary body, a view which certainly did not occur to Démosthents.  Aulus
Postumius wrote a book in Greck, and asked to be excused if, being a foreigner,
he made mistakes in language.  Cato tells him that if the Amphiltyonic Council
had set him to write in Greek (el uév yap abre 70 7év 'ApducTvbvwy gurédpiov
owérarre ypdgew ioroplarv), his excuse would have been u good one; but as
nobody obliged him to write in Greck or to write at all, he -had no excuse if he
wrote badly. This story is also told by Plutarch, Cato Maj. 12. It reminds one
of Jeffrey’s criticism on Byron: ‘“If any suit could he brought against Lord
Byron, for the purpose of compelling him to put into court a certain quantity of
poetry,” etc. Edin, Rev. Jan. 1808,

2 On this subject of the Amphiktyonic Council, the eightecenth number of the
¢“ Federalist ” should by all means be read. It is clear that the authors, Madi-
son and Hamilton, had not the least notion of the true nature of the institution,
but it is most curious to see the strong political sagacity of the authors struggling
with their utter ignorance of facts, They were politicians enough to see the utter
political nullity of the Council in Grecian history ; they were not scholars enough
to see that it never really pretended to any character from which anything but
political nullity could be expected. Sorme of the particular comments and illus-
trations are most ingenjous, I shall have again to refer to this curious paper
when I come to speak of the remarks of the same writers on the Federal consti-
tution of Achaia,

M. de Tocqueville also seems to have misunderstood the nature of the Am-
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phiktyonic Council. e compares (i. 266) the position of Philip as executor
of the Amphiktyonic decrees with the preponderance of the Province of Holland
in the Dutch Confederation. Philip’s position was really a great deal more like
that of his French namesake when he undertook, by commission from Pope
Tnnocent, to wrest the Kingdom of England from the sacrilegious John. Tocque-
ville’s English translator does not point out the error.

Still more recently an example of the same sort of union of political shrewd-
ness with utter lack of historical knowledge is to be found in Mr. Spence’s work
on the American Union, a book not indeed to be compared with the writings of
Hamilton or Tocqueville, but abounding in keen observation of facts and in sound
inferences from those facts. But Mr. Spence’s remarks on the Amphiktyonic
Council and the Achaian League (pp. 7, 8) are merely Hamilton served up again.
Of Atolia, Lykia, and even Switzerland, he seems never to have heard, Mr.
Spence too is without Flamilton’s cxcuse ; if he could not read Polyhins, he might
at least have read Thirlwall.



An ap-
proach to
Federal
Govern-
ment not
uncommon
among the
ruder por-
tions of
the Greek
nation.

CHAPTER 1V
OF THE MINOR CONFEDERATIONS OF ANCIENT GREECE

§ 1. Of the Novthern Leagues.  Phikis, Akarnania, Epeiros,
Thessaly

I HAVE already remarked that the greatest and most civilized
states of Greece were precisely those which clave most strenu-
ously to the principle of distinct town-autonomy. The approaches
to Federal Government which we find in the earlier history of
Greece appear only among the more backward portions of the
nation ; and, as we know but little of the details of their several
constitutions, we can derive from them comparatively little
knowledge bearing on our general subject. In fact some sort of
approach to a Federal Union must have been rather common
than otherwise in those parts of Greece in which the city-system
was never fully developed.!  In a considerable portion of Greeco
the cities seem to have been of comparatively little consequence ;
particular cities and their citizens arc scldom mentioned ; we far
more commonly hear of the district and its inhabitants as a collec-
tive whole. Such seems to have been the case with the Lokrians,
the Northern Dorians, and, so far as they can be said to have
had any political existence at all, with those other little tribes of
which we scarcely hear except as returning so disproportionate
a share of members to the Amphiktyonic Council. The whole
tribe is spoken of as if it had some sort of political unity ; yet
they certainly were not monarchics, and we do not hear of the
domination of any single city. There must have been a common
power of some kind, and yet it would be hardest of all to believe
that whole tribes formed indivisible republics, and that the

1 “The system of federation existed everywhere in the early state of society,
and Achaia was ripe for its renewal at a later period, because no one town had
so outgrown the others as to aspire to become the capital of the whole country.”
Arnold’s Life, i, 273.
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villages or small towns whose inhabitants made up the tribe had
no separate political existence at all. Some rude form of Feder-
alism can hardly fail to have existed among them. Among other
tribes, as the Phokians and Akarnanians, we have distinet evi-
dence that some sort of Federal Union really did exist. But of
the details of their constitutions we know nothing; we have
at best only a few scraps belonging to later times, when the
examples of Achaia and Aitolia had given such an impulse to
the Federal principle everywhere. Of the Phokian League
nearly all our knowledge! comes from an incidental mention of
Pausanias, who describes the building, the Phokikon, where the
Federal body used to assemble.?  But the traveller is much
more anxious to describe the pillars and statues which adorned
the place of mecting than to give us any information as to the
constitution of the League itself. We gather however from his
account that the Phokikon did not stand in any town ; possibly the
Phokians may have taken warning by the example of their Beeotian
neighbours.  We also gather that these meetings at the Phokikon,
like so many other old Greek institutions, preserved their nominal
existence down even to the days of Pausanias. As to the date
of the Phokian Union, when we remember the utter destruction
of the Phokian towns after the Sacred War, it is clear that the
League spoken of by Pausanias must have been an institution of
a later age than the time of Philip. Indeed as all Phokis was,
for a short time, incorporated with Altolia, and as all Greck
Leagues were for a while dissolved by the Romans,® the mimic
League of Pausanias’ times must have been actually established
since the days of Mummius. But it would probably reproduce
the forms of the constitution as they stood in the great Federal
period of Greece. And this League again, like the Achaian
League itself, was probably only a revival of an older union,
so that what Pausanias saw may well have been the shadow of

! In this chapter I am chiefly concerned with the constitution and the earlier
history of the several Minor Leagues. Their history during the great Federal
period of Greece I reserve, like that of the Achaian League itself, for my more
strictly historical chapters.

? Paus. x. 5, 1. ’Es 8¢ 7w éml AeNgdv elfelav dvasTpéavre éx AavNidos,
kal by éml 7O wpbow, EoTw olkodbunua év dpioTepg Tijs 6000 kaloUuevor Pwkikdv,
és 8 4md éxdaTns mwohews ouvidow ol Pwkels. Cf. Drumann, Geschichte des Ver-
falls der griechischen Staaten, p. 436.

There is a pleasing simplicity in the notion of suddenly coming upon the seat
of a Federal Government by the roadside.

3 See below, at the end of the next section.
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the state of things which existed before the ascendency of
Philomélos. The Phokians are always spoken of as a substan-
tive whole;! we hear of embassies? being sent, and business
in general being transacted, in the name of the whole Phokian
body. Philomélos and his successors were chiefs, tyrants, or
whatever we choose to call them, not of this or that city, but
of the whole Phokian people.? Yet the Phokians had numer-
ous cities, as more than twenty were destroyed after the
Sacred War. It seems necessarily to follow that some sort
of Federal Union had always existed in Phokis, and, as we
hear of no dominant or presiding city, the Phokian League
was probably a better devised political machine than the far
more famous League of Beeotia.

Of the Akarnanian League, formed by onc of the least import-
ant, but at the same time one of the most estimable  peoples in
Greece, we know a little more than of that of Phokis, but
still our knowledge is only fragmentary. The boundaries of
Akarnania fluctuated, but we always find the people spoken of
as a political whole. We pick up a few details from Thucydidés,
Xenophon, Polybios, and Livy, and we know that Aristotle
treated of the Akarnanian constitution in that great political
collection, the loss of which is one of the greatest of all the
losses which the historical student has to mourn. The single
fragment however which has been preserved ® unhappily contains
no political information. We gather from the incidental notices
in Thucydidés that, in his time, Akarnania, or at lcast the great
mass of the Akarnanian towns, alrcady formed a Federal body of
some kind. The Akarnanians are constantly spoken of as acting
with one will, and forming one political whole. Yet their union,
just as we shall find in the earlier days of the Achaian Union,

1 Dem. Fals, Leg. 92. ‘O dfjuos 6 70v dwréwr,

2 Xen. Hell. vi. 1, 1. Ol ®wkels émpéoBevor eis Ty Aakedaluova.

3 Diod. xvi. 28. 'O ®\bunhos, uéyiorov Exwv év Tols Pwkebow dflwua, Sie-
NéxBn Tols dpoelvéar. Ib. 24, Tdv 0¢ Pwréwy éNopévaw adrdv [Pikbunior] oTpat-
nydv abrokpdropa. Cf. Thirlwall, v. 333. Tittmann, Staatsverfassungen, p. 709.

4 Pol. iv. 30. 'AMNNd mot doxolow oi yviaiol TGV drdpdv kal kowy kal Kar’
0lav ovdémwore mepl mhelovos oVdéy moreicOar Tob kabfkovTos® §mep 'Axapvives €v
Tols wheloTois Kawpols ovdevds 7&v 'EXNfrwv frrov elplokovrar diarernpmrbres,
k.7.\.  The Akarnanians must have improved since the days of Thucydides, who
describes the Akarnanians, along with the Atolians and Ozolian Lokrians, as
retaining the old barbarous habits of robbery and going always armed,

Thue. i. 5.
5 Arist. Pol. p. 297, ed, Oxon, 1837,
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did not always exclude revolutions and changes of policy in
particular towns. Thus, at the beginning of the Peloponnesian s.c. 431
War, the city of Astakos was governed by a Tyrant whom the 429.
Athenians expelled and the Corinthians restored ;1 and the city
of Oiniadai was hostile to Athens, while the rest of Akarnania
was firm in the Athenian alliance.? But these instances were
clearly interruptions of an established Federal order of things.
Thucydidés speaks, by implication at least, of the Akarnanian
League as an institution of old stunding in his time. The
Akarnanians had, in early times, occupied the hill of Olpai as
a place for judicial proceedings common to the whole nation.3
Thus the Supreme Court of the Akarnanian Union held its
sittings, not in a town, but in a mountain fortress. But in
Thucydidés’ own time Stratos had attained its position as the
greatest city of Akarnania,* and probably the Federal Assemblies
were already held there® In the days of Agtsilaos® we find g.¢, 391,
Stratos still more distinctly marked as the place of Federal
meeting. But in after times Akarnania was exposed to the
inroads of the aggressive Aitolians, who so far betrayed the
cause of Greek freedom as to join with Alexander the son of
Pyrrhos in an attempt to dismember the Akarnanian Con- s.c. 272-
federacy.” Stratos at length became a permanent Altolian 239.
possession, and, in the later days of Akarnanian freedom, Leukas yater
appears to have taken its place as the ordinary seat of the Notices.
Federal (Aovernment,® till Leukas too was lost after the Third s.c. 197.°
Macedonian War. At the same time, mectings were at least s.c. 167.
occasionally held at other places, as Polybios? records one held
in the city of Thourion or Thyrion before the separation of 5.c. 169.
Leukas from the League.

Of the constitution of the League we know but little.
Ambassadors were sent by the Federal body,!® and probably, just

1 Thue. ii. 30, 33. 2 Ib. 102.

3 Thue. iii. 105. "OAwas, Telxos émwl Nopov loxupdv mpds 7§ Baldaay, 8 wore
"Axaprives 'recxwd,ueuoz kowq SikacTnply éxpdvro. See Tittmann, p. 729,

4 Thuc. ii. 80. ’'A¢ikvodvral Te éml .rrpa‘rbv, wo\w peyloTny 79s 'Akapvavias,
vo,u,lg‘ ovTes, €l Tavrny NdBoiev, padlws 8y opiot Ta EN\a rpOaxwpﬁo'ew

5 See Dict. Ane. Geog. art. Acarnania,

6 Xen. Hell. iv. 6, 4. IIéuyas els Srpardv wpds 70 kowdw Tdw "Akapvdywy,

7 Pol. ii. 45.

8 Liv. xxxiii. 17. Leucade hec [sunt decreta. Id caput Acarnanie erat,
eoque in concilium omnes populi conveniebant. So xxxvi. 11.

¥ Pol. xxxviii, b.

10 Pol. ix, 82. Mapayerbueda uév Ud Tol Kowod Tdv ' Axaprdvwy dmesta  vou
wpds Uuds.
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as in the Achaian League, it would have been held to be a
breach of the Federal tie if any single city had entered on
diplomatic intercourse with other powers. As in Achaia too,
there stood at the head of the League a General with high
authority.! ~We know not whether this was an ancient
Akarnanian institution, or whether it were introduced in later
times in imitation of the Achaian or Aitolian system. What
little more we know of the constitution of the League is derived
from an inscription found at Aktion,? the subject of which is the
honours conferred by the Akarnanian body on two Romans
named Publius and Lucius Acilius.  This inseription incidentally
tells us of the existence of a Senatc and Assembly,® according
to the common Greek model, of a Priest of the Aktian Apollo,
who seems to have been regarded as a Federal magistrate,
of a Secretary of State,® and of three other magistrates® whose
functions are not cxplained. The General is not mentioned.
Possibly the office may have been abolished under the Roman
dominion, or it may have been usnal to date the years, not by
the Generals, but by the Priests of Apollo. So, at Athens,
years were reckoned not by the effective magistracy of the Ten
Generals, but by the almost honorary magistracy of the Archon.
The existence of coins hearing the name of the whole Akarnanian
nation shows that there was unity enough to admit of a Federal
coinage, though coins of particular cities also occur.

There seems every reason to believe that these Phokian and
Akarnanian constitutions were fairly entitled to the name of
Federal Governments in the stricter sense. The difficulty is to
decide how far the strict Federal form really dated from an early
period, and how far it was introduced in after-times in imitation
of the great Achaian model. We may be also pretty certain that
something similar was the constitution of Epeiros in those later
times when the old half-barbarian Molossian Kingdom had taken
its place as a Greck Republic. As early as the Peloponnesian War
the Chaonians and Thesprotians had adopted republican forms.

1 Pol. v. 6. "Hrkev &xwv "Apiorépavros 6 arparnyds wavdnuel Tods 'Axapvivas,
Liv. xxxvi, 11, Clytum pratorem, penes quem tum summa potestas erat.

2 Rose, Inscriptt, Graee. p. 282.

3 ¥okte g Bovhg kal 7§ kowg TV Akaprdvwy.

4 érl ypappdreos ¢ Bovg llpolrov. 5 A mwpouvduwy and two guumpouvduoves,

6 Aristotle (Pol. 807) found the constitution of Epeiros, or at any rate of
Thesprodtis, worthy of a place in his great collection, no small honour for a half
barbarian state. [Cf. Blakesley on Ierodotos, v. 92, 5'.]
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The Chaonians were in a state of political devolopement Early Re-
of which both Greece and Italy afford examples in the course g“bli"an
of the transition from monarchy to democracy. Two annual o by
magistrates, whose title is unknown, were chosen out of a single Chaonia
ruling family.!  So at Athens the Archons were for a long time *nd Thes-
chosen exclusively out of the old royal house. So, if we believe protis.
the conjectures of Niebuhr, the Tarquinii ? at one time and the
Fabii ® at another had a right, legal or prescriptive, to have one
of the Roman Consuls chobcn from among them. The Molossians, Constitu-
on the other hand, were governed by ngs, but they were Kings ;‘ﬁ)’ﬂrc}]
of heroic Greeck blood, and constitutional monarchy must have in Mo- y
made some advances among them. The hereditary principle was lossis.
so firmly established that o Regent could be trusted to act for a s.c. 429.
minor King.* On the other hand, the Molossian King met his
people in their National Assembly at Passaron, where the King
swore to govern according to the Law, and the People swore to
preserve his Kingdom to him according to the Law.5 The
temporary greatness of the Molossian I&mf‘fdom under Alexander B.c. 350~
and Pyrrhos is matter of general hlstm y.  Our immediate 272
business is with the republican government which succeeded on
the bloody extinction of royalty and the royal line. Epeiros B.c. 239~
now became a Republic ; of the details of its constitution we 22%
know nothing, but its form can hardly fail to have been Federal.®
The Epeirots formed one political body ; Polybios always speaks Federal
of them, like the Achaians and Akarnanians, as one people acting Fne%‘l‘)lg’r%‘
with one will.” Decrees are passed, Ambassadors are sent and
received, in the name of the whole Epeirot people, and Epeiros
had, like Akarnania, a federal coinage bearing the common name
of the whole nation. Epeiros was, undoubtedly inall its dealings
with other nations, one Republic.  But it is hard to see how a

1 Thue. ii. 80. BdpBapor 8¢ Xdoves xi\tor aBaciievrot, Gv fyodvro ém’ e"r?;o'l(p
wpooTacly ék Tol dpxikol yévovs Purvos kal Nikdvwp® éorparevovro 6¢ uerd Xad-

vwv kal Oeocmpwrol dBagihevror.  The name Phityos in these regions reminds one
of the Souliot hero Phdtos Tzabellas,

2 Niebuhr, Hist. Rom, i. 509, Eng. Tr. 3 TIb, il. 179 et seqq.

4 Thue. ii. 80. Mo)ocaols ¢ ﬁ‘ye kal 'Arwravas ZaBvhwbos émlrporos v
Oapimov Tob BaciNéws éTe maidds vros.

5 Plut. Pyrrh. 5. EidGeioav ol Bagihets év 1lagaapdve, xwple Tfs Mohorridos,
"Apely A OboavTes opkwporety Tobs 'Hurepdras kal dpkifew, avrol uév dpkew kara
ToUs véuovs, éxelvous 8¢ Thy Bacielav Siapuldiew kard Tovs véuous.

6 Colonel Leake (Northern Greece, iv. 181) calls it a ‘“‘loose federacy of
republics.” I see nothing to lead us to suppose that the Federal tie was looser
in Epeiros than in other contemporary Leagues.

7 [Cf. Pausanias, iv. 35, 3.]
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Republic, unless it assumed the Federal form, could have
embraced so large a country, one which included many cities,!
and several tribes which in earlier days had been quite distinct.
The Federal form too was then in its full prevalence among the
Grecian states, and was that which a newly-founded Republic
would most naturally adopt.? Of the Epecirot magistrates we
find no distinet mention in Polybios ; one passage in Livy 3 im-
plies the existence of three Generals, and it has been ingeniously
suggested * that they represented the three tribes of Molossians,
Chaonians, and Thesprotians. But another passage in the same
author® seems to imply a single General, and a subordinate
Commander of Cavalry. Possibly between the two transactions
referred to, a constitutional change may have taken place in
Epeiros, similar to one which we shall have hereafter to consider
in the Achaian League, and one chief magistrate may have been
substituted for three.

Phokis, Akarnania, and Epeiros may thus be set down as
having enjoyed real Federal Governments. Thessaly, on the
other hand, though a loose connexion sometimes existed among
its several cities, cannot be looked upon as having at any time
attained to the true Federal system. There may have been
some feeble approaches to it in earlier times,® and after the
battle of Kynoskephalai, an imitation of the Achaian constitu-
tion seems to have been set up under Roman auspices.” But,
throughout the time of Greck independence, Thessaly was but
seldom united as one political whole, and whenever it was so
united, it was always merely through common subjection to a
single man. The Tagos of Thessaly was not a King, because his
office. was not hereditary or even permanent; neither was he
exactly a Tyrant, because his office had some sort of legal

1 Seventy were destroyed by L. Amilius Paullus, B.c. 168, Liv. xlv. 34,

2 See Schorn, Geschichte Griechenlands, p. 87, and, more at large, Droysen’s
Hellenismus, ii. 432, 433. Cf. Tittmann, 730 ct seqq.

8 Liv. xxix. 12, Phenice urbs est Epiri ; ibi prius collocutus Rex [Philippus]
cum Aeropo et Darda et Philippo Epirotarum Pretoribus, postea cum P. Sem-
pronio congreditur. Affuit colloquio Amynander Athamanum Rex et Magistratus
alii Epirotarum et Acarnanum.

These 1magistrates conclude a peace, so they probably were Plenipotentiaries
from the Assembly.

4 See Droysen and Schorn, u.s.

5 Liv. xxxii. 10. Pausanias Prator et Alexander Magister Equitum

8 Niebuhr, Kleine Schriften, i. 248. Tittmann, 713 et seqq.
7 Ib. Cf, Thirlwall, viii. 361.
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sanction.! But it came much nearer to the character either of a

King or of a Tyrant than to that of a Federal President like the

General of the Achaians. The Tagos, a citizen of one Thes-

salian city, exercised over all Thessaly a supremacy hardly to be
distinguished from kingship,? a supremacy to which other cities
submitted with reluctance,® and to which they were sometimes
constrained to yield by force of arms.* Nor do we hear of any-

thing like a Federal Council or of any other check upon the

power of the Tagos, when he was once appointed. Jasdén of Monarchy
Pherai acts throughout like a King, and his will seems at least as of Jason.
uncontrolled as that of his brother sovereign beyond the Kam-
bounian hills.> Even Jason seems to have been looked upon as s.c. 372-0.
a Tyrant ;¢ possibly, like the Athenian Démos, he himself did

not refuse the name.” Certain it is that, after Jason’s death, Undis-

the office of Tagos became, under his successors Polyphron and g“‘::r‘}n
Alexander, a Tymnny of the worst kind.® In the next century, ofy bis Snc.

whatever may have been the nominal form of the constitution, cessors.
Thessaly was practically a dependency of Macedonia.? TheBC 870~
country indeed retained nominal independence enough to enter

into treaty-engagements, and to be enumerated in lists of allies
alongside of Achaia and of Macedonia itself.?® But it is clear Thessaly
that the will of the Macedonian Kings was practically undis-  depend-

ency of

1 Xen, Hell, vi. 1. 18. Taxd 8¢ 6 'ldowr o,u.o)\oyoup,évws Tayds T&v OeTTaAdy (];2:;-

kabBewgriker, b, vi. 4, 28, Méyas uév v ral 8ia 70 7§ véug OerTaldv’ Tayds B.C. 346
kafeoTdvat. 198

2 Niebuhr, Kl. Sch. u.s. Die Wiirde des Tagus, welche Jason iibertragen
ward, war eine konigliche. Cf. Herod. v. 63, where we tind a Baoilels of
Thessaly, meaning doubtless the Tagos.

3 See the whole speech of Polydamas, Xen. Hell. vi. 1. 4 sqq.

4 Ib. vi. 1, 5. 5 Ih. vi. 1, 18 ; 4. 29, 30.

6 When Jastn was murdered, the assassins were received with honour in
various Greek cities, on which Xenophdn (vi. 4, 32) adds ¢ kal 6j\ov éyévero b7t
loxvpds ¢detcav ol "EX\yves abTdv ui) Tipavyos vyévoiro.

7 Arist. Pol. iii, 4. ’'Idowv épn mwewiy, 8re un Tupawvvol, ws olk émioTdumevos
1udrys elvad.

8 Xen. Hell, vi, 4, 34. ‘0 &' ad IloNb¢ppwv . . . katéokevdoaro Thy Tayelay
rupavvide ouolav. Ib, 35. ’Emel &' alrds ['ANéEavdpos] mapéhaBe 7w dpxiw,
xohewds wév Oerralols Tayds éyévero, k.7.N.  On the tyranny of Alexander, see
Plut. Pel. 26 et seqq.

9 Pol, ix. 28. Pl\urmos . . . od pbvor 73v émrl Opdrns wbhewr éyévero kbpios,
dA\& kal OerTalols Vg’ alrdv émovioaro da Tov @bBov. This seems accurately
to distinguish between the cities of Chalkidiké, directly incorporated with
Macedonia, and those of Thessaly, merely brought under an overwhelming
Macedonian influence.

10 Pol, iv. 9. 'H yeyevnuévy cuuuaxla . . . 'Axacols, "Hreipdroaus, Pwkedat,
Maxkedbot, Bowwrols, 'Axkapriot, Oerralots,
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puted, and also that in Thessaly, as elsewhere, their influence
was maintained by the worst of means, by fostering disunion
and disorder of every kind.! We know that elsewhere an
efficient Federal system was the thing which they most sedu-
lously discouraged, and no system of the kind is likely to have
existed during the time of their supremacy. Flamininus was a
lawgiver of a better sort; he doubtless sincerely desired to give
both Thessaly and all parts of Greece as much liberty as was
consistent with the dominant interests of Rome. His constitu-
tion at least set free the smaller Thessalian towns from their
previous bondage to the great cities,2 but the internal constitu-
tions of the towns were, with the natural instinct of a Roman,
fixed by him on an oligarchic basis.®> But even a freer and
better system, if dictated by a foreign deliverer, could be of little
value then and of little interest now. There is no sign of any-
thing like real native Federalism in Thessaly, and therefore any
minute examination of Thessalian political antiquities would be
alien to our subject.

§ 2. Of the Beotiun League

The political history of Beeotia is of far more importance than
that of Thessaly; it is, indeed, in an indirect way, one of the
most important portions of the political history of Greece. The
Beeotian League was undoubtedly a very ill-arranged political
contrivance ; but its history gives us, if only by way of warn-
ing, some of the lessons which arc most needful in a general
survey of Federal Government. The fate of the Beeotian Con-
federacy is a constant commentary on the dangers which may
arise to a Federal State from the influence of an overwhelming
capital. A great capital, even in a consolidated state, has a
strong tendency to be a great evil; but the existence of such a
capital among a League of republics is more perilous still. A
single great city, standing out prominently above all the others,
is always likely to destroy the true Federal equality, and, in-
stead of remaining a single equal member, to become first the
President, and then the Tyrant, of the League. Of course, a
Federation neither can nor ought, any more than other form of
government, to check the growth and prosperity of any of its

1 Liv. xxxiv. 51. 2 Niebuhr, K1. Sch. i, 248, 9.
3 See Thirlwall, viii. 361,
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cities; but it is highly desirable to take such measures as may
securc the League against a disproportionate influence on the

part of any single member. A Federal State will do well to fix

its Scat of Government anywhere rather than in its greatest city.

If a Federal State has a capital, the same dangers at once arise
which cven in a consolidated state arise from the influence of

one preponderating city. But in a Federal State they are likely

to assume a yet worse form. In a monarchy the capital has,
after all, no different legal position from that of another town;

it is invested with no portion of sovereignty, nor is it commonly

in the habit of legal political action. But in a Federal body,

the capital is alrcady a sovereign commonwealth, capable of, and
accustomed to, distinet political action within its own sphere ; it

is therefore far more likely to encroach upon the rights of weaker
members than can be done in a monarchy or an indivisible
republic.  Most of the wisest Confederations have avoided this
danger, by having no capital at all, none at least in the same
sense in which Paris or even London is a capital. We have Most Con-
scen Akarnanian Federal Meetings held on an entrenched hill- ﬁ(‘)‘]‘:';“l;me
top, and Phokian Federal Meetings in a temple by the wayside. 4ygiged
The Achaian Congress, in the bhest days of the Lea;\.,uc met in a pre-
the insignificant town of Aigion, and afterwards in the several d""““‘l“’t
cities in turn. In the Dntch Repubhc the enormous influence <P
of Amsterdam was somewhat counterbalanced by the arrange-
ment by which both the Provincial States of Holland and the
States-General of the United Provinces were held, not at Amster-

dam, but at the Hague. So cither a wise providence or a most
happy accident has fixed the Seat of Government of the American
Union in a city which is simply the Seat of Government, and
nothing else. One cannot avoid a vague feeling of possible
dang,el if the gigantic city of New York were the permanent
dwelling-place of the Federal President and Congress. Happily

New York, like Amsterdam, is not only not the capital of the
United Statcs, it is not even the capital of the State to which it
gives its name. So in Switzerland, the Federal Government till
lately held its sittings in three towns, Bern, Ziirich, and Luzern,

in turn. It is a grave question whether it was a wise arrange-
ment which has fixed the Seat of Government permanently at
Bern. Bern indeed is not the greatest city of Switzerland, but

it is the only one which combines an amount of population and

a geographical position which could allow it to aspire to the
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rank of a capital. After these real Confederations, it seems
almost ludicrous to speak of the body which calls itself a Con-
federation in Germany, but even that takes care to hold its
Federal Meetings at Frankfort and not at Berlin or Vienna.
Now in the Beeotian League we see the evils of a preponderating
capital carried to their extreme point. The great city of Thebes
became the mistress, and in the end the tyrant, of the whole
League.! She at last came to rule with greater severity over
kindred cities, members of the same Federal body, than Athens
ruled over protected or conquered States. She at last became
the object of a relentless hatred on the part of the smaller towns,
which surpassed even the ordinary bitterness of hatred between
hostile Hellenic cities. In short, the whole internal history of
Beeotia is one long record of feuds between Thebes and the
other cities, Plataia, Thespia, and Orchomenos. And the lesson
is the more striking, because, as far as we can make out from
our scanty notices of the Beeotian Constitution, the mere formal
position of Thebes does not seem to have been at all extravagant
or anomalous. To the great executive college of the Beeotarchs,
while the other cities contributed one member each, Thebes
contributed two. That is, in the chief magistracy of the Federa-
tion, the great city of Thebes legally commanded only two votes out
of eleven or thirteen. Yet we find the Beeotian League, through-
out two-thirds of its history, existing only as an instrument to
advance Theban interests, constantly to thedisadvantage, sometimes
to the utter destruction, of the smaller towns of the Confedera-
tion. At last the weaker cities sink into the state of mere sub-
jects; they are spoken of by Isokratés under the very same name
which the subject Lakonian towns bear in reference to Sparta.?
It is probable that, in the actual position of Beeotia, a really
well-ordered Federal Government was impossible.? The vast
superiority of Thebes over every other Beeotian city was the
standing difficulty of the League. In Phokis, Akarnania, and
1 Boeckh, C. I vol. i. p. 727. Aut plurima ex Thebanorum, quasi dominorum,

gerebantur potentia aut ceteri Boeoti a Thebanis segregati alienas sequi partes
solebant,

% Isok. de Pac. § 141. Ta uév OnBalwy wpdyuara movnpds Exew voulfere,
87t Tovs wepiolkovs ddikobaw.

3 Drumann (p. 440) says, “Ein Stidteverein in Biotien hitte nachj der
Beschaffenheit des Landes mehr vermogen mussen, als viele andere.” A auvot-
kwouos, had local prejudices once given way, might easily have been formed, and
might have obtained much power, but hardly a “ Stidteverein ” of the Achaian
sort.
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Epeiros, there was no city which had any such clear superiority

over its neighbours ; among them, therefore, no obstacle existed

to the formation of an equitable Federal system. The wisdom The

of Boeotia would probably have been to follow the bold precedent ¢ireum-
iea.l : . . stances

of Attica.! The smaller Attic towns gave up all sovereign rights, of Beotia

all distinet political being, but their citizens received in exchange suited to a

the full political franchise of the great city of Athens. Had the Kﬂ 1‘:)?3‘;,

smaller Beeotian towns been willing, in the like sort, to merge yot to a

themselves in the great city of Thebes,—had every Beeotian, Federal

like every Attican,? received the full Theban franchise,—each System.

town, as a town, would have lost its rank as an autonomous city,

but each of its citizens would have gained far higher and more

enduring rights as a citizen of a great and free Theban common-

wealth. But the Boeotian towns, even in forming a political

union with Thebes, still clave to their separate political being, a

political being which could not be practically maintained side by

side with so mighty a neighbour. Hence, while the smaller

towns of Attica were filled with attached citizens of Athens, the

smaller towns of Boeotia were filled only with discontented sub-

jects of Thebes. The result of this peculiar position of Thebes

was that it was not till a very late time, and then only for a

very few years, that Thebes ever took. that position in general

Grecian politics to which so great and so ancient a city was

otherwise fairly entitled. Athens, with her whole territory

filled with loyal citizens, Sparta, with her whole territory

filled with unresisting subjects,® each enjoyed peace at home, Effects on

and each might aspire to the general supremacy of Greece. iéer‘i‘;rlih

Thebes was always too busy in maintaining her local supremacy gistory.

to aim at any such ambitious schemes, till the two men arose

who were to give her for a moment both a local and a general

supremacy such as she had never held before.*

1 See above, p. 22.

? How completely Attica became merged in Athens is shown by the fact that
one has to form some such unusual word as  Attican,” to express an inhabitant
of Attica other than an Athenian. The difference between 'Af@yvator and ’Arrucol
was perceptible so late as B.c. 800. See Grote, ii. 307.

3 T'he Helots several times revolted, the Perioikoi never, and the Perioikoi
had as much interest in suppressing a Helot revolt as the Spartans themselves.

4 Drumann, p. 428. Daher konnten Sparta und Athen das Principat iiber
alle Griechen zu erringen streben, wihrend Theben noch dahin bemuht sein
musste, die Herrschaft in Bootien zu erlangen.

Compare, at this moment, the three great despotisms of Europe. Russia has
force enough to keep down all internal enemies ; France (whatever its ruler may
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The history of the Beeotian League naturally falls into three
periods. The first extends from our earliest historical notices
of the country to the first dissolution of the Leagne at the
peace of Antalkidas. The second includes the short but
brilliant period of Theban greatness, down to the conquest
of the city by Philip and its destruction by Alexander.
The third includes the history of Bocotia from the destruction
of Thebes by Alexander and its restoration by Kassander down
to the final dissolution of the Lecague by Quintus Marcius
Philippus.

During the first period we find, as early as we can get at
any certain information, the Beeotian citics united by both a
religious and a political bond. They formed an Amphiktyony,
and they also formed a Federal Government. Of these two,
one cannot doubt that the religious association existed before
the political League and served as its groundwork. The Boeotian
Amphiktyony held its solemn festival at the temple of the
Itonian Athéné near Kordneia ;! its title was the Pamboidtia,?
a name formed after the same analogy of so many other religions
gatherings of the same kind. How soon this Amphiktyonic
connexion grew into a political union it is hard to say, but
it is clear that the Beotian League was looked on as an
institution of old standing during the Peloponnesian War, It
must both have existed and have been perverted from its
original purpose, before the oppressed Plataians sought for
Athenian help.  We may fairly belleve that the Federal union
of Beotia was as old as Iederal institutions in any part of
arecce.

The old Beeotian League, as far as its outward forms went,
seems to have been fairly entitled to the name of a Federal
Government, but in its whole history we trace little more
than the gradual advance of Thebes to a practical supremacy
over the other cities. This difference hetween the theory and

have) has no internal enemies to keep down; Austria is, like Thebes, helpless
from internal dissensions.

1 Paus, ix. 34, 1. T#s 'Irwvlas 'A6pwds éorl 70 lepbr' kaletrar 8¢ amd
Trévov 100 'Aupikrioves. This smaller Amphiktyony is ascribed to a son
of Amphiktydn, as the great one at Delphi to Amphiktydn himself.

2 Strabo, ix. 2, 29. Cf. Pol. iv. 8; ix. 84, for the wav#hyvpis of the
Pamboidtians. [The Boidtian Amphictyony used also to meet at Onchéstos.
Strabo, ix. 2, 33, ’Oyxnords . . . . dmwov 70 "AudiTvovikdy cuviyero,]
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the practice of the Beeotian constitution is curiously illustrated
by the ordinary language both of Thucydidés and of Xenophon. Use of
Whenever there is anything like a formal mention of the whole the words |
people, in the description for instance of a battle or a negocia- mflmo“an
tion, the word used is “Beeotian;” but when the historians ¢ Theban”
narrate or comment in their own persons on the policy of the by Thuey-
League, the word “Theban” is commonly used instead. Thus ggi:zpﬂ;ﬁ;},
the whole argument about the fate of Plataia is put by Thucy-
didés into the mouths of “Theban,” not of * Beeotian,” orators,*
just as the first treacherous assault on the town is attributed
wholly to Theban heads and to Theban hands.?  But when he
comes to describe the battle of Délion,® and the negociations
after the Peace of Nikias,* he gives to the armies, ambassadors,
and senators their formal title of “ Beeotians.” So Xenophon
attributes to “Theban” politicians the proposal® to destroy
Athens and the receipt of bribes from the Great King,® but
in describing the battles in the Corinthian war,” he too falls
back upon the technical name Beeotian.”  This usage of
ordinary language cxactly expresses the truth of the case.
The League was a Bwotian body animated by a Theban soul ;
the devices of Theban statesmen were habitually carried out by
the hands of Beeotian soldiers.®

It is perfectly evident that the Beeotian League had the form
of a real Federal Government. It is equally evident that it
altogether wanted the true Federal spirit. The common govern- Constitu-
ment was carried on in the name of the whole Beeotian nation. tﬂ"“ of the
Its most important magistrates bore the title of Beeotarchs; their &'
exact number, whether eleven or thirteen,” is a disputed point
of Greek archaxology, or rather of Boeotian geography. For our

1 Thue. iii. 60. Oi OnPalo deloavres . . . . E\eyov.

? Thue. ii. 2. Ilpotddvres yap ol OnBalol, k.7 \.

3 Ib. iv. 91. Ol 8¢ Bowwrol . . . EuweNéyovro, K.T.\.

4 v. 36 ct seqq. throughout.

Xen, Hell. ii. 2. 19. ’Avréheyov Kopivfiow uév kal OnBator . . . uh
omévdeabor 'Alnralows dAN' éfatpelv.

6 b, iii. 5, 3. Ol év 7als ONPBas wpoeardres . . . . welBovar Aokpobs.

7 Ib. iv. 2, 17 et seqq.

8 Tittmann (p. 696) seems to me to under-rate throughout the practical
supremacy of Thebes during our first period.

9 Thue. iv. 91, Tor &\\wv Bowwrapxdv, ol elow &vdexa, oV fuverawolbvrwy
pdxeofar » . . . llaywrdas 6 AloNddov, BowTapyv ék OnBav uer’ ’Apiavlidov
Tob Avatuaxidov, kal fryemovlas obons avrol, k.7.\. where see Dr. Arnold’s note,
and compare Boeckh, vol, i, p. 727, and Mr. Whiston in Dict. of Antt. art.

@
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purpose the number is indifferent; the important point for us
is that Thebes chose two Baotarchs,! and each of the other
cities one.? The same narrative from which we learn this fact
shows also that, besides the citics which were, in name at least,
sovereign states, Beeotia, like Switzerland in the old time, con-
tained districts which did not enjoy direct Federal rights, but
which were connected, in some subordinate way, with some one
or other of the sovereign cities.® It may however be doubted
whether these dependencies were, strictly speaking, subject
districts, like the Italian possessions of Uri, or whether Beeotia
was not, like the Grisons, a League made up of smaller Leagues.
However this may be, the Boeotarchs, as representatives of the
several Beotian cities, were the supreme military commanders
of the League,* and, as it would appear, the general adminis-

Beeotarches. [The Beeotarchs are mentioned in Herodolos ix. 15. Oi ~yap
Bowwrdpxar pereméuyarro Tovs wpoaxwpovs TéY *Acwmriwr.]

1 Boeckh (u.s.) explains the second Theban Baotarch to have heen the
representative of some town formerly a member of the League, but after-
wards merged in Thebes. 'This is a highly probable explanation of the origin
of the custom; practically the double Theban Bwotarchy, like the four
members for the City of London, represented the superiority of Thebes to
the other cities.

2 Mr. Grote (vi. 523) speaks of the Boeotarchs as consisting of ‘“two chosen
from Thebhes, the rest in unknown proportions by the other cities.” Certainly
Thucydiddés does not directly say that there was one Beeotarch from each
city, but almost every scholar seems to have taken it for granted (see Hermann,
Pol. Ant. § 179, Eng. Tr.), and it is hard to imagine any arrangement by
which any sovereign city would be left without its Bewotarch. This narrative
of Thucydidds, and ‘another which will presently e referred to, are, as far
as T know, our only authorities for the number and power of the Beeotarchs
during this first period of the League. With the Bewotarchs of the days of
Epameindndas we have as yet no concern. [With the position of Thebes
in the Berotian League, compare that of Davos in the Ten Jurisdictions. See
Histoire de la Confédiération Suisse (translated from the History of J. von
Miiller and continued), vol. xii. p. 612. Cf. also the privileged position of
Chur in the Gotteshausbund, ib. xiii. 356 ; and the preponderance of the City
of Zug in the canton of Zug, ib. xiv. 226, and Bluntschli, Gesch. des schweiz.
Bundesrechtes, i. 422.]

3 Thue. iv. 76. Xapdveiav 8¢, 7 ¢s 'Opxduevor . . . . Ewvrelei, where see
Arnold’s note. T cannot help thinking that the word fuvreeiv implies a greater
degree of freedom in these dependent places than Dr. Arnold allows.  Sce also
Boeckh, i. 728.

4 It may be doubted whether the words dryemorias olons adrol, in the
passage of Thucydidds (iv. 91) quoted above, imply that the supreme command
was always vested in a Theban Beeotarch, or whether it was merely the turn
of Pagondas to command that particular day. It is worth notice that the
Beeotian army at that time was not drawn up in any uniform order, but the
troops of each city followed their own customs. The Thebans were twenty-five
deep, the others in different proportions, Thue, iv. 98,
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trators of Federal affairs. This is the ordinary position of the
military commanders in a Greek state, as we see by the au-
thority possessed by the Ten Generals at Athens, and by the
Federal General of the Achaian League. The Boeotarchs of course
command at Délion, but they also act as administrative magis-
trates of the League by hindering Agésilaos from sacrificing at
Aulis.! 'We see something more of their functions in a narrative
of Thuecydidés which gives us almost our only glimpse of the
internal working of the Bcotian Federal constitution. During
nearly the whole of our first period, the Beeotian government
was oligarchic.  Just as in Achaia each city had its local
democratic Assembly and the League had its Federal democratic
Assembly, so in Boeotia the Federal Government was oligarchic,
and we cannot doubt that the government of cach particular
city was oligarchic also.? The supreme power of the League
was vested in the Four Senates of the Beeotians®  Of the
constitution of these Senates we know absolutely nothing; but
it is most probable that the division was a local one, and that
the Four Senates represented four districts. If so, it shows
that the Federal bond in Beotia must have been much laxer
than it was in Achaia, and the necessity of consulting several
Assemblies suggests resemblances between the constitution of
Boeotia and the constitution of the United Provinces.  Still
less do we know how four co-ordinate Senates were kept in
harmony together; but the only glimpse which we get of

1 Xen, Hell. iii. 4. 4. Oi Bowdrapxor . . . . méuwpavres imméas, K7\
This has a military sound, but it was doubtless in strictness a measure of
police.

2 Mr. Whiston (Dict. of Antt.) is doubtless justified by analogy in supposing
that each Bwotian city had its own BovA# or Senate, and &fjuos or Popular
Assembly (see Boeckh, i, 729), but the passage which he quotes from Xenophdn
hardly proves it (Hell. v. 2. 29), It merely speaks of a Theban BovA% and that
during the time (B.c. 382) when the Confederation was in abeyance. T am not
clear about the existence of Popular Assemblies in the Beeotian cities during our
first period. There is, as might be expected, abundant evidence for their ex-
istence in later times, but I doubt whether any of the many inscriptions in
Boeckh, which mention a d7juos, belong to the days of the old oligarchic
League.

3 Thue. v. 38,  Tals réooapor fovhals 7év Bowrdr . . . . almwep dwav 7d
Kklpos &xovew. Tittmann (p. 695) assumes their representative, and denies their
aristocratic, character. The latter at least is clear enough. A Federal d7juos,
like that of the Achaians, is mentioned in later inscriptions (see Boeckh, i. 728);
but one can hardly fancy its having even a nominal existence earlier than the
revolution of Pelopidas.

B.C. 424.
B.C. 397.

The Four
Senates.

B.C. 421.
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them sets them before us as submissive and tractable bodies,
which commonly did little more than register the edicts of the
Bwotarchs.!  Their constitutional powers scem to have been
something like those of the Amecrican Senate; the Beoeotarchs
propose to them a scheme of a treaty, which it rests with them
to accept or to reject. We may even believe that the Senates
were, on such matters at least, only authorized to consider
proposals made to them by the Beeotarchs, and that they had
no initiative voice of their own.? It is clear that the actual
negociation was carried on wholly by the Boeotarchs, just as
it would be by an American President and his Ministry. In
this particular case the Bwotarchs fully expected that the
Senates would have ratified their proposals without examina-
tion or explanation, and they were much surprised at finding
the proposed treaty rejected.> The whole story gives us a
very poor impression of the management of the Boeotian Foreign
Oftice.

Though the DBuwotarchs were, like the Athenian Generals,
practically the most important ofticers of the state, yet, like
the Athenian Generals, they did not stand formally at its
head. ~The nominal chief of the League was a magistrate
called the Archon of the Bwotians,* whose name seems to
have been used as a date even in purely local proceedings
in the several cities.” We also find local Archons in the
several citics.® Though many of the inscriptions which
record the names of these Archons are doubtless later than
the Peace of Antalkidas, or even than Kassander’s restoration
of Thebes, still the analogy of other states would lead us to
believe that the Archons, both of the League and of its several
cities, were magistrates of the highest antiquity.  Probably

1 Cf. Grote, vii. 34, They must, as Boeckh (i. 728) remarks, have been
assembled in one place.

2 See Arnold’s note on Thue, v. 38,

3 Thue, ib.  Olduevor Thy Boukiw, kdv uh elrwow, olk &\Na Yneieiohar 9
& opioL wpodiayvovTes Tapavoiow.

4 Sec the inscription in Boeckh, No. 1594 (vol. i. p. 776). Mr. Whiston
infers from this inscription that the Federal Archon ‘‘was probably always
a Theban.” As the inscription specially mentions that the particular Archon
commemorated was a Theban, T should have inferred the contrary. This
inscription is of a later date than the restoration by Kassander.

5 See the inscription in Leake’s Northern Greece, ii. 132, Xaporwlvw &pyovros
Bowrots, k.7.\.

8 See Rose, Inscriptt, Grece. 264 et seqq.
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the Beeotian, like the Athenian, Archon had once been the

real ruler of the state, and had been gradually cut down to

a routine of small duties, sweetened by the honour of giving

his name to the year. Of the particular Archon of Thebes, Theban
Plutarch ! records an usage, which, though his mention of it Archon
helongs to a time later than our present date, must surely have p,c0
been handed down from very early times. The Theban Archon, '
at least in the interval between the occupation of the Kadmeia

by Phoibidas and the delivery of Thebes by Pelopidas, was p.c. 382-
chosen by lot,2 and kept a sacred spear of office always by 379
him.3 These customs are not likely to have been of recent
introduction ; they savour of high antiquity, and point to the

Archon as a venecrable pageant rather than as a magistrate
possessing real authority. He is spoken of, not as a ruler Real power
but as a sacred person, and it is clear, from the whole narrative of the Po-
of Xenophon and Plutarch, that the main powers of the state lmarchs:
were then in the hands of Polemarchs.*

Yet, with all this show of good Federal Government, the true
Federal spirit could have had no place in a League where every- Power of
thing was carried on in the selfish interest of a single city. Thebes
What the position of Thebes in the Baotian League really was Z}igvﬁllsn
is shown by the whole history of the brave and unfortunate city tory of
of Platala. The Plataians set the first recorded example of Plataia.
Secession from a Federal Union. But it was most certainly not gl:t:‘:;’n
Secession without a cause. The Plataians broke through their from the
Federal obligations, they forsook the ancestral laws of all E?g;ff}?

1 De Genio Socratis, 30.

2 Ib. 6 kvduoTos dpxwr.

3 The sacred spear can hardly fail to have been an institution of the remotest
antiquity, and it points to a time when the Theban Archon, like the Athenian
Polemarch, had really been a military commander. But his appointment by lot
is not likely to have been introduced at Thebes, any more than at Athens, until
the oftice had become a mere pageant. When an office is disposed of by lot, it is,
as Mr. Grote shows, a sign that the office is no longer thought to require special
qualifications, but is held to be within the compass of an average citizen. The
lot is not necessarily democratic ; as the great equalizer, it is just as likely to be
introduced into an oligarchic body where the feeling of equality among the
members of the ruling order is commonly very strong.

Rotation, as practically adopted in the appointment of the Lord Mayor of
London and of the Vice-Chancellors of the Universities, goes on the same principle
as the lot, It implies that the office requires no special qualifications, but that
one member of the class from whom its occupants are taken is as able to fill it
as another.

4 See especially Xen. Hell. v. 2,30, To0 véuov kehevovros éfeivar moNeudpxy
AaBeiv, el Tis dokel dEwa favdrov Tolety,
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Baotia,! but it was because those obligations and those laws
had been perverted into mere instruments of Theban domination.
They found the Theban yoke too hard to bear, and they sought
for aid against the oppressor, first at Sparta ,md then at Athens 2
Even thus carly, Secession from the Bocotian League was looked
on by impartial spectators as a right to be secured against the
overwhelming ascendency of Thebes. The Corinthians, when
called in as mediators, determine that Thebes has no right to
control any city which does not wish to helong to the Baotian
Confederation.® It is clear that ]mguawo like this would never be
used of any really equal Confederation in any age.  1f a mediator
were to be called in to settle American differences, the form of
his decree would not he that New York should leave the Con-
federate States undisturbed. That the example of Plataian
secession was not followed by other cities may be partly owing
to geographical causes. No other Bwotian city, except Tanagra,
lay so temptingly near to a powerful protector. And the events
of the Peloponnesian War at once tended to beget a bitter
feeling between Athens and the Boeotians generally and to show
how little real help Athens was able to give to a dependency
heyond Mount Kithairin.*  But towards the end of the war, we
hear in general terms of strong disaffection towards Thebes on
the part of the smaller cities,” Mld in one case, even before the
Peace of Nikias, in the very year after the common Bwotian
vietory at Délion, the Thebans destroyed the walls of Thespia,
on the ground of the “Atticism” of the inhabitants.® The
language of Thucydidés would almost imply that this was a mere
act of high-handed Theban violence, without even the form of

1 Thue. iii. 66 et al. Ta wdvrwr Bowwrdv wdrpa. I cannot believe in any
rivalry between Thebes and Plataia, such as Drumann (437) scems to imply, as
if Plataia disputed the first place in the League with Thebes, Drumann also
strangely omits all mention of the connexion between Plataia and Athens,

2 Herod. vi. 108, miwefeduevo vmo OnBatwr. Thue. iii. 55, dre OyBaioc
huds éBudoavro,

3 Herod. (u.s.) ’Edv OnBalovs Bowwrdv rols un Bovhouévous és Bowwrods
TeNéew.

4 See Grote, iv. 222,

5 Xen. Mem. iii. 5. 2. Bowwrdv uév yép moXol, wheovekroluevor md OnBalw,
duouerds alrols &xovaw' 'AfiynoL 8¢ ovdey 0pd Towlrov. The date of this
dialogue, which T have already had occasion to quote (see above, p. 22), between
Sokratds and the younger Periklés, is fixed to the year 407 by Periklls being
spoken of as a newly-elected General. He was one of the unfortunate com-
manders at Arginousai.

6 Thuc, iv. 133, OnBaior Ocoméwr Telxcs mepieihov, k.7 \.
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legitimate Federal action. He adds that the Thebans had long
wished to destroy Thespia, and now found their opportunity.
The city could not resist, because the flower of its warriors had
fallen in the war with Athens. Such examples as this and that
of Plataia might well cause a sullen acquiescence in Theban
domination. Against Thebes backed by Sparta, resistance was
hopeless. It was not till long after, when Thebes and Sparta o..0.
were enemies, that, at last, on a favourable opportunity during menos,
the Corinthian war, Orchomenos openly seceded.!  The event is B 395.
recorded by Xenophdn in the form commonly used to express
the revolt of a subject or dependent state. DBut, long before
this, in the famous pleadings as to the fate of Platau, though piataia.
the Thebans put prominently forward the general principles of B.c. 427.
Bwotian Federalism, still the whole is practically treated as a
dispute between Plataia and Thebes. The Plataians ask that
they may not be given up to the vengeance of the Thebans;
they pray that Plataia may not be destroyed, and its territory
not be annexed to that of Thebes.? They prayed in vain; the
captives were massacred, their city was destroyed, and their
territory was confiscated, not to the profit of the Bocotian Union,
but to that of the Theban State.?

Thus the power of Thebes went on increasing,* and no doubt
the discontent of the smaller cities went on increasing also, down
to the time of the Peace of Antalkidas. Then we first find the myenan
Theban claims formally put forth in all their fulness, but only, claims at
as it proved, to bring utter dissolution upon the whole Con- ﬂf‘eAP?fe
federacy. 1In the l’lamun conference all that the Thebans had ﬁ,aa;} -
ventured formally to claim was a primacy, expressed by a word ® s.c. 387.
familiar to Greek diplomatic language, and not formally incon-
sistent with the independence of the smaller towns.  Afterwards
we have seen the Beeotarchs, themselves Federal magistrates,
going through at least the form of consulting the Federal
Councils. But now the Thebans openly put themselves forward
as the representatives, or rather as the sovereigns, of all Beeotia.

1 Xen. Hell. iii. 5. 6. 'O ,ue‘v Auaav&pos . Opxo,uevlovs dmréornoe OnPalwy.

2 Thue. iii. 58. ‘Tuels §é el xTeveire Nuds Kal xwpav iy I\aradda OnBatda
moujoere.

3 Ib. 68 (the whole chapter).

4 Mauso, Sparta, iii. 150, Theben begniigte sich nicht die erste, es verlangte
die Hauptstadt im bootischen Lande und es in der Art zu seyn, wie in Lakonien
Spa}"rt'jl‘.lmu. iii, 61.  Ovk DElovr olrol, bomep érdxbn 76 TpdTov, Hyemovedeoal
0 .
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Antalkidas comes down with his rescript from the Great King,
ordering that all Greek cities should be independent.! It suited
the policy of Sparta? to construe this independence in the
strictest sense everywhere except in Lakonia. When the Peace
was to he sworn to, according to the usual Greek custom, by the
representatives of every power concerned, Ambassadors from
Thebes, not Bwotarchs or Ambassadors from the Four Councils,
demanded to take the oaths on behalf of all Bwotia.? The
Spartan King Agésilaos refused to reccive their oaths, or to
admit them to the benefits of the Peace, unless they formally
recognized the independence of cvery Greek city, great and
small. The Ambassadors had no such instructions from their
Government,* and it required a Lacedemonian declaration of
war to bring Thebes to consent to such terms. They were
evidently understood as a formal renunciation of all Theban
superiority in Bocotia, and apparently as a formal dissolution of
the Beeotian League in any shape. As the Thebans consented
to the required recognition of independence,® we may conclude
that every Bacotian city entered into the terms of the treaty as
a sovereign commonwealth, and we may thus look upon the old
Baotian Federation as formally dissolved.

The second portion of Bwotian history includes the splendid
day of Theban greatness under Pelopidas and Epamcinondas.
As I am not writing a History of Greece, but a History of
Federal Government, all that I have to do is to pick out from
the general narrative such points as bear directly upon the
Federal relations between Thebes and the other Bocotian towns.
By the Peace of Antalkidas all Greek cities, great and small,
became independent under the guaranty of Sparta. But Sparta
seems, throughout Greece, to have interpreted independence
after the same strange fashion as she had interpreted it after
the end of the Peloponnesian War. Either at once or, as is
more likely, gradually after some interval,® the several cities

1 Xen. Hell. v. 1. 31, Tas 6¢ dX\\as EX\yvldas mohews kal ukpds kal ueydas
adrovbuovs dpetvat,

2 Ib. v. 2. 16. BEikds vpds [Aaxedacuoviovs] 77s mév Bowrlas émuernfijvac
Smrws un kab’ év et.

3 Tb. v. 1. 32. Ol 8¢ OnBalor HEtovw Vmeép wavrwy Bowrdv duvivar,

4 Ib. Ol 8¢ 7dv OnPBalwy mpéaBeis ENeyov 81 olk €mesTaluéva oplol Tadr’
eln.
5 Ib, v. 1. 33. OnPaio & els Tas awovdas eloeNbely jayxdobnoav, alTovbuovs
dopévres Tas Bowwrlas mwoheus. 8 On this point see Mr. Grote’s note, x. 46.
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were occupied, like Athens under the Thirty, by narrow local
oligarchies, supported by a Spartan harmost and garrison.!  In Spartan
the case of Thebes we know how this state of things was g‘“t”}‘l“o""
brought about, namely through the treacherous scizure of the J:mse
Ka,dmel(m by Phoibidas.? Plataia was restored,® restored as an s.c. 382.
equal and independent city ; its restoration implied not only a R““t"rt“'
loss of Theban supremacy, but the actual loss of that portion of Pl:taom
the existing Theban territory which had formerly formed the s.c.c.386.
Plataian dlsm ict. But the independence of Plataia, like that of

the other towns, was not thought inconsistent with the presence

of a Lacedeemonian harmost. Several entirely new elements

were thus introduced into the world of Beeotian politics.
Hitherto Beeotia had been less aflected than most parts of Oligarchic
Greece by the struggles of oligarchic and democratic parties. and Demo-
The Beeotian cities had been, from time immemorial, oligarchi- ;rfft‘;s
cally governed.  Oligarchic government was doubtless, in Theban Weakness
eyes, one of the ancestral principles of the Beeotian constitution, of the De-
hardly less important than the other great principle of Theban ‘elll:;f;f’;
supremacy. Not that a democratic party was altogether wanting in Beotia.
in Beeotia, but it was weak, and could do nothing without

foreign help. Democracy was introduced by the Athenian s.c. 457.
victory at Oinophyta, but democracy did not flourish on the
uncongenial  Beeotian  s01l,® and  oligarchy reappeared when s.c. 449.
Beeotia was again detached from the Athenian alliance by the

first battle of Koroneia. The invasion which led to the battle

of Délion was planned by Athens in concert with a democratic s.c. 424.
party in Beeotia,® but the utter failure of the scheme doubtless

gave a deep and lasting blow to the democratic interest. The
historics of Plataia and Thespia, as already recorded, leave Thebes,
hardly any doubt that this democratic or Athenian party was itherto
the party of the independence of the smaller cities against (t)}t’eoif“tre
Thebes. But the dissolution of the League, and the Sp(utdn garchy,
occupation, for such it was, which followed, must have put
matters on quite another footing. Oligarchy no longer meant,

cither in Thebes or elsewhere, the ascendency of the ancient

1 See Isok. Plat. 20, 21. Cf. Pol. iv, 27.
Xen. Hell. .v. 2. 25 et seqq.
On this restoration see Grote, x. 43.
Ta wdvrwr Bowrdv wdrpa. See above, p. 130.
Arist. Pol. viii. 3. Ev O1Bais uerd miv tv Olvogirois pdxmy kakds mwoer-
cvouévois N dnuokparia Siegpddpn.
¢ Thue, iv. 76.

= R &
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nobles of the land, whose rule, in a country where it had been
so little interrupted, may well have involved no practical
oppression.!  Oligarchy now meant the domination® of a small
number of citizens, whose power rested entirely on the presence
of a forcign force. A powerful democratic spirit was naturally
called forth, and, above all, at Thebes, hitherto the centre of
oligarchy. A democratic revolution delivered Thebes at once
from her traitorous citizens and from her foreign garrison, and
the new Theban Democracy entered, under Pelopidas and
Epameinéndas, upon its short and glorious carcer. There is
no portion of Grecian history which more thoroughly awakens
our sympathies than all that personally concerns those two
most illustrious citizens. We hardly know which more to
admire, Pelopidas the slayer of the Tyrants, or Epameindndas
who refuses to stain his hands even with Tyrants’ blood. The
fight of Leuktra, the invasion of Lakonia, the restoration of
Messénd, the foundation of Megalopolis, the deaths of Pelopidas
in Thessaly and of Epamcinondas at Mantineia, are all among
the most spirit-stirring scencs even in the eventful history of
Greece. But it is easy to sce that Pelopidas and Epameinondas
were the chiefs of a people utterly unworthy of them; that the
momentary greatness of Thebes did hut leave Greece yet more
disunited,® more ready to become the prey of the Macedonian
aggressor ; and that, looking at the matter with the cyes of a
historian of Federalism, this second period of Bwotian history is
yet more disastrous than the first period before the Peace of
Antalkidas. The League was nominally revived ; constitutional
Federal langnage was employed in formal documents* and

! The Platonic Sdkrates (Kriton, e. 15) calls (B.¢. 399) Thebes and Megara
well governed cities—edvouovuévas mwolers kal 7Oy dvdpdv Tols Koo uwrdToUs—
elwopolvrar ydp, k.7.\. He does not call them elvomovuéras simply as being
oligarchic, as he goes on to blame the ill government of oligarchic Thessaly—eéxe?
Yap 6y mhelory dratia kal dkohasia.

2 Xenophdn himself uses the strong word duvwasrela, only less strong than
Tupavvls, meaning in fact & Tyranny in the hands of several persons instead of
one only, 'Ev wdoats yap Tais mé\eow duvasTeia kabewoTikecay Gomep év OfBas.
Hell. v. 4. 46.

$ Xen. Hell. vil. 5. 27. ’Axpola 8¢ xal Tapaxh ére mhelwv perd Tiw [év
Mavrwela] udxnw éyévero i) mpéofev év T 'EXNGO..  Four years afterwards
Philip took Amphipolis, '

4 The row) otvodos 7dv Bowrdv (Diod. xv. 80) received complaints from
Thessaly against Alexander of Pherai {B.c. 364); and, just before Chairdneia
(B.c. 338), Philip sent an embassy émrl 70 kowov T7@r Bowwrdv (Diod. xvi. 85).
Cf. above, p. 126, note 4.
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Beeotarchs, and not mere local Polemarchs, again appear as the
commanders of the Beeotian armies.! It is also clear that,
immediately after the Theban Revolution, the Theban cause s.c. 878.
was popular in the Beeotian cities.2 No doubt the Theban
Democracy, like the Athenian Democracy, put itself forward,
and that for a while sincerely, as the champion of independence
" and democratic government everywhere, in opposition alike to Liberal

native oligarchies and to Lacedemonian garrisons. But the Si‘;‘;fesxi

result soon showed how impossible it was that an overweening myephes,
city like Thebes should ever enter into the true Federal relation

with weaker states. Thebes showed more quickly than Athens,

or even than Sparta, how easily Presidency may be developed

into Empire. It does not indeed prove much that the recovery

of the Beeotian cities is spoken of by Xenophon in terms which

are applicable only to a reconquest by force of arms.* To a
Lakonian partisan like that renegade Athenian, the expulsion by
Theban hands of a Spartan harmost and the oligarchy which he
maintained, doubtless seemed to be the high-handed extinction

of a legal government by the hands of a foreign invader. But

though the Bocotian cities willingly entered into a revived Real sub.
Beeotian League, they soon found that a Beotian League was jection of

. the lesser
now only another name for bondage to Thebes. A nominally jyiosto

democratic Borotian Assembly, instead of four oligarchic Senates, Thebes.

L The number now was seven (Paus. ix. 13. 6, 7). I do not know of any dis-
tinct evidence whether any of these Bocotarchs were really chosen by the smaller
towns or not.

2 See Grote, x. 215, 263. Xenophdn (Hell. v, 4. 46) scems to imply a sort of
secession of the Démos from the smaller citics, 6 wévrow dfuos €f avrdv [row
woréwr] els Tas OfBas dmrexwpet.

3 Xen. Hell. v. 4. 63. Opdoews 87) éorparetovro ol OnBalol éml Tas wepiowcidas
wodhews [mark the word mepiokidas] kal wdhw alras dveduBavor. vi. 1. 1. Ol
8¢ OnPaiot, émel kareaTpéparro Tas év T Bowwrle wo\eis, ésTpdTevov kal els T
dwrtda. This clearly implies actual warfare, but what follows the first of the
two passages as clearly implies that it was a warfare in which the Déwmos in the
cities attacked took the Theban side. Still I cannot understand Mr. Grote's
meaning when he says (x. 183, 184) * that the Thebans . - . revived the Bewotian
confederacy, is clearly stated by Xenophdn—in the two passages just quoted.
It is clearly stated that *the Thebans again became presidents of all Beeotia”’
(p. 183), but surely not that they revived a confederacy. Xenophdn speaks not
of reviving a confederacy, but of Thebes warring against and conquering certain
cities. Considering Xenophon’s prejudices, his language is in no way inconsistent
with the fact, otherwise sufficiently established, that the restoration of the
Federal system was at least professed. But surely his words do not clearly state
it. = And considering what happened to Plataia and other cities so soon after, I
gertainly think that the practical aspect of the case is better set forth in the

ords “subjugation ” and * submitted ” used by Bishop Thirlwall (v. 71).
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might now sit to register Theban edicts in the name of the
League, but the practical nature of the relation between Thebes
and the other cities admits of no doubt. It is enough that the
language of historians and orators always implies that Thebes
had become practically sovereign. The smaller cities are spoken
of in language which implies subjection ;1 we hear now, not of
a Baotian Confederation, but of a Theban State, into which
other cities arc compelled to merge themselves against their

Destruc-  will.Z  Finally we hear, during “this period, of the utter
tion of — destruction by Theban hands of no less than four Beeotian
ﬁ?ﬁfﬁn towns. Plataia now paid for the crime of having so long been,
of Plataia, first an Athenian and then a Spartan outpost.* Orchomenos,
B.c. 378 once rescued by the personal interference of Epameindndas,* at
‘();3302_ b of last, during that hero’s absence, became the victim ® alike of its
menos,  ancient mythical rivalry,® and of its more recent political opposi-
B.0. 368 tion, Thespia, disaffected even before the fight of Leuktra,”
%lffl?m ° was de@troyed soon after, and Kordneia shared the fate of
B.c. 373 or Orchomenos.®  These events, the destruction of so many
371; and of Hellenic citics, above all of the ancient and renowned Orcho-
;‘ gr‘gl(;eg‘g menos, to which Thebes herself had once been tributary, raised

a feeling of profound indignation throughout Greece. When
the genius of Kpameinondas no longer guided her counsels, and

I Tepiokor, mepiokides wéhets. 1 have alveady mentioned this use of the
word.

2 See the expressions used in the Plataic Oration of Isokratls 8-10, uh) weis@eloay
v Haravdwr wéAw dXNa BuacOeloar OnBalos [not Bowwrols] ovvrelelv—rijs
acperépas alrdy wokrelas ovdey Bso,u,évous KOV wYEly araykd{ovoL—aurTeNEw és Tas
OnBas—mposTdrTew Yuiv—ov TOVY dNNwv avrols dpkréoy, k.T.\. Something is
doubtless to be allowed for angry Plataian (or Isokratic) oratory, something
doubtless to the old special hatred between Thebes” and Plataia ; still the most
vehement orator in South Carolina would not use such language with regard to
any single Northern State, though he might apply it to the Northern Union in
general,

3 The details of the destruction of Plataia are given by Pausanias, ix. 1. 4
et seqq.

4 Diod. xv. 57. Paus. ix. 15. 8. Thirlwall, v. 158, 9. Grote, x. 264.

5 Diod. xv. 79. The Plataians were only expelled ; the men of Orchomenos
were killed and the women and children sold, like the Mélians and Skidnaians by
Athens. According to Pausanias (ix. 15, 14) the Thebans slew or branded such
Beeotian exiles as they met with in their Peloponnesian campaign.

S Isok. Plat. 11. Q0 7&v &N\wv alrols [OnBalois]| dpkréov, dANG moAd uaNhov
"Qpxopeviots pdpov oloréov* olirw yap elxe 70 wakaiby.

7 Paus. ix. 13. 8, 14, 1-4. The date of the destruction of Thespia is doubt-
ful, see Thirlwall, v. 85. Grote, x. 219.

8 On the date of the destruction of Koroneia, see Grote, x. 427.

U See Grote, x. 427, xi. 285,
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even during his lifetime whenever he was not at hand to restrain
her passions, Thebes stood forth as a city of coarse and brutal General

upstarts, who had suddenly risen to a place in the Hellenic :}%Slike of
. 3 1 N s . 1ebes
world for which they were utterly unfit! No Grecian city through-

seems ever to have been more thoroughly hated than Thebes out

was between the battle of Mantineia and the battle of Chairéneia. g‘;}ee?fgé_
Athens felt for her a repugnance which she never showed 33,

towards either her Spartan rival or her Macedonian conqueror.
To overcome this loathing, and to range the warriors of Thebes
and Athens side by side against Philip, was the most glorious
exploit of the glorious life of Démosthenés.?
The dates of these acts of Theban violence towards the smaller
Beeotian cities arc in some cases matters of dispute. Most of
them occurred after the battle of Leuktra, but that of Plataia
took place before. Certain it is that, just before that battle, the Theban

Theban claims had risen to their full height. In the negociations Eé?;;“: the
which preceded it we seem to read over again the negociations j,411e of

which preceded the Peace of Antalkidas.? The Thebans swore Leuktra,
to the Peace, or were willing to swear to it, in the name of all B-¢. 371
Beeotia.t Agésilaos, as hefore, demands a recognition of the
independence of the other Bewotian cities, and the admission of

1 Tphoros, quoted by Strabo, ix. 2. 2. Tehevrjoarros yiap éxelvov ['Braue-
vvdouv] Tiw iyepoviar droBalely evfis Tovs OnBalovs curéfn, yevoauévous alris
bvov* alriov 8¢ elvar, 7O Noywr kal dullas Tis mpds dvlpdmovs SAywpioat, ubvys
8’ émiueNnbijvar THs KaTd wONEUOY ApETTS.

% See a noble passage in Arnold’s Rome, ii. 331.

3 Pausanias (ix. 13. 2) cvidently confounded the two occasions, as he intro-
duces Epameindndas as the Theban orator before the Peace of Antalkidas.

4 It is certainly hard at first sight to reconcile the accounts of this event given
by Xenophon (Hell. vi. 3. 19) and by Plutarch (Ages. 28) and Pausanias (sce
last note). But they do not seem to me quite so contradictory as Mr. Grote
thinks them (x. 231, note). In Xenophdn’s story, the Theban Ambassadors first
allow Thebes to be set down as having sworn, and on the next day demand
(ékéhevov) to have the name “Thebans” struck out, and ¢¢ Beeotiang ™ substituted.
Mr. Grote asks “why should such a man as Epameindndas (who doubtless was
the envoy), consent at tirst to waive the presidential claims of Thebes, and to
swear for her alone? If he did consent, why should he retract the next day?”
Now it strikes me that the proceeding is capable of another explanation, and that
there is no “ waiving of presidential claims,” and no “retracting the next day.”
It is evident from the language of all the historians and orators, that the supre-
macy of Thebes was now far more openly avowed than it had been under the old
League, and that the word “ Theban " was now constantly used where ¢ Beeotian ”
would have been used in the preceding century. The Thebans might well swear
as “Thebans,” meaning to carry with them the whole of their confederates ; to
say “Theban” rather than “Beeotian” might be meant not as any ‘waiving of
presidential claims,” but rather as the strongest way of asserting them. But
Agésilaos might very well choose to take it in a contrary sense ; he would call on
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each to swear in its own name! as a sovereign commonwealth.
The Thebans again refuse; they arc again excluded from the
treaty, but this time with very different results. Their former
refusal and exclusion had been followed by their submission, by
the dissolution of the Beeotian League, at last by the occupation
of the Theban Kadmeia by a Lacedemonian garrison. The
present refusal and exclusion was indeed followed by a Lacedz-
monian invasion of Beeotia, but that invasion was crushed at the
fight of Leuktra, and soon after repaid by the presence of the
Theban invaders in Sparta itself.

In this negociation, as in the former one, Thebes formally
claims to be regarded as the head of Bawotia, the representative
of the whole Beotian hody towards other powers. She demands
to be looked upon as capable of contracting, by her single act,
international obligations binding on all the Beeotian cities. In
this negociation, as in the former one, the Spartan King refuses
to recognize Thebes in any such character. He knows Thebes,
only as he knows Orchomenos, as one Beeotian city out of several,
capable of contracting for herself alone, and whose obligations
are binding on no other Beeotian commonwealth. Here is indeed
a change on both sides since the Lacedeemonian judges sat to
decide hetween the conflicting arguments of Theban and Plataian
orators. Then all that Thebes formally claimed, whatever she
practically exercised, was a mere supremacy implying no absolute
subjection, and even that she grounded on old Beeotian custom,
and on her own rights as the supposed metropolis * of the other
Baeotian towns.  Then, whatever Thebes claimed, Sparta, as her
interest then dictated, was ready to allow. Now Thebes employs,
even in her formal claims, the language, no longer of a metro-
polis or of a Federal president, but of a sovereign, or rather of
a tyrant, city. Now Sparta, in pursuance of what has now
become her interest, denies not only the claims lately advanced
by Thebes, but the general principle of any kind of Beeotian
the other Bwotian cities to swear separately ; the Thebans would then demand to
have the doubtful word “ Thebans” changed into ‘‘ Bacotians ;” that is, to have
their oath taken as the oath of all Beeotia. Then would follow the lively dialogue
between Epameinondas and Agdsilaos recorded by Plutarch and Pausanias, pre-
ceded probably by some such reasoning on the Theban side as Mr. Grote supposes.
[Cf. Vischer, Kleine Schriften, i. 559, and see Appendix iii. ]

1 'll‘his is more clearly brought out by Pausanias (ix. 13. Z) than by any
one else,

* Thue. iii. 61. 'Hudv kriodvrev INdraiar orepor tijs &\\ys Bo:wrlas,
K. T
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unity, a principle certainly as old as any other immemorial fact

of Grecian politics. But if the claims of Thebes had grown
between the siege of Plataia and the Peace of Antalkidas, they

had again grown between the Peace of Antalkidas and the nego-

ciations at Sparta.! Tere, on her own ground, Spartan pride Parallel
received such a home-thrust from the audacious Theban as }l’fifg“:“in
Spartan pride had never before dreamed of. Epameindndas peotia
ventured on a parallel such as assuredly the most daring imagina- and Sparta
tion had never ventured on before. Thebes will recognize the it Lakonia.
independence of the Beeotian towns when Sparta recognizes the
independence of the Lakonian towns. Thebes will allow Orcho-

menos to swear as a separate commonwealth, when Sparta allows
Amyklai to swear as a separate commonwealth. Herc the claims

of Thebes stand plainly before us in the naked form of unalloyed
tyranny. We have already more than once scen the Beeotian

cities described, in relation to Thebes, by the same name of sub-

jection by which the Lakonian cities * are described in relation

to Sparta.  We now see this parallel in all its fulness formally

avowed as a principle of Theban politics. The Beeotian towns

arc to be mere Perioikoi of Thebes, no longer sovereign members

of a Bwotian Leagne, of which Thebes was at most a constitu-

tional President. The comparison was equally daring in the

claims which it made on behalf of Thebes and in the threat

which it implied against Sparta. No such revolutionary words

1 See Xen. Hell. vi. 3. 2.

2 Tsok. Panath. 179. ’Ovéuact uév mpocayopevouévous ws mwoets olkolvras,

Thy 8¢ dvvapwr Exovras éNdTTw TOV dfuwy Ty wap’ muiv. The whole passage is
a curious picture of the position of the meplowcor. Of course an Attic dfjuos, as
such, was politically nothing, but its inhabitants severally were Athenian citizens ;
a Lakonian wéAes was also politically nothing, while its inhabitants severally were
mere helpless subjects of Sparta.,

The Lakonian mwéAets are mentioned in rather a different way in a curious
passage of Herodotos (vii. 234) where DCmaratos tells Xerxes of the many
Lacedemonian cities, among which he merely speaks of Sparta as the greatest,
and inhabited by the bravest among the brave Lacediemonians. Herodotos was
not a politician like Thucydidés or Polybios, still less was he a pamphleteer like
Isokratts ; such a description was quite enough for his conception of a picturesque
dialogue between Xerxes and Démaratos, without bringing in political distinctions
which Xerxes would not have understood. But a mere * English reader” might
be led seriously astray as to the political condition of TLakounia by veading this
single passage of Herodotos by itself.  Yet strange to say, Professor Rawlinson,
who discusses at large the population of the city of Sparta, and who adds to the
Book a learned dissertation ahout Alarodians and Orthocorybantes, does not
vouchsafe the “English reader” the least information as to the real political
condition of Amyklai and Epidauros Liméra.

On these Perioikic mé\ews see Grote, ii. 484 et seqq.



B.C. 369.

The claims
of Thebes
exclude all
true Fede-
ralism in
Baeotia.

B.C. 338.

Restora-
tion of the
destroyed
Towns.

140 MINOR CONFEDERATIONS OF ANCIENT GREECE  cuar.

had ever before been heard in any Grecian congress. No Greek
had ever yet questioned the absolute rights of Sparta over the
Lakonian towns. No Spartan, probably no Greek, had ever
before imagined that treaties requiring that every Greck city
should be independent might be so construed as to make Amyklai
independent of Sparta as well as to make Orchomenos independent
of Thebes. Epameinondas now put forth a principle which at
once loosened the very foundations of Spartan dominion, and he
lived to carry out his principle in the most practical shape.
Before his work was over, he had rent away from Sparta half
her territory, and had set up an independent Messéné in opposi-
tion to Sparta, as Sparta had set up an independent Plataia in
opposition to Thebes. It is impossible not to rejoice even at the
mere humiliation of Sparta, and still more so at the restoration
of the heroic commonwealth of Messéné.! But it is clear that
the words of Epameindndas contained a sentence of death against
Boeotian Federalism or Beeotian freedom in any shape;? it is
clear that, though he held back his unworthy countrymen from
the grosser acts of oppression, yet his life was devoted to the
mere aggrandizement of the one city of Thehes, and not to the
general good of Baeotia or of Hellas.

Different as was the general character of our first and our
second period of Beeotian history, the terminations of the two
were strikingly alike. After the defeat of Chairdneia, Thebes
had to receive a Macedonian garrison into the Kadmeia, as she
had before had to reccive a Spartan garrison. Plataia, Thespia,
Orchomenos, and Kordneia now arose again,® surrounding Thebes

1 The restoration of Messtné however, except as a mere blow to Sparta, proved a
failure. The carcer of the restored Messénians is inglorious, quite unworthy of the
countrymen of the half-mythic Aristoments, or of the gallant exiles of Naupaktos.
The glory of Epameindndas as a founder is to have been the creator of Megalopolis.

2 Mr. Grote thinks that the words of Epameindndas do not imply that he
claimed that ‘‘Thebes was entitled to «s much power in Beeotia as Sparta in
Laconia” (x. 231, 234) but only that the Federal union of Bawotia under the
presidency of Thebes should be looked on as heing *“an integral political aggre-
gate” as much as Lakonia * under Sparta,” or as Attica—he does not venture to
say “under Athens.”” Surely there is no analogy between a Federal head of
geveral independent cities, a despot city ruling over several subject cities, and a
country where the whole, is so to speak, one city, while the smaller towns are
mere parishes. Unless Epameindndas meant his parallel between Thebes in
Beeotia and Sparta in Lakonia to be exact in all points, it has no force at all,
and it is open ‘to an obvious retort. And certainly the position of Sparta in
Lakonia was utterly inconsistent with Federalism or with freedom of any kind.

3 Paus. iv. 27. 10; ix. 37. 8. He assigns the restoration to Philip, Arrian
(i. 9. 10) to Alexander.
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with allies of Macedonia even more zealous and hostile than they

had been in their former character as allies of Sparta. The

troops of these citics served heartily with Alexander in his
campaign against Thebes,! and it was by their voices ? that the

tyrant city was devoted to the destruction which she had so0 Destruc-
often inflicted upon others. As Thebes had enriched herself tion of
with the territory of four of her Bwotian sisters, so, now that A]l';i’:;dlg’
her own day was come, the Macedonian conqueror divided the s.c. 335.
whole Theban territory among his Beeotian allies.  Thebes now Zealous co-
vanishes for a while from among the cities of the earth. As one g?iﬁ‘: on
of the bulwarks of independent Greece against Macedonia we Beotian
may lament her fate; but the special historian of Boeotian Towns.

Federalism cannot weep for her.

The third period of Beaotian history may be more briefly
gone through. The part played by Beeotia in the later history Third
of Greece is almost always contemptible; and of the few im- Period, B.c.
portant events in which she was concerned I shall speak else- 335-172.
where.  Thebes did not long remain a ruin or a sheep-walk, an
example of the fate to which she had herself once wished to
reduce Athens®  As she had found a Macedonian destroyer, she n.c. 405.
now found a Macedonian restorer. Thebes was. restored by Restora-
Kassander ;* it would scem with some sort of formal consent? tion of

. X . Thebes by
on the part of the other Bweotian towns. They of course were K:lt:sandez‘

deeply interested in a proceeding which might possibly threaten s.c. 316.
them with o mistress, and which, in any case, involved an imme-
diate surrender of territory. On the other hand, to say nothing
of the power of Kassander and of the gencral feeling of Greece
in favour of Theban restoration, it is quite possible that the

1 Arrian, i, 8. 8. Diod. xvii. 13. Arrian mentions also the Phikians.

2 Arr. i 9.9, Tols 8¢ peraoyobor ol épyov fuuudxois (ols 67 kal éméaTpeyer
"ANéEavdpos T katd Tas O7Bas dwabelvar) Thy uév Kaduelay ¢ppovpg xaréyew édote,
Tiw wOAw 8¢ karackdpac els €dagos, kal Ty xwpav Ocaveluac Tois Evpudyors.  Cf.
Diod. xviii. 11.  Dioddvos (xvii. 14), with much less probability, makes Alexander
assemble and consult Tols guvédpovs T&v ‘EXMjrwr, 16 kowdy cuvédpiov ; that is,
probably, the Corinthian Synod, or possibly, in so blundering a writer, the
Delphic Amphiktyons. Compare p. 100, note 1 on the supposed agency of the
Corinthian Synod or of the Amphiktyons, and p. 43 on the hatred of the
Baotian towns towards Thebes.

3 Isok. Plat. 31. "Efevro ol [OnBalol] Tiw yijgor ws xph iy Te wéhw éfav-
dpamodicachar kal Thy xwpav davevar un\éBorov Gomep 70 Kpisaiov wedlov. Cf.
Suidas under un\dBoros. See above, p. 125.

4 Paus. iv. 27. 10; ix. 7. 1.

5 Diod. xix. 54. Kdooavdpos . . . weloas Tovs Bowwrods, dvésrnoe Tiw
wdhw.
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Bweotian cities found that they had rcally not gained by the
destruction of the greatest of their number. Elsewhere the step
was highly popular : Athens, the partaker in the later struggles
of Thebes, gave zealous help towards her restoration ; gratitude
towards the city of Epameindndas prompted help no less zealous
on the part of Messéné and Megalopolis ; contributions came in
from various parts of Greece, and even from the Greck colonies
in [taly and Sicily.!  Thebes thus rose again, and before long
she again became the head of a Baotian League,® but with
powers very inferior to what she had possessed in the days of
her might. The date of the reconstitution of the League does
not seem certain, but, throngh the whole range of the history of
Polybios, Beeotia is always spoken of as a political whole, just
like Phokis or Akarnania.  But the revived Beoeotian League
cuts a very poor figure beside the Achaia of Aratos or the Sparta
of Klecomends. The Boeotians once ventured to join with the
Achaians against the /tolian brigands, but after a single defeat
they gave up all share in general Grecian politics.®  They seem
even to have entered into some relation to the aggressors, in-
consistent with perfect independence,® a relation presently to be
exchanged for a yet more servile submission to Macedonia.®
Nor did they atone for external insignificance by a vigorous and
orderly government at home. The account of the internal state
of the country given by Polyhios is ridiculous beyond concep-
tion. The Bewotians did nothing but eat and drink ; they ate
more dinners in a month than there were days in it ;6 they let
the administration of justice sleep throughout the land for
twenty-five years.” Yet these Beeotian swine® seem to have

1 Paus. ix. 7. 1. Diod. xix. 54. * Beeotiar caput, Liv. xxxi. 1; xlii. 44.

3 Pol. xx. 4. Plut. Ar. 16.

4 Pol. xx. b. "EykaraNmovres Tols ’Axatods wpooévetuav Alrwhols Td E0vos.
Droysen (ii. 370) takes this to imply actual gupmolirela with the Altolians, and
undoubtedly the same word, in a slightly different construction, is used to express
the annexation of Sikydn to the Achaian League. ii. 43. "Aparos . . . 7w
mwarplda . . . wpooéveue wpds THy TGV 'Axaidy mohrelav, But this would seem to
prove too much, and the words need not imply more than close alliance and
slavish subserviency to Altolia.

5 Pol. xx. 5. ‘Tmératav ogas alrods dhooxepds Maxedbar.

6 Ib. xx. 6. "Qore woMNovs elvar Botwrdy ols Umiipxe Selmva Tob unwds mhelw
TGOV els 7OV pijva daTeTayuévwy Nuepdv.

7 Ibid. Also xxiii, 2. Drumann (439) seems rather to misconceive this
period. Surely Polybios describes a time of carelessness and corruption, rather
than one of violence (Faustrecht).

8 Pind. Ol vi, 90. ’Apxaiov dvedos . . . Buwrlay v,
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possessed a Federal constitution to which the models afforded
by neighbouring states had given a better form than it had

possessed in the days of Isménias or of Epameinéndas. Thebes Constitu-
was the head of the League, the place of meeting for the Federal tion of the

Assembly,! but she no longer enjoyed the same tyrannical power
as of old. At the head of the League, as at the head of other
Leagues, there was a single General,® who probably stepped into
the position originally held by the ancient Federal Archon.
There were also Bowotarchs,® whose oflice now would answer
pretty well to that of the Achaian Démiourgoi or Ministers ;
and, as in Achaia, there was a Commander of Cavalry.* There
was a Fedcral Assembly in which we may gather from an ex-
pression of lLivy,” that each of the confederate citics had a dis-
tinet vote. We hear nothing of any oppression on the part of
Thebes,® nor very much of dissensions between the several cities.
Not that Beeotia, any more than other Greek states, was free
from party disputes, but they seem to have arisen almost wholly
from questions of foreign policy. There was, in the war of
Philip and Flamininus, & Roman and a Macedonian party, and
Thebes was the stronghold of the Macedonian interest.” A strata-
gem of Flamininus® compelled the Bowotian League to embrace
the Roman side. The factions and crimes by which this change
of policy was followed are hardly worth recording. But at least
the dissolution of the League was not the work of internal dis-
sensions, but wholly of the insidious policy of Rome. To break
up Federations and alliances among Grecian cities was always
one of the main objects of any power, native or foreign, which
aspired to supremacy or illegitimate influence in Greece. Thebes
indeed for a moment, while Epameinondas directed her counsels,
pursued a nobler policy in Arkadia, but the isolation of the
separate cities was an end usually aimed at by all who sought
to bring Greece under the yoke. We have seen how success-
fully this policy was carried on by Sparta ; it was continued by
! Liv. xxxiii. 1.

2 Pol. xx. 6. &vior TGV oTparyydv. xxiil. 2. orparyyolvros Twmiov. So
Livy xlii. 43 talks of the Baotian ¢ Preetor,” his regular translation of arparnyds.
3 Pol. xviil, 26, Liv. xxxiii. 27. Plut. Arat. 16. * Pol. xx. b.

5 Liv. xxxiil. 2. Omnium Beeotice civitatum suffragiis accipitur.

% The only expression which looks like it (Pol. xxvil. 5) ©nBalovs Bapets
Svras émikeiofat, refers to the dissensions between the Roman and Macedonian
parties just before the dissolution of the League.

7 See Pol. xx. 5. Thirlwall, viii. 335 et seqq.
8 Liv. xxxiii. 1. Thirlwall, viii, 836,

.eague.

B.C. 198-7.
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the Macedonian Kings; it was finally carried out in its fullest
extent by the subtle machinations of Roman diplomacy. The
course of the war with Perseus gave the Roman Ambassador
Quintus Marcius an opportunity of hringing about the dissolu-
tion of the League of Beeotia, which I shall describe more at
large in a future chapter. His combined intrigues and violence
gradually induced the several cities to desert their Federal
Union, and to place themsclves, one by one, under Roman
protection.!  Thus did the Beeotian League fall asunder,? and I
see no reason to infer from a casual expression of a single writer,
that the political union between the Baeotian towns was restored
at any later time.®

1 Pol. xxvii. 1. 2. Liv. xlii. 43. 44. Thirlwall, viii. 437.

2 Pol, xxvil. 2. 10 8¢ T@v Botwrdv éOvos éml wohdw xpdvov cuvreTnpnkds TiY
Kkowdw cuurokrelay, kal moANods kal wouktNous Katpols diamcpevyds Tapaddéws, Tére
wpowerds kal dNoyloTws éNbuevor T& mapd Ilepéws, elky kal waidapiwdds wrondév
kaTeNvdn kal dieakopmiotn kard wéhers. 'The difference between é6vos and mdhes,
in the political langnage of Polybios, is that between a Federal State and a single
city. See xx. 3, and many other passages. Livy habitually represents the words
by “gens” and “civitas.” e also often uses “populus” in the sense of State
or Canton as a member of a League.

Mommsen (i. 582) holds that the formal dissolution of the League did not
take place till B.c. 146. T do not see how this can be reconciled with the words
of Polybios and Livy. A Bwotarch is spoken of in the interval, but he is
apparently a purely Theban magistrate — Boiwrapy®v ryvikalira & OnBas.
Paus, vii. 14. 6.

3 Pausanias (vii. 16, 9—10), describing the results of the victory of Mummius
(B.c. 146) adds, ouvédpd Te kard Evos Ta éxdoTwy, Axadv kal 76 év Pwrebow
% Bowwrols 7 érépwli mov THs ‘ENNddos, kareNéAvro omolws wdvTa. €Tedt 8¢ ol
moAkols Uorepov érpdmovro és éheov ‘Pwualor THs 'BANddos, kal curédpid Te kard
é0vos amodidbaow éxdoTos Ta dpyala, K.T.\.

¥rom the former part of this passage Mr. Whiston (Dict. of Ant. art.
Beeotarches), following Boeckh (i. 727), infers that Mummius found a Beeotian
League to dissolve in B.c. 146, and therefore that the League must have been
¢¢ partially revived ” after its dissolution by Marcius in B.c. 171. But surely
Pausanias, especially when using the pluperfect tense, may just as well refer to
the dissolution nnder Marcius, or, as the pious antiquary is not the most infallible
authority in strictly historical matters, Pausanias may even have forgotten that
the dissolution of the Beeotian League was the work of Marcius and not of
Mummius. It seems hardly worth while to extemporize a revival and a second
dissolution without better authorvity. 'The latter portion of the passage, as
referring to a nominal restoration later than B.c. 146, does not hear on the point.
On the restoration there spoken of, see Thirlwall, viii. 502; Finlay, Greece
under the Romans, 25. All these imaginary Confederations continued to exist,
with their whole stafl of Generals, Archons, Beotarchs, Senates, etc. down to a
surprisingly late period of the Roman Empire. This is abundantly shown by the
inscriptions in Boeckh. But it is hardly worth enlarging on such mock constitu-
tions in a History of Federalism, except when they either illustrate the institu-
tions of earlier times, or when one gets such curious details as Pausanias®gives
(see above, p. 105) of the Amphiktyonic Council after the Augustan Reform Bill,
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§ 3. Of various atlempts at Federal Systems—Ionia,
Olynthos, Arkadia, efc.

Besides these Fedcrations of Phokis, Akarnania, Epeiros, and
Beeotia, all of which actually existed and flourished, we must not
pass by some less successful attempts at the establishment of Unsuccess-
Federal Governments in ancient Greece. Several such efforts ful at-
were made at various times, which bore no permanent fruit. Still %e;ﬁg::lat
they are important facts in Grecian history, and, as they serve Govern-
to illustrate the history and the growth of the Federal idea, they ments.

form a natural portion of our subject.

It may be doubtful how far we are entitled to reckon among
such attempts the advice which, according to Herodotos,! was Advice ot
given to the Tonian Greeks by the philosopher Thalés when they Thalés to
were first threatened with Persian invasion. Some degree of 1o0;. o
union had always existed among the Ionian colonies in Asia, but s.c. 545.
there is no ground for believing that their union was of a kind
which at all amounted to a real Federal Government.? They had
indeed general meetings at the Panionion,® but those meetings Former
were primarily of a religious kind, though undoubtedly they gog‘nec"m"

o . . etween

were often taken advantage of for political deliberations among 4,
the several cities. Their connexion in short seems to have been Ionian
rather closer than that of a mere Amphiktyony, but it is clear Cities.
that it came nearer to an Amphiktyony than to a true Federal
union. It is a relation of a peculiar kind, a sort of developement
of the old Amphiktyonic relation, of which we find some other Their
instances, especially among the Greeks of the Asiatic colonies. ":;alt‘;’i“u
. . . . . . essentia
It is a species of union which might naturally arise among settlers g pmppi.
in a foreign land, mindful of their old home and of their common ktyonic.
origin, but still in no way disposed to sacrifice any portion of
their scparate political being.  Unions like those of the Asiatic
Tonians and Aolians * were in fuct Amphiktyonies instituted for

1 ITerod. i. 170. ’Exé\eve &v Bovhevripiov "Twvas éxtiiofar, 10 8¢ elvar év Téq"
Téwv ~yap uloov evar 'lwpvins' Tas 6¢ dAhas mwohwas olkeouévas undév Hogov
voul{esOat, kardmep el dfjuot elev.

% Mr. Blakesley, in his edition of Herodotos (vi. 7 et al.), secins to me greatly
to exaggerate the amount of true Federal ideas in Ionia. A much truer picture
is given by Bishop Thirlwall (ii. 115. 191), and still more clearly by Mr. Grote
(iii. 345). 3 See Herod. i. 142. 148,

4 The Bwotian Amphiktyony of Kordneia would be a union of very much the
same kind as these unions among the Asiatic Greeks, if we could conceive it exist-
ing independently of the political Beeotian union which had its centre at Thebes.

L
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a special, and that partly a political, end. They differed from
the Amphiktyonies of Old Greece in this. In an Amphiktyony
of the elder kind, the union hetween the members simply exists
for the sake of the temple. The common temple gives its name
to a body which, except in reference to that temple, has no
common being at all.  In these unions among the Asiatic Greeks,
this relation is reversed.  The union is much more religious than
political, still it is something more than the mere spiritual
brotherhood of fellow-worshippers in & common temple. The
union does not exist merely to protect the temple, but the
temple, the Panionion, or the like, is itsclf built as the binding
and conscerating symbol of an union already recognized as exist-
ing. Greeks of the same tribe, settled among barbarian neigh-
bours or subjects, wished to recognize one another as kinsmen,
and often stood in need of one another’s help as allies. They
founded a religious union as the badge of their mutual recogni-
tion, and as a means of promoting general harmony and good
feeling among them. But they had no idea of carrying either
national or religious brotherhood so far as to infringe on the
inherent sepavate sovereignty of every Hellenic city. Indeed,
the very isolation of the Ionian cities, and the greatness to which
they speedily rose, would tend to make the feeling of town-
autonomy, if possible, stronger than it was among the cities of
Old Greece. Certain it is, if only from this very advice of
Thaléds, that the Jonian Greeks had no permanent union, cemented,
as in the rcal Leagues, by a common Scnate and Assembly.
Thalés proposed to establish a closer union than already existed,
but it may be doubted exactly how close he meant that union to
be. The words of Herodotos may be construed in two ways,!
and in any case his political language is not to be so strictly
pressed as the political langnage of Thueydidés or Polybios. And
indeed one can hardly suppose that Thalés himself, notwith-
standing the evident wisdom of his advice, had attained to the
clearness of political vision which distinguishes the two great
political historians of Greece. The language of Herodotos, taken
strictly, might imply that Thalés meant to recommend such an

1 See Blakesley, Herod. i, 170. Professor Rawlinson, in his notes, passes
by this most important passage without notice. In his translation he makes
Thalés say: “Their other cities might still continue to enjoy their own lows,
just as if they were independent states (kardmep el dfjuor elev).” This is probably

historically true, but it is hard to see what process of construing can get it out of
the words of Herodotos,
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union as that which had fused all the Attic towns into the one
commonwealth of Athens.! Yet when we think of the greatness of

some of the Ionian cities, and their distance from one another, it is

hardly possible to believe that Thalés wished to merge them so com-

pletely into one commonwealth as had been done with the old Attic

cities. No one could think of reducing Ephesos, Milétos, and
Kolophon to the level of Marathon and Eleusis. No one could

think of asking Ephesians, Milésians, and Kolophdnians to cease to

be Ephesians, Milésians, and Kolophonians, and to become Teians

instead. It is far more probable that Thalés designed each city to He proba-
retain its separate being as an independent city, and only wished b1y iutend-
to form a Federal Council for common consultation and defence ;i;e:;;w
against the barbarians. If so, this advice of Thalés would be the Union.
carliest instance of a Federal Union being deliberately recom-

mended to a group of separate states by a single political thinker.

But it does not appear that the advice of Thalés produced the least

practical effect. The Tonian Federation remained the mere vision

of one philosophical Milgsian; in the mind of every otherIonian the

Greek instinet of autonomous city-government was too strong for

any such scheme even to obtain a hearing. 'We have here in short

a striking comment on what has heen already said as to the im-

portant bhearing on our subject of the history of the Delphic
Amphiktyony.  The Delphic Amphiktyony is important in a

history of Federal Government, just because it was not a Federal
Government.  So the advice of Thalés is important in the same

history, just because it remained adviece and was never carried

out into action. The Delphic Amphiktyony came near enough His advice
to a Federal Union of all Greece to have suggested such n;‘t‘;trte".]:gf”
Federal Union, had the Greck mind in general felt any need of tion ;Jl
any union of the kind. That no such Union ever arose out striking
of it is the surest proof how little such an Union was in harmony ltlxloulft;?
with Greek political feeling. Still more easily might the Ionic Greek poli-
Amphiktyony have grown into an Ionic League, had the Ionians tical ideas.
in gencral felt any need of an Ionic League. That they rejected

the scheme when it was proposed to them shows more clearly

than anything else how little progress true Federal ideas had

made among them. To the philosophic mind of Thalés the

! But for the marvellous translation of Professor Rawlinson, one would hardly
have stopped to notice anything so obvious ag that the word used by Herodotos
is Ofjuor, or that djuoc here means (not “independent states,” but) the local
divisions of Attica. Even the antiquated translation of Beloe shows that its
anthor understood at least thus much,
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transition from an Ionic Amphiktyony to an Ionic League
doubtless seemed easy enough. His countrymen from the
various cities were in the habit of assembling for periodical
religious meetings, and even of using these religious mectings,
when occasion served, for real political conferences.! To improve
these irregular conferences into a permanent Congress, with
authority in all foreign affairs, would seem to him to be only
a natural developement of a state of things to which every Ionian
was already fully accustomed. But Thalés seems to have been
the only Ionian to whom any such idea occurred. When he
proposed to fix the scat of his Central Government at Teds, he
doubtless thought that he was providing for the liberties of his
proposed League, that he was gnarding against the very evils
which had doubtless already begun to show themsclves in
Beeotia.?2  But Milésian and Ephesian pride would not consent
to surrender an atom of Milésian or Ephesian Sovereignty to a
Federal Council sitting at Teods. This advice of Thalés, and its
fate, also illustrates another remark which T have already made.
It was precisely the greatest and most illustrious cities of Grecce
which clung the most pertinaciously to their separate town-
autonomy. Sparta, Athens, and we may fairly add Thebes, were
willing enough to bear rule over other cities ; they were willing
enough to be the chicfs of & body of allies more or less dependent
upon them ; Athens at least was once willing to incorporate other
cities as it were into her own person ; but neither Sparta, Athens,
nor Thebes ever consented to unite with other cities in a free
and equal Federal bond. It was only among the ruder and less
advanced tribes of Circece that the true Federal prineiple had,
in the days of Thalés, made any visible progress. We cannot
doubt that necessity had already drawn the towns of Phokis and
Akarnania into those Federal unions which we find existing
among them throughout the whole duration of Grecian history.
But the Ionic cities were, in the days of Thalés, among the
foremost cities of the Hellenic name.  They were as little likely

1 As, for instance, when the common revolt against Persia obliged an unusual
amount of common action. Then we find (Herod. vi. 7) wpéBovhoc from the
different cities meeting at Teds, and we even find the words (ih. v. 109) 76 xowdr
7o 'Tdvwv. We may well doubt whether such a formula was commonly used.

2 Blakesley on Herod. vi. 7. ‘‘He would have selected Tebs somewhat on the
principle on which the site of Washington was selected for the capital of the
United States of America. Teds could never become formidable to the inde-
pendence of the members of the Confederation.”
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as Sparta or Athens to follow Phékian or Akarnanian precedents
of union ; they were rather as fully disposed as Sparta or Athens
could be to cleave to the full possession of all those sovereign
rights which the Hellenic mind held to be inherent in every
sovereign Hellenic commonwealth.

Far more important in Grecian history is the attempt made Projected
by Olynthos, shortly after the Peace of Antalkidas, to organize ](‘)’;ﬁ;;r‘:gs
a general confederacy of the Greek and Maccdonmn cities in [p, 382).
hu own necighbourhood.  Sparta, as the interpreter and executor
of the Peace, made it her business to hinder any union, whether
it took the form of Federation or of subjection, no less among
the Chalkidic, than among the Beeotian, towns. A Spartan dissolved
army was sent to Chalkidiké; Olynthos was  besieged and by Sparta,
compelled to surrender, and the Olynthian union was dis- > 379
solved. The last great English historian of Greece has given
to this Olynthian confedcracy an interest which it ccrtainly
never possessed before.! There can be no doubt that, seen from Fatal
a general Hellenic point of view, the dissolution of the g’sulfs t‘}
Olynthian confederacy was onc of the most calamitous events it:e]eﬁzsg_
in Grecian history. An Olynthian League, or even an Olynthian lution,
Empire, would have given Greece a strong bulwark at the very
point where a bulwark was most needed. ~An Olynthian League,
or even a liberally administered Olynthian Empire, would have
united all the purely Greek cities of the Macedonian border,
together with the most civilized and most Hellenized portions
of Macedonia itself. Such an united body might well have
formed an effectual barrier against the advance even of Philip
and Alexander. Sparta in truth, by her conquest of Olynthos,
betrayed the Greeks of Thrace to the Macedonian King,? just
as she had alrcady, by the Peace of Antalkidas, betrayed the
Greeks of Asia to the Persian King. It may indeed well be
doubted whether, in a general view of the world’s history, it
would have been a gain to mankind to have cut off the energies
of Alexander from any wider field than that of Illyrian and
Scythian warfare. But, from a purcly Greek point of view,
there can be no doubt that the overthrow of the Olynthian
power was a most unfortunate event for the whole of Greece.

And there can be no more doubt as to the character of the
Spartan intervention in Chalkidiké than as to the character of the
1 Grote, x. 67 seqq. 2 Ih. x. 94.
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Spartan intervention in Beeotia. All our sympathies lie with
Olynthos as against Sparta and as against Macedonia, just as
all our sympathies lie with the Sacred Band of Thebes alike
when it marched forth to victory at Leuktra and when it
marched forth to defeat at Chairéneia. But it is another
question whether we may not at the same time be called upon
to sympathize with Akanthos and Apollonia against Olynthos,
just as we sympathize with Plataia and Orchomenos even
against the Thebes of Pelopidas and Epameinondas.

It certainly strikes me that Mr. Grote has drawn far too
favourable a picture of the terms on which the Olynthian
League, if League we are to call it, was designed to be formed.
I cannot help suspecting that the great historian of Athenian
Democracy has been a little carried away by admiration for
a city which was at once a bulwark against Macedonia and a
victim of Sparta. The facts of the case, the nature of the union
which Olynthos sought to form, are known only from the speech
made by the Akanthian envoy Kleigenés, when asking for
Lacedaemonian help against Olynthos.!  The whole circumstances
of the story cannot fail to remind us of the later story of Foly-
damas of Pharsalos coming to ask—this time to ask in vain—for
Lacedeemonian help against Jason of Pherai? In the one case
indeed it is a threatening City and in the other it is a threaten-
ing Prince ; but Akanthian patriotism secms at least as much
alarmed by the claims of Olynthos as Pharsalian patriotism was
alarmed by the claims of Jasén. Kleigends, in the speech which
Xenophon puts into his mouth, describes the advances which
Olynthos was making among all the cities in her own neighbour-
hood, hoth Greek and Macedonian.® She was drawing them

1 Xen, Hell. v, 2. 11—19,

21Ib, vi. 1. 2, See above, p. 119,

3 The extension of the Olynthian Union to Macedonian cities, and even to
Pella, the greatest of Macedonian cities (Xen. Hell, v. 2. 13) must show either,
1st, That there was, as Mr. Grote (x. 70) suggests, a Greek population in these
cities ; or 2nd, That the Macedonian population of these cities, even of the inland
Pella, must already have been largely Hellenized ; or 3rd, That the Macedonians
in general must have been by no means so far removed from Hellenic nationality
as some writers think. The relation between Olynthos and her Macedonian
neighbours is expressed in quite different language from her relations towards her
Thracian neighbours. The Macedonian cities were to be set free from the
Macedonian King (émexelpnoav xal tas s Makedovlas mwoheis é\evbepolv dmrd
"Apdvrov o0 Makedbvwy BaciNéws. Xen, Hell. v. 2. 12), but the Thracians are
spoken of as the merest subjects or tools (dAN& whw «kal vyelrovés elow aidrols
Opgkes ol dBacikevrol, of Bepametovar wév kal viv %oy Tods 'ONwvblovs' el 8¢ v’
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all into close connexion with herself, some, it would seem, with
their own consent, but others without it.! The nature of this
connexion is described by the Akanthian orator in terms nearly Terms of
the same as those in which the Plataian orator describes the M0

’ . . . . offeved by
connexion which Thebes attempted to force upon his own city.? ojynthos.
The inhabitants of the allied towns were to be admitted to some
kind of citizenship at Olynthos, they were to live according to
the Olynthian laws,® and they were to posscss common rights of
intermarriage and of holding landed property in each other’s
territories.* Under many circumstances such terms as these
would have been, as Mr. Grote calls them, highly liberal and
generous. If they had been offered to conquered enemies,
they would have been a wonderful improvement upon the
Spartan, the Athenian, or the Theban way of dealing with
conquered enemies. To Greek subjects of the Macedonian King,
or to Macedonians striving after Hellenic civilization, it was
clear political promotion to obtain the franchise of any Greek Acceptable
city on any terms. We are thercfore in no way surprised to ﬁthz )
learn that the Macedonian towns thankfully accepted the offers ni:ﬁe 0
of Olynthos. We are just as little surprised to learn that towns,
Akanthos and Apollénia, and seemingly the Chalkidian cities
generally, altogether rejected them. Nor is it necessary to but reject-
suppose, with Mr. Grote, that their refusal arose from a mere ¢l 1’3][ the
blind attachment to town-autonomy. It would be at worst a gﬁ;‘;k:m
pardonable blindness to cleave to that innate political instinct aike.
of the Greek mind to which Greece in truth owed her whole
greatness and glory. To expeet a Greek city willingly to
exchange its town-autonomy even for a free and equal Federal
relation with other citics, would have becn to expect all its
citizens to be, like Thalés, wise beyond their age and country.
But it does not appear that any really free and equal Federal
relation with Olynthos was offered to Akanthos and Apolldnia.
Undoubtedly we have before us only one side of the case, and
éelvovs €govrar, k.7.\. Ib. 17). That is to say, the Macedonian allies were
worthy of whatever measure of freedom Olynthos thought good to leave to her
Greek allies ; but Thracians, even though advanced enough to do without a King,
were fit only for that subjection which was the natural lot of the barbarian,

1 Xen. Hell. v. 2. 18. Al yap dxovoar T&v wohewy Ths wolrelas kowwvoloat,
KT\

2 See the Plataian Oration of Isokratds (8—11) quoted above, p. 136.

3 Xen. Hell. v. 2, 12. "E¢’ ¢re xpfiofar véuos Tols alrols kal cvumohiredew.

4 Ib, v. 2. 19, El pévro cvykhaeothijoovrar Tais Te émvyaulacs kal éykTioeat
wap’ dANHhais, ds éyniauévor elat.
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it would be well if we could compare the statements of the
Akanthian Kleigends with those of an Olynthian orator in
reply. But one thing is plain; Olynthos offered her terms,
liberal or illiberal, at the point of the sword.! If Akanthos
willingly consented, well; if not, Olynthos would make war
upon her. And what, after all, did Olynthos offer?* Unless
the misrepresentations of the Akanthian orator are most
Real na- impudently flagrant, she offered, not equal union in a common
ture of the (Chalkidian League, but mere absorption into the particular
terms of- . ;
fored, not commonwealth of Olynthos. What form this absorption would
Federal  have taken may be doubted. A single expression of Démos-
Union, but thengs looks, so far as it is worth anything at all, as if Olynthos
absorption . . . g C K
into Olyn- Was intended to be the only City strictly speaking. The word
thos. which he employs? is that which denotes, not a League like
Phokis or even like Baotia, but the union of the Attic cities
with Athens. But cven if, as in the case of Attica, the full
Olynthian franchise was to be communicated to all the allied
cities, still such a franchise must have proved a mere delusion.
Mere distance, and the greatness of some of the cities concerned,
would have effectually hindered an union after the Attic pattern.
A Federal union was doubtless just what was wanted ; such an
union would have provided the ncedful bulwark against
Macedonia without violating the independence of any Greciar
city. But there is nothing that shows that any real Federa!
Council or Assembly was proposed. Akanthos is required tc
accept the laws and citizenship of Olynthos. The Akanthians
naturally answer that they wish to retain their own laws and

1 Xen. Hell. v. 2. 13, 1léuavres 8¢ kal mpds fuds ral wpds *AroNwridra:
ol "ONdvbio wpoetmov fuiv 8ri, €l ui) mapesbuebdo guoTparevobduevor, éxetvor éd’ MU
Tocev,

2 Dem. Fals. Leg. 298. Otirw Xahkdéwr wdvrwy els & cuvgriouérwy
Pausanias indeed (viii. 27. 2) uses the same word, and its cognate suvoikiouds
of the foundation of Megalopolis, which was designed to be the capital of a rea
Federal State, and Polybios (iv. 33) uses it of the foundation alike of Megalopolit
and of Messénd, DBut, both at Megalopolis and at Messéné, there was a litera
and physical cuwokigubs. The inhabitants of several Arkadian towns migratec
to the newly-founded Great City ; and the scattered remnants of the Messénia
people were gathered together from various quarters to fill the new Messéné. So
Olynthos itself owed its first origin to another literal gurotkeioués (see Thue. i. 58);
but it is hardly possible that anything of the sort could now be contemplated ;
Akanthos and Pella were not to be destroyed, and their inhabitants transported
to Olynthos. But, if the literal sense is excluded, the guvvowkioubs can hardly
mean anything except the merging of the political existence of all the other cities
in the one commonwealth of Olynthos.
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their own citizenship.! A Federal union would in no way
have implied the surrender of either. In truth, the aspect of
the whole case looks very much as if what Olynthos really
wished was to reduce the Chalkidian towns to the condition
familiar in Roman political language as the Civitas sine Suffragio.?
They were to ceasc to be independent commonwealths, which,
in a true Federal union, they would not cease to be ; they were
to accept the laws of Olynthos, and to receive the private rights
of Olynthian citizens; but they were to have no political
franchise, or at most one which was sure to prove quite illusory.3
It is hard to see anything in the whole scheme but a design to
promote Olynthian aggrandizement, by means, if need were, of
Olynthian conquest. The Olynthian mode of conquest was
certainly, as a mode of conquest, singularly mild and liberal ;
and all Greece, could it have seen the future, might well have
rejoiced to see a powerful Greek state, whether an Olynthian
Empire or a Chalkidian Teague, fixed as a boundary against

1 Xen. Hell. v. 2. 12—14. 'E¢’ ¢re xpijofar vbuos Tols avrols kal ouu-
ToNTebew . . . . . uels ¢ . . . BovNdueba uév Tols warplows vépois xpiiobar kal
avromoNiTaw elvad.

2 Thirlwall, v. 12, “They were admitted to that kind of political connection
which the Greeks described by the word sympolity. Their citizens enjoyed all
the civil rights of citizens of the sovereign city. They were capable of acquiring
property in land in the Olynthian territory, and of allying themselves with
Olynthian families ; but they were excluded from all the privileges which awere
exercised in the Olynthian assembly, and were compelled to submit to the laws,
and, it seems also, to adopt the constitution of the ruling state.”

Without quite pledging myself to the words in Italics (for some illusory sort
of Olynthian franchise scems quite conceivable), I certainly think that Bishop
Thirlwall’s picture of the Olynthian design is, as a whole, far truer than Mr.
Grote’s. So Drumann, though his exact view is somewhat different ; “ Wie die
Thebaner in Bootien, so suchten die Olynthier in Chalcidice gewaltsam einen
Stiddteverein zu grinden . . . ganz Chalcidice zu einem Stiddtevereine zu verbinden,
dessen Haupt es wurde.”—Vertall, 440, 1.

3 Mr. Grote relies much on the saying of Kleigends that the cities were then
indeed unwilling to be incorporated with Olynthos, but that it would be difficult
to separate them from the Olynthian connexion when they had once tasted its
advantages. Very true, but what were the main advantages spoken of? Not
the private or public rights of Olynthian citizens, but unlimited plunder under
Olynthian banners. After mentioning the expected influence of the émvyaula
and éyxrioess, he continues (Xen. Hell. v, 2. 19), el . . . yvdoovTar drv perd
TQv KkpaTolvTwy émegbar kepdaléov éariv, domep *Aprddes, brav wued’ Hudv lwor,
Td 7€ alTdv owovst kal Ta ¢ NoTpia apmd{ovaw, lows otkéd’ polws edhvra EoTac.
Of course the émeyaular and éykrioess, even without any political franchise,
would do something, but the main attraction is the prospect of gain through the
contemplated conquests of Olynthos, just as the Arkadian allies of Sparta gained
by service in the Spartan armies. This is hardly the notion of Federal union
entertained either by Aratos or by Washington.
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Macedonian aggression. But certainly the Olynthian scheme,
as described in the only extant contemporary account of it,!
does not secem to answer the description of a true Federal
connexion nearly so closely as some much more obscure unions
of Grecian cities which already existed.

Shortly after this attempt at Federal union—if Federal union
we are to consider it—in Northern Greece—a far more promising
attempt was made to establish a Federal state in Arkadia. The
decline of the Lacedemonian power after the battle of Leuktra
opened the way for political changes and new combinations in
all parts of Greece. The Arkadian race, though one of the most
ancient and most numerous divisions of the (Grecian name, had
hitherto been little heard of in Grecian history. Since the pre-
dominance of Sparta in Peloponnésos had been firmly established,
the Arkadians had chicfly appeared in the character in which
they are described in the speech of Kleigends of Akanthos, that
namely of submissive allies of Sparta, following her banners for
the sake of the plunder to be derived from Spartan conquests.
The city of Mantineia alone had, on several occasions, taken a
more prominent and independent part in Grecian affairs. In
the interval between the Peace of Nikias and the Sicilian Expe-
dition, Mantineia appears, together with Argos and Elis, as a
leader of anti-Spartan movements within Peloponnésos.2 In the
second period of Spartan supremacy, after the Peace of Antal-
kidas, Mantineia incurred the wrath of Sparta to that degree that
she, a Hellenic city, enrolled in the Homeric catalogue,® was
degraded from the rank of a city, and her inhabitants were dis-
tributed among the four villages whose union, at somec ante-
historic and even ante-mythic period, was said to have been the
first origin of the Mantincian state.* It may be that, as the Lace-

1 We can hardly set against the contemporary description of Kleigents such
vague expressions as we find in the speech of Chlaineas in Polybios (ix. 28), v 1u
cbornue T@v éml Opgrns ‘EXMpwy, ods drgixicay *Abnvator kal Xalkidels, dv
wéyiorov elxe wpboxmua kal Svvauw N Tév 'OAwllwy wéiis. Here, though the
pre-eminent position of Olynthos is clearly set forth, we do find the word avornua,
the technical name for true Federations like those of Achaia and Lykia, used to
denote the relation between the Chalkidian cities and Olynthos. But a casual
expression used so long after does not prove much, and moreover Chlaineas seems
to be speaking of the times inunediately before Philip, to which his language
would be still less appropriate, 2 See Thuc. v. 45 et seqq.

3 1L B. 607. Kal Teyénr elyov kal Mavtwény éparewiy.

4 Xen, Hell, v. 2. 1—7.  Kafypétn pév 70 Teixos, duwpklobn & 1 Mavrivea
TeTpaxy, kafdmwep 70 dpxatov gkoww, Cf. Pol. iv, 27.
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demonian partisan Xenophén tells us, there were Mantineian
oligarchs base enough to find a selfish satisfaction in this degra-

dation of their native city.! It is more certain that, as soon as

the Spartan power was broken at Leuktra, the members thus
violently separated were again united. Mantineia appeared Its restora-
once more as a city, and again began to take an 1mportant part tiou, B.c.
in the affairs of Arkadia and of Hellas.? Mantineian patriotism

now took a bolder flight than it had ever taken before. The

reunion of Mantineia was only to be the precursor of the union Plan of an
of all Arkadia. Up to this time there had heen no real political Arkadian
connexion between the different hranches of the Arkadian name. o'
The different cities and districts had retained some vague notions

of national kindred, and some degree of unity, as in Ionia and
elsewhere, had been kept up by common religious rites.> Arkadia,

in short, formed an Amphiktyony of its own, an institution per- Arkadian
haps the more ncedful for a people who had no share in the 1‘";‘}‘1’“

i erto
general Delphic Amphiktyony. But hitherto the connexion gy
had been purely Amphiktyonic; we find no trace of any real Amphi-
political union between the several Arkadian towns. Mantineia ktyonic.
and Tegea, the two chief among them, were frequently hostile to
one another. At this very time we find them in marked oppo-
sition; Tegea adhered to the interest of Sparta, while Man-
tineia naturally attached hersclf to the rising power of Thebes.

Under such circumstances, the formation of a general Arkadian
Federation was at once a noble conception and a most difficult
undertaking. Its author appears to have been Lykomédés of
Mantineia,* who certainly merits thereby a high place among the
statesmen of Greece. His design for an Arkadian union em- Plans of
braced a plan for a real Federal Government, and it gave the Lykomt-
Federal prmclple a much wider scope than had ever before been “°
opened to it in Grecian affairs. The scheme of Lykomédés was

a noble and generous one, and, though it bore but little imme-

1 Xen. Hell. v, 2. 7. :

2 Ib. vi. 5. 8. ’E¢ dv 0% kal of MavTwels, ws 40y adrébvouor Tavrdracw dvres,
quwiN@by Te mdvres kal éynploavro wlav woAw Ty Mavriveav wowelv, kal
reextifew T wédhw. This shows that Mantineian satisfaction at the diotkiouds
must have been confined to a few oligarchs.

3 See Grote, x. 284,

4 Dioddoros (xv. 59) attributes the first idea of the Arkadian union to a Lyko-
médds of Tegea. This is probably merely one of his characteristic blunders,
though it is curious that a misconstruction of a passage of Pausanias (viii. 27. 2)
has led some scholars to a belief in a Lykom&dés of Tegea on quite independent
grounds, See Thirlwall, v. 110.



Arkadian
tnion to be
trictly
federal.

Pemporary
uccess of
he Federal
cheme.

founda-
ion of
egalo-
»olis, B.C.
i70.

156 MINOR CONFEDERATIONS OF ANCIENT GREECE  cuar.

diate fruit, yet its memory, no doubt, contributed hints to the
great Federal statesmen of later Greece. It also served the
cause of Federalism in another way ; its one great result, the
foundation of Megalopolis, gave Federal Greece some of the
noblest of her leaders. Lykomddés designed a Federal Grovern-
ment in the strictest sense; he did not, like the politicians of
Thebes and Olynthos, seek for any invidious supremacy for his
own city ; his plans contemplated a free and equal union of the
whole Arkadian name. The union was to be strictly Federal ;
the several cities were not to lose their existence as free Hellenic
commonwealths, but Arkadia, as towards all other states, was to
be one;! the united Arkadian body was to have a Federal As-
sembly, Federal magistrates, and a Federal army. To avoid all
jealousies between existing cities, to cut off all rivalry between
Tegea and Mantineia, all fear of the new constitution proving a
mere cloak for a supremacy on the part of either, a new Federal
Capital was to be founded as the seat of the Central Government
of the Arkadian people. And all this was no mere vision ; the
success of the scheme was indeed but temporary, but it did
succeed for a while, and it was no fault of Liykomédés if more
selfish politicians undid his noble work. TFor a few brilliant
years Arkadia was really one; Mantineia did not envy Tegea,
and Tegea did not vex Mantineia. Megalopolis, the Great City,
arose as the Washington of the new Federation, and there the
general Arkadian Assembly met to transact the gencral Federal
affairs of the Arkadian nation. And if this great and wholesome
change was not brought about absolutely without violence, it
certainly was brought about with much less violence than any
other change of equal moment in recorded Grecian history. A
local revolution at the right moment? took away all danger
from the Lacedxmonian tendencies of Tegea. Tegea joined the

1 Xen. Hell. vi. 5. 6. "Evfiyor éml 70 ouviévar Te @y 70 ' Apraducdr, xal 8 T¢
vikgn év 1¢ Kkow, TobTo KUpiov elvar kal TOv wbhewv. The Lacediemonian
partisan is of course disposed to exaggerate the degree in which the Federal
power trenched on the independence of the several cities. But in every
Federal Government worthy of the name the central power is «épios kal Tdv
mé\ewr in all matters coming within its own competence, and it is clear that the
Arkadian xowdr did not destroy the separate existence of the Arkadian cities as
States or Cantons. It would have been well if Xenophon had told us how the
process of vikgy év 7@ kow was effected, whether the majority of the Ten Thou-
sand was ascertained by counting heads, or whether each city had a distinet vote.
The latter is more consonant with Greek Federal practice.

2 See the account of the Tegean revolution in Xen. Hell. vi. 5. 7 et seqq.
Cf. Grote, x. 285.
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League ; nearly all Arkadia, and a few towns whose Arkadian
character was doubtful,! entered into it with delight. Orcho- General
menos indeed, and a few other towns,? still clave to their com- ‘K}’;{:{‘i’;t‘(’f
plete separate autonomy. That they were compelled by force ® 41,¢ League.
to share the common destinies of the nation was doubtless not
abstractedly justifiable, but we could hardly expect it to he
otherwise. There arc no signs of general compulsion on one

side and general unwillingness on the other, such as we have

seen in the cases of Thebes and Olynthos. With what zeal the

scheme was adopted in most parts of Arkadia, we learn from an
incidental notice in the hostile Xenophon.* Agésilaos reached

the Arkadian town of Kutaia, and found in it only old men,

women, and children.  Every male of the military age had gone

to attend the Arkadian Constituent Assembly, and to take his

share in the formation of the Arkadian Federal Constitution.?

For the details of the Arkadian constitution we are, as usual, gonstift‘tl]'
left to incidental notices. Here we have again to deplore the oy o "
loss of the great political work of Aristotle. All that is pre-
served of his account of Arkadian matters amounts to the fact
that he mentioned the Assembly of the Ten Thousand; not a
detail survives.® Xenophdn, the bitter Lacediemonian partisan,
could have told us everything if he had chosen, but he does not
even record the foundation of Megalopolis. The existence of
the Great City, like that of its sister Messéné, was so glorious
for Epameinondas, so disgraceful and calamitous for Sparta, that
the renegade Athenian had not the heart to insert their names
in his history. Yet it is from Xenophdn’s occasional notices
that we have to glean most of the little which we do know of
the details of the Arkadian Federal system. The League had a
Federal Assembly which met at Megalopolis, and was known as

1 Xen. Hell, vii. 1. 26.  So vii. 4. 12 (B.c. 365). KarahauBdvovow ol
"HXetor Aaclwva, 70 uév malawdy éavrdv 8vra, év 8¢ 7¢) wapbvre cuvreholvTa els
70 ' Apradikéy,

2 Xen, Tell, vi. 5. 10, 11. 3 1. 13. 22. : 4 1h. 12

5 Ih. Tovs év Ty orparevatuy Hhikig olxouévous els T8 Apradikor, Sce Grote,

x. 287. Bishop Thirlwall (v. 117, note) seems to take another view, but is not
this Assembly at Asea the same as the meeting which he himself deseribes in
p. 1102 If we suppose this Assembly to have been armed like some instances
in Achaia and elsewhere (see p. 215), the Assembly and the army would in fact
be the same thing, and there would be hardly any perceptible difference between
the views of Bishop Thirlwall and Mr. Grote. It is not however likely (see
p. 158, note 2) that this military character of the Assembly would be retained as

a permanent institution. The instances in Achaia are rare, and are accounted
for by special circumstances, % See Arist. Pol. (ed. Oxon. 1837), p. 300.
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the Ten Thousand.! As to the constitution of this Assembly
there has been some doubt, but the most probable opinion is
that which represents it as being, like the Achaian Assembly of
later times, open to every citizen of every Arkadian city who
chose to attend.2 That it was a rcpresentative Assembly, in the
sense of being composed of chosen delegates, seems unlikely,
both from the greatness of the number, and because there is no
parallel for such an Assembly of Delegates in any known Grecian
commonwealth.  The Assembly, especially during the enthusiasm
of the first days of the League, would doubtless be largely at-
tended, and ten thousand is a large attendance, when we re-
member that five thousand citizens was above the average
attendance in the Athenian Assembly.® There is no need to
infer from the name Ten Thousand that there really was any
fixed number. The name was undoubtedly in familiar use, but
it need not have heen a formal title;* it is most likely only a
vague, and probably an exaggerated, way of expressing the vast
numbers of the Arkadian Assembly. The functions of the Ten
Thousand were those which were commonly vested in the
sovereign Assembly of a Grecian commonwealth. The Ten
Thousand made war and peace in the name of all Arkadia,®
they received and listened to the ambassadors of other Greek
states ;6 they regulated and paid the standing army of the
Federation ;7 they sat in judgement on political offenders against
the collective majesty of the Arkadian League.® 'That they
were assisted in their deliberations by a smaller Senate is not
distinctly asserted ; but we might fairly infer it from the analogy
of other Greek states, and the results of antiquarian research
have made it almost certain that the Arkadian Assembly did

L O wopeor.  Xen. Iell, vil. 1. 88 et pass.  Dem. F. L, 220, etc. The name
constantly occurs.

2 This is the view of Mr. Grote (x. 317), and it seems more in accordance
with general Greek notions on such matters. Bishop Thirlwall (v, 117) discusses
several other views. I can hardly persuade myself either that the Assembly was
an army, or that it consisted wholly of Megalopolitans. This last notion secms
opposed to the whole nature of the League. 3 Thue. viii. 72.

4 The common formula for a Greek Confederation, 70 kowdv 7dv °Apxddwy,
is used as equivalent to oi mvpior. Xen. Hell. vii. 4. 35, 38.

5 Xen. Hell. vii. 4. 2. Avkouddys . . . welfer Tods puplovs wpdrrew wepl
aquppaxlas wpds avrovs. Cf. vii. 1. 38, and Diod. xv. 59.

6 Dem. F. L. 220,

7 The émdpiroc or émikekror. Diod. xv. 62. Xen. Hell. vii. 4, 22, 33.

8 See the trial of the Mantineian wpoordrac (were these Magistrates, or merely
popular leaders ?) in the passage of Xenophdn last quoted,
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not depart from the usual pattern.!  There were Federal Magis-
trates, whose titles are not recorded ;2 and at the head of the
whole League there seems to have been, as in so many other
cases, a single Federal General3 These Federal officers, we cunnot Federal

doubt were elected by the Assembly of the Ten Thousand. Maf:':'

t
The Federal capital of Megalopolis was formed by the union poynda.
of several villages or small towns,* the inhabitants of which were tion of

gathered tomther as citizens of the Great City. In a few \I)”l‘l’;‘k;(
mst(mccs we regret to hear that compulsion was employed,® hut 21370

in most cases the inhabitants of the small Arkadian townships
gladly accepted their offered promotion to the rank of citizens of
the national capital.® It may perhaps be doubted whether the
choice of any city as the place of Federal meeting was perfectly
wise ; a better place might perhaps have heen found, as in the
case of the Phokian League,” under the shadow of some great

1 Pausanias (viil. 32. 1) speaks of the Oepoihior at Megalopolis, which he
defines as 70 Bovhevrdpiov 8 Tois wuplots émemoinro *Apkddwy. Colonel Leake
finds its ruins in the position, near the Theatre, pointed out by Pausanias, and
concludes that, *though it may have been subservient to the uses of the Council
of Ten Thousand, it could hardly have been employed for its actual assembly, as
such a multitude could only have been seated in a theatre-shaped edifice,”
(Morea, ii. 39.) Bishop Thirlwall (v. 116) infers from this, with great proba-
bility, that there was a Senate, and that this ©epaliior was its place of meeting.
This view is also confirmed by the use of the word BovAevripior by Pausanias.
The Ten Thousand were not a BovAs, nor would they meet in a BovAevrijpiov.
The Ten Thousand themselves doubtless met, as Colonel Leake suggests, in the
Theatre ; but hard by their own place of meeting was the smaller Sovhevripior,
for the use of the BouNy, the Committee chosen, by lot or otherwise, from among
the Ten Thousand, to discharge the usual functions of a Greek Senate. The
word Bovhevripior (see p. 239, note 2) does seem to be occasionally used for the
place of meeting of the Achaian Assembly, but we have seen (p. 240) that there
is reason to belicve that the Achaian Assemblies were often much more thinly
attended than the Arkadian Ten Thousand. But the Achaian Assembly also
sometimes met in a theatre.

2 "Apxovres are mentioned, Xen. Hell, vii. 1. 24 ; 4. 833, Their formal title
may or may not have been Archon,

3 This seems implied in such expressions as (Xen. Hell. vii. 8. 1) Alvéas
SrupgpdNos, oTparnyds TOV 'Apkdduwy yeyerpuévos; (Diod. xv. 62) Avkoundns
0 Mavrweds, orparnyos dv T@v *Apkddwr. .

4 From the language of Pausanias (viii. 27. 7) and Strabo (viii. 8. 1) it seems
that some of the cities were actually deserted, while others were simply reduced
to the condition of dependent villages or perhaps of municipal towns. These last
were, at a late time (sce p. 489), restored to an equality with the capital, as inde-
pendent cantons of the Achaian League.

5 Paus. viil. 27. 5, 6. Ol uév adrdv kal dxovres avdyky kariyovto és Tiw
Meyd\gy wéw, .7\,

$ TIh. viil. 27. 3—5. ‘Tmd e mpobuulas kal o 10 &xlos 76 Aaxebamoyéwv
watpldas ocplow oloas ékhwetv émelfovro . . . . guveNéyovto és Thy Meyd\yy
ToA\w owoud, KT 7 See above, p. 113,
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national sanctuary, such as the great Lemple of the Arkadian
Zeus. But if Federal Arkadia was to have a capital at all, there
can be no doubt as to the wisdom of the choice actually made.
Here we may, with Pausanias,! discern the guiding genius of
Epameinondas.  To have chosen Mantineia, Tegea, or any other
of the ancient cities, as the Federal capital, would have opened
the way to innumerable jealousies, and might even have led to
the same evils of which the Arkadians had such a living example
before their eyes among their own Beeotian allies.  And Epa-
meindndas himself, when acting as the counsellor of the Arkadians,
would doubtless see the danger as clearly as any Arkadian ; in
Arkadia he would advise for the good of all Arkadia, and not be
warped by that narrow local patn()tlsm which led even him to
sacrifice the gencral welfare of Bootia to the selfish interests of
Thebes. Iad the Ten Thousand met at Mantineia or Tegea,
the noble scheme of Lykomédés might only have led to the
destruction of that which he had mnqt at heart ; he might have
become the founder, not of a really equal Arkadian Confedera-
tion, but of a mere Mantineian or Tegean Empire over Arkadia.
buch a danger was much less to b(, dreaded from a new eity
called into being at the will, and for the purposes, of the Con-
federation itself. And, besides this, the Great City, as its later
history shows, occupied a most important military position. It
commanded one of the main passes by which Sparta used to pour
her troops into Arkadia. Some such bulwark as was supplied
by Megalopolis was imperatively required for the safety of the
country. And it was the more needed, because the other chief
city of southern Arkadia, and that which commanded the other
approach, was Tegea, so Lttv]y gained over from subserviency to
Spartan interests, and still pr ubably containing a party unfavour-
able to the national cause. These considerations might reconcile
even distant members to the position of the Federal capital, not
in the centre of the Confederation, but on its most exposed
border. ~ With Epameindndas no doubt the chief object was
effectually to shut Sparta in, Megalopolis keeping her in check
from the north, and the othcr new city of Messéné from the west.

The Arkadian League, as an important Greek power, did not

1 Pausanias distinctly recogniw; }ummeinondas as the true founder of M%a-
lopolis. Paus. viii. 27. 2. ~wwun uév ‘romur'n aguvklforto ol Apxaﬁes Tns
mbhews 6¢ olmarm 'Emauewdvdas 6 OnBatos adv T dikaly kaolro v, Tobs T€ yap
"Apkddas olros v 6 émeyelpas és TOv guvouiapmov, K. TN
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last long. We are not well informed as to the steps of its
decline ; but, before the death of Epameindndas, Mantineia and s.c. 362.
Tegea were again hostile cities. Their positions, during the last

stage of his warfare, are singularly reversed from what they had

been eight ycars before. Mantineia is now the ally of Lace-
deemon, and Tegea is the stronghold of the Theban interest in History of
Peloponnésos.  Megalopolis always remained a considerable city, Meg““"
though it did not wholly answer the intentions of its founders, polis}
either in its extent or in its political importance. At a later

period we find it a zcalous ally of Macedonia; later still it
appears in the more honourable character of an important
member of the Achaian League, illustrious as the birthplace of
Lydiadas, Philopoimén, and Polybios. The Assembly of the

Ten Thousand survived the loss of Lykomédds and of Epamei- s.c. 347.
nondas ; Alschinés and Démosthenés pleaded before it;! and
Démosthenés uses langunage which implies that it still at least
professed to act in the name of the whole Arkadian people.?
Démosthenés himself pleaded the cause of Megalopolitan inde- .c. 353,
pendence before the Athenian Assembly,® when the Arkadian

city was again threatened by Sparta and defended by Thebes,*

and when a faction in Megalopolis itself, as before in Mantineia,
desired the dissolution of the Great City and the restoration

of their own influence over its former petty townships.® Later

again, in the war between Agis and Antipater, all Arkadia s.c. 330.
except Megalopolis took the patriotic side ; Megalopolis stood a

siege in the interest of Macedonia,® and its losses were repaid

by a pecuniary compensation levied on the vanquished ecities.”
Opposition to Sparta would naturally drive Megalopolis into
alliance with Macedonia, and it may well be believed that, in the

days of Macedonian domination, sclfish interests may have made

the position of a powerful city in close alliance with Macedonia

appear preferable to that of a Federal capital of Arkadia.
Certain it is that, from this time forward, the Macedonian interest

was very strong in Megalopolis, and equally certain that no
general Arkadian League existed when the Achaian League

began to be organised. The great scheme of Lykomédés, the

most promising that any Grecian statesmen had yet designed,

had altogether fallen asunder. And yet his labours were far

1 Dem. F. L. 220. ? See ib. 10, 11.
3 In the oration Umép Meyahomohirdv. 4 See Thirlwall, v. 867—70.
5 Thirlwall, v. 368. 8 Asch. Ktes. 165. 7 Q. Curt. vi. 1. 21.
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from being wholly fruitless. He had given a model for the
statesmen of later generations to follow, and he had founded the
city which was to give birth to the most illustrious Greeks of
the last age of Grecian independence.

After this Arkadian Confederacy, which, if it had a poor
ending, at all events had a grand beginning, it may seem almost
ludicrous to quote a merc abortive scheme, or pretence at a
scheme, our whole knowledge of which is contained in a single
sentence of a hostile orator. Kallias, the Tyrant of Chalkis, he
who was defeated by Phokion at Tamynai, veiled, if we may

Schemes of helieve Aischinés, his schemes of ambition under the pretext of
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founding a general Euboian Council or Assembly in his own
city.! Not a detail is given us, but the words cmployed seem
to show that a pretence at true Federalism was the bait. A
Federal scheme proceeding from such a source would probably
have borne more likencss to the abortive scheme of an Italian
League put forth by Louis Napolcon Buonaparte, than to the
noble works of Aratos and Washington. But in either case the
bait of a Federal Constitution was an instance of the homage
which vice pays to virtue. Whena Greek Tyrant hit upon such
a device to cover his schemes of aggrandizement, it is clear that
the Federal principle was now gradually working its way to that
influence over the Greck mind which it certainly did not possess
in the preceding century, and which it emphatically did possess
in the century which followed.

§ 4. Of the Lykiaon League

I will end this chapter with a notice of one Federation more,
one not within the limits of Grecce, and whose citizens were not
Greek by race, but which was so clearly formed after Greek
models that it may, in a political history, fairly claim a place in
the list of Greek Federal Governments. I mean the wise and
well-balanced Confederation of Lykia, whose constitution has
won the highest praise from Montesquieu ® in the last century,

1 Asch. Ktes. 89. KaX\las 6 Xakkideds, pukpdy dalNurdy xpbvov, mdhw dke
pepbuevos €ls 'rnv éavrod ¢vaw, Euﬂombv 1y T Noy ouvédpiov és Xa)ud(?a auvdrywy,
loxvpdv 0¢ Tiw EdBowav éd’ Duds Epyy mapackevd{wy, étalperov 8" aire Tupavvida
mpogmowovpevos, Cf. Dict. Biog. art. Callias.

2 Esprit des Lois, ix. 3. ¢“8'il falloit clonner un modele d’une belle république
fédérative. ie prendrois la république de Lvcic.”
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and from Bishop Thirlwall! in the present. The antiquities
and the language of Lykia have lately attracted the atten-
tion of scholars in mno small measure. To the political
inquirer the country is no less interesting, as possessing
what was probably the best constructed Federal Government
that the ancient world beheld. The account given by Strabo,
our sole authority, is so full, clear, and bricf, that I cannot
do better than translate it. The ‘“ancestral constitution of
the Lykian League,”?2 is described by the great geographer in
these words :—

“There are three and twenty cities which have a share in
the suffrage, and they come together from each city in the Strabo's
common Federal Assembly,® choosing for their place of meeting “f“"i““i,"f
any city which they think best. And, among the cities, the &ilstiyml_an
greatest are possessed * of three votes apiece, the middle ones of tion.
two, and the rest of one; and in the same proportion they pay
taxes,® and take their share of other public burthens. And the
six greatest cities,® according to Artemiddros, are Xanthos,
Patara, Pinara, Olympos, Myra, T10s, which lies in the direction
of Kibyra. And, in the Federal Assembly,” first the Lykiarch
is chosen and then the other Magistrates of the League,® and
bodies of Federal Judges are appointed ;? and formerly they
used to consult about war, and peace, and alliance ; this now, of
course, they cannot do, but these things must needs rest with
the Romans, unless such action be allowed by them, or be found
useful on their behalf; and in like manner also judges and

1 i, 116. ““The Lycians set an example of the manner in which the advan-
tages of a close federal union might be combined with mutual independence. .
Had the Greeks on the western coast of Asia adopted similar institutions, their
history, and even that of the mother-country, might have been very different from
what it became.”

? Strabo, xiv. 3. 2. ‘'H mdrpios diolknois Tol Avkiaxol cuoriuaros.

Svornua (Pol. ii. 41) is one of the technical names for a Federation. The
Lykians also used the more formal designation Avklwy 76 kowdv (C. I. 4279) and
the equally familiar é6vos (C. 1. 4239 et al.)

3 Strabo, xiv. 3. 3. Zwwépyorrar 8¢ & ékdorns wohews els xowdv ouvédpiov.
[For a list of the Lykian cities see Appendix II.]

4 Ib. Tpbv Yihdwr éorly ékdarn kupla.

5 Ih, Tas elogopas elopépovar kai Tas &Xhas Newrovprylas.

8 It would be worth inquiring whether all of these six great cities rejoiced in
the title of Naumpordry unrpémoles Tol Avkiwy €fvovs, It was certainly borne by
T16s, Xanthos, and Patara. See C. 1. 4240c, 4276, 4280 et al.

7 Strabo, w.s. 'Ev 7¢ cuvedply. On the word guwwédpiov, see p. 263,

8 Ih. "AMat dpxal al Toi oveThuaros.

9 Th Arvnmrhoid re dAmwadelevirar kowy
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magistrates! are appointed from each city, in proportion to the
number of its votes.

On the practical working of this constitution Strabo bestows
the highest praise. Lykia was, in his day, a Roman dependency,
but it retained its own laws and internal government, which he
himself beheld in as high a state of cfficiency as was consistent
with the dependent condition of the commonwealth in its external
relations.

The merits of this Lykian constitution are obvious. It
avoids nearly every error into which other Confederations had
fallen. There is no capital, no Thebes, not even a Megalopolis :
the Federal Assembly meets wherever it finds it convenient to
do so. At the same time, it avoids the opposite evil, from which
we shall find that even the Achaian League was not free, that of
giving the greatest city no more weight in the Federal Assembly
than the smallest. A League of citics must always find it very
difficult to steer clear of hoth these opposite dangers. The
Lykians seem to have done so very successfully.

There can, I think, be no doubt that the Lykian Assembly,
like the Achaian and other Assemblies of the kind, was a primary
and not a representative body. I cannot believe that it was
composed merely of deputies from the several cities.? The words
of Strabo seem to me to imply, not that each city sent one, two,
or three representatives, but that each city had one, two, or three
votes. According to the general analogy of the Greek and Italian
commonwealths, every Lykian citizen® would have a right to
attend, speak, and vote, but the citizens of each town would
vote separately. Thus, in a government not Federal, the Roman
Tribes voted separately; thus the Nations in the Scotch
Universities do to this day. The vote of each City, Tribe, or
Nation, is determined by a majority within itself, and the final
vote is determined by the majority, not of heads, but of Tribes

1 Strabo, u.s. Awkaoral kal Gpyovres. This of course means Federal Judges
and Federal Magistrates, the dpxal and dwkaoripia mentioned just before, Mon-
tesquien perverts this into “les juges et les magistrats des villes.” He has also
misled Hamilton in the ‘ Federalist,” No., ix. (p. 48).

2 Dr. Schmitz (Dict. Geog. art. Lycia), and Kortiim (Geschichte Griechenlands,
iii, 313), seem to maintain this view.

3 The democratic character of the League is clear both from the democratic
character of the several cities, the local 87juot of which are constantly mentioned
in the Inscriptions, and from the distinct testimony of one inscription at Tlos
(C. 1. 4239) where an anonymous worthy is praised as edepyérmy 10D d%uov and
dcarnpicavra Tols Te véuovs kal THy wdrpiov dnuokpariav,
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or Cities. In the Primary Assembly of a large district some
such arrangement as this is absolutely necessary, in order to put
distant Tribes or Cities on an equality with those which are near
the place of meeting. If the votes in the Roman Assembly had
been taken by heads, the mob of the Forum could always have
outvoted the genuine agricultural plebeians. But, in most of Apportion-
the ancient constitutions, each member, each Tribe or City, ’\’,‘g’t‘:s‘f;
whether great or small, had only a single vote. This was Numbers.
manifestly unfair, and might easily lead to discontents. Thus
the Italian Allies of Rome bitterly complained when they were,
after the Social War, admitted indeed to the Roman citizenship, s.c. 88.
but distributed among eight tribes only among the thirty-five.!
They were equal in number to the former citizens, but, by this
arrangement, they could, at the utmost, command only eight
votes, less than one-fourth of the whole number. Thus, on any
questions which concerned their special interests, they were left
in a perpetual and hopeless minority. The Lykians avoided this
danger by giving to their cities a greater or less number of votes
according to their size, being the first recorded instance of an
attempt to apportion votes to population. Those Xanthians who
might be present in any Assembly determined the vote of
Xanthos by a majority among themselves ; that vote counted as
three in reckoning up the decisive vote of the Assembly. The
vote of a smaller city, ascertained in the same way, counted as
two or as onc.? But though such a system was not really
representative, it was a very near approach to the representative
principle.>  No doubt, alike in Lykia, Achaia, and Rome, the
vote of a distant Tribe or City was often canvassed at home, and
perhaps practically decided, before the general Assembly met.
At any rate those citizens of any city who were present would
know and express the wishes of their fellow-citizens who remained

1 Vell. Pat. ii. 20. 2.

2 A small confederation (coTyua), consisting of Kibyra and three other towns,
in which Kibyra had two votes and the other towns one each, was probably a
humble imitation of the Lykian League. Strabo, xiii. 4, 17. [Cf. the small con-
federation of Zug ; sce the French Continuation of J. von Miiller’s History of the
Swiss Confederation, xiv. 226.] As Kibyra was always under Tyrants, though well
disposed Tyrants (érvpavveiro 8 del* cwppbvws & Buws), one would like to know
how the Monarchic and the Federal elements were reconciled. The mere use of
the word 7rant, and not Aung, implies republican forms.

Even the Gauls in Asia (Strabo, xii. 5, 1) seem to have made some rude
approach to Federal ideas; but these utterly obscure constitutions are really

matters of arch®ology rather than of politics.
3 See Niebuhr, Hist. Rom, ii. 29, 30. Eng, Tr.
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at home. It would have been a comparatively small change, if
each city had formally elected as many of its citizens as it had
votes, and had sent them with authority to speak in its name in
the Federal body. But the change does not seem ever to have
actually been made. In this, as in so many other cases, the
ancient world trembled on the very verge of representative
government without ever actually crossing the boundary.!

The description of Strabo does not mention a Federal Senate.
But the universal practice of the Greek commonwealths may
make us feel certain that there was a Senate, of some sort or
other, in Lykia no less than in Arkadia. The several cities of
Lykia had each their local Senates,? and we may be sure that
the Federal Constitution followed the same universal model. It
need not surprise us that a thing almost certain to be taken for
granted is not directly mentioned. The Athenian Senate is not
very often spoken of ; it is never so prominent as at the moment
of its destruction by the Four Hundred.® The very existence of
the Arkadian Senate has, as we have seen, mainly to be inferred
from the dimensions of an architectural monument. We may
therefore be sure that the Lykian Assembly, like other Greek
Assemblies, was assisted by a preconsidering Senate, bhut we
cannot tell what the exact constitution of that Senate was.

As for the Federal Magistrates mentioned by Strabo, their
titles are not mentioned, except that of Lykiarch, borne by
the President of the Union.* The magistrates of the several
cities may have borne the title of General ; at least Didn Cassius
speaks of the General of a particular city,® as well as of the
common army of the whole League.®

1 See Mommsen's Romische Geschichte, ii. 347.

2 The style of each city is commonly the familiar one % Bouly) kai 6 Ofjuos.
C. 1. 4270, 4303/ et al. At Tlos we find a formula which seems to imply two
distinet Councils, TAwéwy 9 BovAY kal % yepovola kal 6 dfjuos. C. 1. 4236, 4237,
4240. T'epovelaisa word used once by Polybios (xxxviii. 5) in speaking of Achaian
affairs, meaning, as it would appear, the Council of Ministers. See Bachofen,
Das Lykische Volk (Freiburg im Breisgau, 1862), p. 24. 3 Thue, viii. 69.

% The Lykiarch seems to have borne the formal title of dfiohoydraros
(C. 1. 4198, 4274), something like our ‘‘Right Honourable.” This is a sort
of orientalism of which we find no trace in proper Greece. Compare the attempt
by the Senate in the first Congress of the United States to confer the title of
“Highness” upon the President. See Marshall’'s Life of Washington, v. 238 ;
Jefferson’s Correspondence, iv. 14,

® Dion, xlvil. 34. Kal 7o0ro kal of Mupeis émolpoav, émeidh Tdv orpaTnydy
abrdv . . . dwé\voelv 6 Bpodros].

8 Ib. To xowdw T@v Avklwy oTpdrevua.
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The exact antiquity and origin of the Lykian League it
might be difficult to discover. Bishop Thirlwall! hints that Date and
Federal Government may have been of very early introduction er(%m {’f
into Lykia. Yet we must remember that the Lykians were Gover;
not Grecks, and that they seem not even to have had that mentin
degree of ethnical affinity to the Grecks which it is easy to Lykia.
recognize in Macedonians and Epeirots. We need not suppose
a people who proved themselves so capable of receiving Hellenic
culture to have been wholly of an alien stock; but till philo-
logers are better agreed as to the nature of the Lykian
language, it is hardly the part of a political historian to
hazard vague conjectmes about them. It is clear that the Relation of
early Lyklans were, in the Greck sense of the word, Barbarians; fnznls";
that is, that they spoke a language umntelhglble to the Greeks, the Greeks.
and that they were not then distinguished in any special way
from the other Asiatic races which passed under the dominion
of Persia. It is equally clear that they must have possessed
latent powers of assimilating themselves to Greek models in
a degree beyond all other Asiatic races. The later Lykians
clearly adopted the Greek language, Greek art, and general
Greek civilization.  They doubtless followed and improved
upon Greck models, in the developement of their admirable
political constitution.  Its details, as described by Strabo,
probably belong only to the last period of Lykian history.
But some germs of a Federal system must have existed earlier. Traces of
Aristotle found the constitution of Liykia, no less than that Federalism
of Thesprotia, worthy of a place in his collection.?  This :’nggtfgz
seems to imply a Republic, and, in so large a country, most to Rhodes.
probably a Federal Republic. But the Lykian monuments
help us to no information on the subject. Our real knowledge
begins later. After the defeat of Antiochos, the Romans, in s.c. 188.
their division of the spoil, assigned Lykia and the greater
part of Karia to their Rhodian allies.?> Rhodes was governed
by a prudent and moderate aristocracy, which one is surprised Lykia sub-
to find seeking after continental dominions. But it would seem Ject 30
that Theaitétos and Philophrdon, who begged for the Lykians B;O 185-
as a gift,* acted as little for the true interest of their island 168.

1 ii, 116. Cf. Drumamn, P 432. 2 Photios, Bibl. 104, 5. Ed. Bekker.

3 Pol. xxiii. 3.  Liv. xxxviii. 39.

4 Pol. xxiii. 8. ’A&iwodvres alrols 80077vou 7d kard Avklay kal I\aplav e
¢daxov-res‘ Avklav kal Kaplas Ta uéxpe To0 Mawdvdpov dedbofar ‘Podlots ord
‘Pupatwy &v dwpeq.
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commonwealth, as Francesco Foscari did for the interest of
his, when he made Venice a continental power. Perpetual
disputes arose between Rhodes and Lykia; perpetual appeals
were brought before the supreme power at Rome. The nature
of the gift was disputed; the Rhodians looked on the Lykians
as merc subjects; the Lykians maintained that they were at
most dependent allies.! It is certain that the gift did not
hinder the existence of some sort of Federal union. The
Lykians, even while subject to Rhodes, retained the ordinary
style of a Greek Confederation ;2 much more then must they
have employed it during the earlier days of their independence.
Polybios, too, in his whole narrative of these times, constantly
speaks of Lykia as a national whole. Ambassadors appear at
Rhodes, Rome, and Achaia, speaking in the name of the whole
Lykian people,® in a way which implies a commission from
some central power. But the Federal Union could not as
yet have been quite perfect, as we also hear of Ambassadors
being sent by the single city of Xanthos,* which would have
been quite contrary to the principles of the constitution de-
scribed by Strabo. At last, after the war with Perseus, the
Rhodians were no longer in favour at Rome; they were deprived
of their lately acquired continental dominions, and Lykia and
Karia were declared free.> Now it was, doubtless, that some
unknown Lykian Lykomdédds, some statesman who had carefully
studied the working of all the existing Federal Governments
of Greece, devised the constitution which so happily avoided
all their errors. The Lykian Confederation steered its course

1 Pol. xxvi. 7. Elpnvrar Avkiow 6edbuevor ‘Podlos ol €v Swpeg, T 3¢ mwheloy
s @ihow kal odupaxor. So Appian, Mithrid, 62. II\yp el Twes Eduevel kal
‘Podlos, scvppaxfocacw fuiv, Edouev, ody Umoreels, dAN’ éml mwposrdras elvar’
Texufptov 8 81v Avklous, alriwuévous Ti, ‘Podlwy dresrhoauey.

2 7 xowdv T@v Avklwv. See Boeckh, C. I, 4677 (vol. iii. 326), where the
words occur in an inscription found in Egypt, the date of which comes between
B.C. 188 and 181. So, immediately after the recovery of their freedom, the
same Commune Luciorum dedicated its thank-offering at Rome. [See Boeckh,
C. 1. 5880 (vol. iii. 768), Avxlwr 70 Kkowdv komoduevor Tiw wdrpiov dnuokpariar,
k.7.\.] See Bachofen, p. 23.

3 Pol. xxiii. 8. Ol wév Avkior mpeaPevorres fxov. Dol xxvi. 7. ‘H o¥y-
kAnTOs éxpnudTioe Tols waps T@v Avklwy fkovol mpesBevrals, k.T.\.

4 Ib. Oi yap HdvOww . . . . éémeppar mpeoBevras els Te Tiw Axatar kal
Thv ‘Pdunr. These scem to be the same with the mapd 7dv Avklwy dkovres
wpesPBevral. Possibly Xanthos acted, by tacit consent, in the name of the whole
nation,

5 Pol. xxx. 5. ‘H odykhyros étéBake dbyua Sibre 8¢ Kapas kai Aulovs
énevbépous elvar wdvras, 8oous wpooéveiue ‘Podlows uerd Tov *Avrioxkdy mohepov.
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with admirable prudence through the Mithridatic and Piratic

Wars. Its opposition to Brutus, and the consequent destruction ».c. 88-63.
of Xanthos,! was indeed a terrible calamity; but a calamity s.c. 43.
endured in such a cause was a special claim upon the favour

of the Julian Emperors, and we find Lykia, as we have seen,

in the days of Strabo, prosperous, well-governed, and enjoying

full local independence.?  But these happy days were not to Destruc-
last for ever. In the reign of Claudius internal dissensions,? tion of the
seemingly of great violence, arose, of which that Emperor took %f:ugfu:’y
advantage to destroy this remaining vestige of ancient freedom, 4.p, 41- 54,
and to reduce Lykia, like her nelghbours, to the dead level

of a Roman province. Such an ending, and for such a cause,

is especially sad after so bright a picture of days so very little

earlier. The last Greek Federation was now no more, and

many centuries were to pass by before the world was again

to see so perfect a Federal system, or indeed anything worthy

to be called a Federal system at all. Liberty was gone from

the earth, or lingered on, in an obscure and precarious form,

on the Northern shores of the Inhospitable Sca.* But it is

a pleasing thought that, as the Achaians and the Lykians are

the nations who stand forth, in our first Homeric picture, as

the worthiest races of Europe and of Asia, so it was the
Achaians and the Lykians who were the last to maintain, in

Furope and in Asia, the truc Federal form of freedom in the

face of the advances of all-devouring Rome.

L See Dion Cassius, x1vii, 34.

 Strabo, xiv. 3. 3. Olrw & elvopovudvois airols guwwéBn mapd ‘Pwualos
ENevlépois dratéheoar, To wdTpia véuovot,

3 Dion Cassius, 1x, 17, Tods 7e Avklovs oracidoavras, dore ral Puwualovs
Twas dmoktetvat, édovNdoard Te kal és Tov Ts Uaupuhlas véuov éoéypayer,
Suet. Claud. 25, Lyciis ob exitiabiles inter se discordias libertatem ademit.
One would like to hear the Lykian version of these troubles. Disturbances
are easily produced in a small state which a great neighbour wishes to annex.

4 On the Republic of Cherson, see Finlay, Byz. Emp. i. 415 [History of
Greece (ed. Tozer), ii. 350, 351].

5 On the Lykians of Homer, see Gladstone’s Homer, i, 181, If the Homeric
Lykians (see Strabo, xii. 8. 5) do not occupy the same geographical position as
the historical Lykians, so neither do (except quite incidentally) the Homeric and
the historical Achaians. But it is hardly possible that the recurrence of the
two names, Lykian and Achaian, in this way can be purely accidental. [Cf.
the position of Lykians as the last teachers of Old Greek philosophy. Hertzberg,
Geschichte Griechenlands unter der Herrschaft der Romer, iii, 508, 517, 518.]



CHAPTER V
ORIGIN AND CONSTITUTION OF THE ACHAIAN LEAGUE

IT is no easy task to write the history of Greek Federalism
with due regard at once to chronology and to geography. In
my last chapter I have been obliged to carry on parts of my
narrative down to a time even later than the suppression of
the two great Federal Governments of Greece. It seemed,
on the whole, the better plan to clear off both the earlier and
the minor instances of Greek Federalism, before entering on
any examination of the great Leagues of Achaia and Aitolia.
But there is no reason to doubt that the Federal prineiple
was as old in Achaia and Altolia as in any part of Greece
whatsoever.  The history of the Achaian League, like the
history of the Beeotian League, extends over the whole period
during which we have any knowledge of Grecian affairs. But
there is this important difference between the two, that by
far the greater intercst attaches to the earlier days of the
Beotian, and to the later days of the Achaian, League. We
are led to trace the history of Boeotia to its dishonoured close
only because of the borrowed intecrest reflected from the earlier
days of Beeotian glory. We are led to examine into the
obscure and scattered notices of the earlier days of Achaia
only because of the surpassing interest which attaches to the
full developement of the great Achaian Confederation. It is
natural then to deal with the Beeotian Confederation as a
whole before entering at all on the history of the Achaian
and Atolian Confederations. Again, the Arkadian and Olyn-
thian Leagues were neither of them permancnt ; those of Phokis,
Akarnania, and Epeiros were always of minor importance ; of
Lykia, as a Federal state, we should never have heard at all,
save from a single notice, and that left us, not by a historian,
but by a geographer. On the whole therefore it seemed the
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best arrangement, though at some sacrifice of chronological
exactness, to deal first with all these comparatively imperfect
instances of Greek Federalism, before entering on any description
of Achaian or Aitolian politics. Having now cleared off these
minor examples, we are in a position to enter upon the first
of the great divisions of our subject, the first great developement
of the Federal principle which the world ever beheld, and which
forms the main centre of the last hundred and fifty years of
Old Greck independence.

§ 1. General Character of the History of Federal Greece

The later history of Greece has been, as it seems to me at Common

least, unduly depreciated by most English scholars. The great neglect in
. N . . 2. England of

work of Polybios lies almost untouched in our Universities. e Higtory

The mythical books of Livy are attentively studied, while those of Federal

which record the struggle between Rome and Macedonia are Greece.

hardly ever opened. The last great English historian of Greece !

deliberately declines entering on the Federal period of Grecian

history as forming no part of his subject. In Germany the case

is widely different. The student who undertakes to master this

period with the help of German guides will certainly not have to

complain of any lack in point of number. He will rather be

puzzled at the difficulty of choice between many candidates, and Abundance

at the diversity of the paths through which they will severally ﬁrg:;;“a“

offer to guide him. The importance of this period was strongly op the

set forth by Niebuhr,? and few portions of history have ever met subject.

with a more enthusiastic and vivid narrator than the days of

Alexander and his Successors have found in the eloquent pages

of Droysen.® Every state, Macedonia, Achaia, Atolia, Beeotia,

has found in Germany its special historian. Of so vast a litera-

ture I am far from professing myself to be completely master ;

but, from such acquaintance with it as I can pretend to, I may

say without doubt that the English scholar will find the Dest

portions of the best writers carefully weighed in the balance by

the unfailing accuracy and unswerving judgement of a country-

man of his own. Bishop Thirlwall has continued his great task

1 Grote, xii. 529.

2 Lectures on Ancient History, iii. 352 (Eng. Tr.) et al.

3 Geschichte Alexanders des Grossen ; Hamburg. Geschichte des Hellen-
ismus, 2 vols, Hamburg : 1836. '
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to its conclusion with unflagging powers. With him Aratos and
Kleomenés are as essential a part of Hellenic story as Themis-
toklés and Periklés. His last volume must always lie before the
historian of Grecian Federalism as the best of comments on the
work of the illustrious Greek who has handed down to us the tale,
too often fragmentary, of the last days of his country’s freedom.

The truth is that, in reading the earlier history of Greece, we
arc, for the most part, really reading little more than the history
of Athens. = Weread cvents as chronicled by Athenian historians;
we turn for their illustration to the works of Athenian philo-
sophers, orators, and poets. We look at everything from an
Athenian point of view ; we identify ourselves throughout with
that great Democracy which was the true mother of right and
liberty, of art and wisdom. We trace her fortunes as if they
were the fortunes of our own land ; when we condemn her acts,
we do it with that sort of reluctant feeling with which we
acknowledge that our own country is in the wrong. Sparta
comes before us as the rival of Athens, Macedonia as the destroyer
of her greatness; of other states we barely think from time to
time as their fortunes become connected with those of the school!
and ornament of Greece. In turning to “the Greece of Polybios” 2
we feel a kind of shock at finding ourselves in what is in truth
another world. It is still Greece ; it is still living Greece ; but
it is no longer the Greece of Thucydidés and Aristophanés. The
sea is there and the headlands and the everlasting hills; Athéné
still stands, spear in hand, as the guardian of her chosen city ;
Démos still sits in his Pnyx ; he still chooses Archons hy the lot
and Generals by the uplifted hand; but the fierce Democracy
has sunk into the lifelessness of a cheerless and dishonoured old
age; its decrees consist of fulsome adulation of foreign kings ;3
its demagogues and orators are sunk into beggars who wander
from court to court to gather a few talents of alms for the People
which once received tribute from a thousand cities.* Philosophers

1 Thue. ii. 41. Ewekdv 1¢ Myw 10 e wicar woAw THs ‘EANddos maldevaw
elvat, k.7 \. . 2 Grote, xii. 528.

3 Pol. v, 108, ’Afwvaio. 8¢ . . . T&v uév dN\wv ‘EXNprikdy wpdiewy ovd’
omolas perelxov, drohovfolvres 8¢ 17 TOY mpoeocTwTwy aipérer kal Tals ToUTwWY
opuals els wdvras Tobs Bacilels éfekéxvrro, kal pdMora TobTwy els IlToNepalov,
kal wav yévos bméuevor YynpiopdTwy kal knpuvyudTwy, Bpaxtr Twa Noyor mwooUuero
ToD kabrikovTos b Ty TV mpoeaTdTwy dxpialav.

This is in B.c. 217. Compare, for a time seventy or ecighty years earlier,
Grote, xii. 529—30.

+ Arist. Wasps, 707.  Elolv ye wbhews x(heat, ul vy Tdv pbpov Huiv drdyovow,
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still babble in her schools about truth and wisdom and virtue
and valour ; but truth and wisdom and virtue and valour have,
not indeed fled from the carth, not indeed fled from the soil of
Hellas, but they have passed from the birthplace of Soldn, of
Aristeidés, and of Periklés to cities which they would have
scorned to acknowledge as rivals, even to cities which had no
place on earth when the warriors of Athens marched forth to
victory at Marathon and to defeat at Délion. A Greece in
which Athens has ceased to be the first power, or rather in which
Athens has sunk to be the most contemptible of all the cities of
the Greeian name, seems, at first sight, to be unworthy to bear
the name of Greece at all. We have to encounter unfamiliar
names and to thread our way through unfamiliar boundaries and
divisions. The first place among Grecian states is disputed
between the obscure, if respectable, cities of Achaia, and the
barely Hellenic! robbers of Afitolia. States known only as
sending some small contingent to swell Athenian or Spartan
armies, cities which had themselves sprung into being since the
glory of Athens sank at Aigospotamos, now appear as powers
of greater weight than the Athenian commonwealth. Feeble
Akarnania, new-born Megalopolis, liberated Messéné, count for
more in Grecian politics than the city of Théseus. The circle of
Hellas is enlarged to take in lands which Thucydidés and Démos-
thends despised as barbarous; Chaonians, Molossians, Thespro-
tians, take their place as members of an acknowledged Hellenic
state ; the Macedonian himself is indeed still dreaded as a King,
but is no longer despised as a stranger of foreign blood and
speech.? The very language itself has changed; fastidious
scholars, fresh from the master-pieces of Attic purity, look down
with contempt on the pages in which the deeds of Spartan and
Sikyonian heroes are recorded by historians brought up in
no politer schools than could be found at Megalopolis and
Chairdneia.

It may at once be freely admitted that the later history of

1 Liv. xxxii. 34, Aitolos, tanquam Romanos, decedi Graecia jubere, qui,
quibus finibus Grecia sit, dicere non possint. Ipsius enim Atoliee Agreeos,
Apodotosque et Amphilochos, que permagna eorum pars sit, Greeciam non esse.

2 Liv. xxxi. 29. /Btolos, Acarnanas, Macedonas, ejusdem linguae homines,
leves ad tempus orte caussee disjungunt conjunguntque ; cum alienigenis, cum
barbaris, eternum omnibus Greacis bellum est eritque.

Pol. vii. 9. Makedoviav kal iy &AAyv 'EXAdda . . . Makedbves xal Tov
AN wv ‘EM\fvwy ol olupaxor, k.7.\,
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Greece, “the Greecce of Polybios,” has nothing like the life and
richness and freshness of that earlier state of things which we
may call the Greece of Thucydidés. The one still enjoyed the
native freedom of youth; the other at best clung to the recovered
freedom of old age. The fervent lover of the earlier and fresher
developement of Hellenic life is thus tempted to despise the records
of a time which scems to him feeble and decrepit. Yet the
recovered liberties of Achaia were a true shoot from the old
stem ;! they werce the reward of struggles which would not have
disgraced the victors of Marathon or the victors of Leuktra ;
and the very circumstances which make the later fortunes of
Greece less interesting in the eycs of a purcly Hellenic en-
thusiast make them really more instructive in the eyes of a
general student of the world’s history. The early history of
Greece is the history of a time when Greece was its own world,
and when town-autonomy was the only form of political life
known within that world. Beyond the limits of Hellas,? all
mankind were Barbarians ; they were to be ruled over or to be
used as instruments, they were to be flattered or to be oppressed,
but they were never to be admitted as the real political equals
of the meanest man of Hellenic blood. Within the bounds of
Hellas, the political struggle lay between single cities oligarchi-
cally governed and single cities democratically governed. In
cither case the independent city-commonwealth was the one
ruling political idea. Monarchy was unknown or abhorred;
Federalism was as yet obscure and undeveloped. The Greece of
Polybios opens to us a much wider and more varied scene.
Greece is no longer the whole world ; Greece proper, Greece in
the geographical sense, is no longer the world’s most important
portion. Rome and Carthage dispute the empire of the West;
Syria and Egypt dispute the empire of the East; Greece and
Macedonia stand on the edge of the two worlds, to be swept in
their turn, along with all other combatants and spectators, into
the common gulf of Roman dominion. But if Greece had lost
her political pre-eminence, she had won for herself a wider and
a more abiding empire. The Greek language, Greek art, general
Greek civilization, were spread over the whole East, and were

1 Paus. vil. 17. 2. “Are éx 8évdpov NehwfBnuévov, dveBNdoTnoey éx Tis ‘EANddos
70 "Axaikéy.

2 Hellas, it should be remembered, 'is wherever Greeks dwell, not merely
Greece— ouvvexhs ‘EX\ds—-in the geographical sense,
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before long to make a conquest only less complete of her Italian

conquerors themselves. Philip, Alexander, and their Successors,

the destroyers of Greek political greatness, had been everywhere

the apostles of Greek intellectual life. The age of Polybios is, Import-

in fact, the age when the world’s destiny was fixed for ever, i‘l’l‘i‘;"a‘ffe

when the decree of fate was finally pronounced that for all time iy univer-

Rome should be the political, and Greece the intellectual, mistress sal history,

of mankind. Itis, in its true place in universal history, a period

of the very decpest and most varied interest. And to the

historian of the Greek race and language, as distinguished from and in the

the historian of the soil of Hellas, no period in the whole range history of
. . . \ the Greek

of Grecian history assumes a deeper importance. The age of g,

Polybios is the age which connects the Greece of Mr. Grote with

the Greece of Mr. Kinlay. Philip and Alexander were in truth

the founders of that Modern Greek nation which has lasted down

to our own time. If they destroyed the liberties of Athens, Effects of

they laid the foundation of the general intellectual dominion of (‘lue,"an'

| . . . . er’s Con-

sreece. By spreading the Greek language over lands into which gy,

Greek colonization could never have carried it, they did more

than any other single cause to open the way for the preaching

of Christianity. In founding Alexandria, Alexander indirectly

founded the intellectual life of Constantinople. By permanently

Hellenizing Western Asia, he conferred on the Empire of Con-

stantinople its great mission as the champion of the West against

the East, of Christendom against the Fire-Worshipper and the

Moslem.! It is one of the many evil results of the shallow

distinction popularly drawn between “ancient” and “modern”

history that the whole later life of the Greek people, from Philip

to our own day, is so utterly neglected. My present subject

brings me only upon a very small portion of so vast a field. To

the historian of Federalism the Polybian age is important mainly

as the age of republican reaction in Greece itself against the

Macedonian monarchy. And it is surely something, to put it on

no other ground, to sece what was the state of Greece herself in

an age in which, though the freshness of her glory was gone,

she was still important—no longer politically dominant, but Character

intellectually more supreme than ever. The Greek history of gg g:)‘; g0

this time is more like the history of modern times; it is less pjos. y

1 See the Edinburgh Review, vol. c¢v. p. 340, Art. Alexander the Great.
History and Conquests of the Saracens, Chap. I. The World at the coming of
Mahomet.



Compari-
son of
Thucy-
didés and
Polybios.

176 ORIGIN AND CONSTITUTION OF ACHAIAN LEAGUE cnar.

fresh than that of earlier days, but it is also less uniform, and
for that very reason it is more politically instructive. It is no
longer merely the history of single cities; it is the history of a
complex political world, in which single cities, monarchies, and
Federations, all play their part, just as they do in the European
history of later times. It is a time of deeper policy, of more
complicated intrigues; an age when men had lost the vigour
and simplicity of youth, but had almost made up for the loss
by the gain of a far more enlarged experience. Compare,
for instance, the two great historians of the several periods.
Thucydidés never went out of the immediate Greek world ; but
for his fortunate exile, he might never have gone out of the
dominions of Athens; his rcading was necessarily small; he
spoke only one language ; he knew only one form of political
and civilized life. But an inborn genius, an intuitive wisdom,
a life spent amid the full youth and freshness of the first of

“nations, set him at once above all who have come after him in

B.C. 222 or
204.

B.c. 183.

ages of greater experience. Polybios,! on the other hand, is like
a writer of our own times; with far less of inborn genius, he
possessed a mass of acquired knowledge of which Thucydidés
could never have dreamed. He had, like a modern historian,
read many books and seen many lands; one language at least
beside his own must have been perfectly familiar to him; he
had conversed with men of various nations, living in various
states of society, and under various forms of government. He
had himself personally a wider political experience than fell to
the lot of any historian before or after him. The son of a
statesman of Megalopolis, he could remember? Achaia a powerful
Federation, Macedonia a powerful monarchy, Carthage still free,
Syria still threatening; he lived to see them all subject provinces
or trembling allies of the great municipality of Rome. In his
youth he bore to the grave the ashes of Philopoimén, a Grecian

1 On the character of Polybios as a historian, see Mommsen, Romische
Geschichte, ii. 427.

2 Whether Polybios could, strictly speaking, remember all this, depends
partly on the disputed question of the year of his birth. (See Dict. of Biog. art.
Polybius,) B.c. 222 certainly seems too early, but there is no need to fix it so
late as B.c. 204. The requirements on both sides would be met by such a date
as B.C. 210. DBut even the reckoning which places his birth latest would bring
all within his life, and the intermediate one would bring all within the compass
of his possible memory. The intelligent child of a distinguished statesman
would surely have some understanding of such an event as the battle of Zama at
the age of eight years.
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hero slain in purely Grecian warfare; he lived to secure some

little fragments of Grecian freedom as contemptuous alms from s.c. 145,
the Roman conqueror. A man must have lived through a
millennium in any other portion of the world’s history, to have

gained with his own eyes and his own ears such a mass of varied
political knowledge as the historian of the Decline and Fall of
Ancient Greece acquired within the limits of an ordinary life.!

This revived life, this after-growth of Hellenic freedom, dates Begin-

. | nings of
from about the ycar B.C. "80, a date marked out hy Polyblos the Pederal

himself ? as signalized by the nearly contemporancous deaths of Rrevival,
some of the mcatest Princes of the age. The elder form of s.c. 280.
Hellenie fru,dom and the universal empire of Macedonia were
now alike things of the past. Those only who belonged to a
generation ‘Lhcudy passing away could remember either the
oratory of Démosthents or the conquests of Alexander. The
dominions of the great conqueror were divided for ever, and the
first gencration of his Successors had passed away. Ant;wonos
and Kassander had long been dead; Démétrios D ohoxkct( 8,
Seleukos, Lysimachos, Ptolemy the son ofeLagos and Ptolemy

L It is curious to see how Mr. Grole, in his depreciation of ¢‘ the Greece of
Polybios,” looks at everything from a purely Athenian point of view. (See the
close of his xcvith chapter, vol. xii. p. 527—30.) He sometimes alinost reminds
one of a remarkable passage of Polybios himself, which, to be sure, goes almost
as much too far the other way, i 8¢ Tnpolvres Ta mpds Tas warpldas dlkata
kploew wpaypdrwy depépovro, voulfovtes ob Talrd guudépov 'Abnvaios elvar kal
Tals éaurdv mbheow, oV &% mwov 8id TolTo Kalelgbar mwpoddras éxpiv adrods Hmwd
AnuoaOévous® 6 8¢ mdvra uerpdv wpds 7O THs bias warptdos cvupépov kal wdvras
nyovuevos dew Tovs "EX\pras dmwofNémwew wpods ‘Abnvalovs, el 8¢ ui, wpodbras
amokalely, dyvoety pot dokel kal woNY mwapawalew Ths dAnfelas. (xvii. 14.) In
Mr. Grote’s view, Athens has hecome contemptible ; Greece is no louger the
whole world 5 the antonomous city is no longer the single type of Grecian govern-
ment. Therefore Grecian history has come to an end; or at all events Mr.
Grote has no heart to continue it. "The very passages in which Polybios (i. 3, 4 :
ii. 87) sets forth the greatness of his own suhject, the connexion of the local
history of his own land with the general history of the world, are quoted to prove
that Polybios himself looked on later Greece as having ‘“no history of its own.”
Mr. Grote, in earlier volumes, has pointed out with delight the beginnings of a
Federal system in Arkadia and at Olynthos. Omne might have expected him to
have gone on with equal delight to trace out its full developement in Achaia.
But in Mr. Grote’s eyes the whole charm of Grecian history passes away with
the greatness of Athens. Mr. Grote’s defence of the Athenian democracy has
won him such everlasting gratitude from every true student of Grecian history,
that it is much to be mourned that he should be so enamoured of that one
object as to see the whole history of monarchic and Federal Greece from a dis-
torted point of view.

2 Pol. ii. 41.
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the Thunderbolt,! all died, mostly by violence, within three or
four years of cach other. Alexander’s own line had long been
extinet ; his realm was left without an heir; uswrper after
usurper had seized upon the Macedonian throne ; and a scourge
more fearful than even the old Median invasion was bursting
upon Macedonia and Greece alike. The storm of the Gaulish
inroad swept all before it in Macedonia, but the arm of the
Delphian Apollo? checked its progress, like that of the Persians
of old, when it presumed to threaten the most vencrated shrine
of Greece.  The fierce Atolians, turbulent brigands as they too
often showed themselves, stood forth, as before in the Lamian
War, as the truc champions of Hellas. The whole barbaric host
was dcstxoyed or took refuge in Asia, there, strangely enough,
to learn some measure of Girecian civilization, and to be thought
worthy, by strangers at least, of some approximation to the
Grecian name.? After this deluge a new state of things arose.
Its natural developement was, it may be, checked for a while by
the splendid and erratic carecr of the one prince who scemed
to have been preserved from the earlier period. Pyrrhos the
Molossian, after threatening alike Rome and Sparta, died before
Argos by an ignoble death. The removal of the Fpeirot knight-
crrant left the field open for the growth of two opposing powers.
Monarchic Macedonia began again to reconstruct herself, and
again to aspire to dominion, undel the able and ambitious prince
who founded her last dynasty Antigonos Gonatas, son of
Démétrios Poliorkétés, and grandson of Antigonos who fell at
Ipsos, sccured the Macedonian throne. He kept it, with one
short interval, till his death ; he carried out the Macedonian

1 '0 Kepawés, like Hamilear Barcas and Bayezid Yildirim. See Thirlwall,
viii. 45,

? Paus. i. 4. 4; viii. 10. 9 et al.  Cf. Herod. viii. 35 et seqq.

3 Gallogrecia.  Liv. xxxvii. 8, See above, p. 165.

4 On the position of Macedonia in this age see Droysen’s Hellenismus, ii. 553,
Allowance must of course be made for the writer’s ultra-Macedonian bias, just as
for Mr. Grote’s ultra-Atheunian bias. When Droysen however goes on to com-
pare the progress of Macedonia in Greece with the progress of Prussia in Ger-
many, he forgets or despises the difference between small prineipalities and small
republics. A German County or Bishoprick loses nothing, but rather gains, by
being incorporated with a great German Kingdom ; a Gr(,ck city lost everything
by being incorporated with Macedonia. The sympathy which would attend the
King of Italy in any uttempt to recover Rome and Venice—I might add Dalmatia
and the Italian Tyrol—would not extend to an attempt to annex a Swiss Canton,
even of Italian speech, or to an attempt to overthrow the immemorial Jiberties of
San Marino.
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policy during a long reign, and transmitted his crown and his s.c. 278-
Hellenic position to four successors of his house, three of them 239.
the natural heirs of his body. In the meanwhile the scattered Revival
members of the Achaian Confederation began to draw together of the
again, and to form the centre of the revived political life of g:;’;ll‘zn
republican Greece. It is the varying relations between the great s.c. 281.
Greek monarchy and the great Greek Confederation, diversified
by the strange phwnomenon of Altolia, at once a Democratic
Confederation and an aggressive tyranny, and by the brief but
splendid revival of Spartan greatness, which form the staple of
the history of Federal Greece.

The objects of these two rival powers, the Achaian nation Opposite
and the Macedonian house,! were exactly opposite to each other. ;ims of

. . <7 1 . Tacedonia

The aim of the Antigonid Kings was to reduce as large a portion 3,4
of Greece as possible under either their immediate sovereignty Achaia.
or their indirect influence. The aim of the Achaian Fedcration
was to unite the greatest possible number of Greek cities in the
bonds of a free and equal League. In these later Macedonian
Kings, though some of them were far from insignificant men, we
must not look either for the personal greatness or for the politi-
cal position of the old monarchs of the line of Héraklés. Philip Position
and Alexander made it their chief boast to be the chosen leaders of the
of a Greek Confederacy. And, though Athens, Sparta, and ﬁ?ﬁg’md
Thebes were naturally of another mind, there can be no doubt
that many of the smaller cities willingly accepted their su-
premacy.? It is true that neither Philip nor Alexander shrank
from any act of severity which suited their purposes. Philip
destroyed Olynthos ; Alexander destroyed Thebes ; if he expelled s.c. 348.
Tyrants from some cities, he established Tyrants in others. .c. 335.
But during the reigns of the two great Kings there was no Condition
systematic interference with the internal independence of the 32((1};3606
Grecian cities. One or two fortresses only were held by Philip and
Macedonian garrisons. The two great Athenian orators, during Alexander.
Alexander’s lifetime, discussed the whole policy of Athens and
Macedonia in a way which would have been offensive alike to
Kassander the oppressor and to Démétrios the deliverer. The

1 Polybios draws this distinction very forcibly (ii. 37); wepl 8¢ 700 7Gw
"Axav €dvous, kal mepl ThHs Maxedbvwy olklas.

? See the passage from Polybios (xvii. 14) quoted in p. 177. The Megalo-
politan historian, the hereditary friend of Macedonia, of course carries matters

too far, but we are so apt to look at everything with Athenian eyes that it is well
to stop sometimes to consider how things seemed to Greeks of other cities.
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darkest times for Greece began when Alexander was gone. The
unsuccessful, though truly glorious, struggle of the Lamian War
laid Greece far more hopelessly prostrate at the fect of inferior
masters. During the wars of the Successors, Greece became
one of the chief battle-fields of the contending princes. The
various cities were indeed often flattered and cajoled. First
Polysperchon and then Démétrios—Démétrios, it may be, for a
while, in all sincerity—gave himself out as the liberator of
Greece ; but Polysperchon and Démétrios alike liberated cities
only to become masters of them themselves. Generally speak-
ing, each Greek town became a fortress to be struggled for, to
be taken and retaken, by one or other of the sclfish upstarts who
were laying waste Europe and Asia in quarrels purely personal.
At last, as we have just seen, about forty years after the dcath
of Alexander, nearly sixty after Philip’s crowning victory at
Chairdneia, a more settled order hegan to arise out of the chaos.
The field was now cleared for a second struggle between Mace-
donia and Greece, but between Macedonia under a new dynasty
of Kings, and Greece represented by new champions of her
freedom. Macedonia, lately a prize for every soldier of fortune
to struggle for, became, if no longer mistress of Kast and West,
yet at least a powerful Km(rdom under a settled dynasty.
Greece was no longer the battleficld of many contending rivals ;
she had one definite enemy to struggle with in the smgle Kmfr
of Macedonia. The interests of Macedoman princes elsewhue
especially of the Egyptian Ptolemies, were rather linked with
those of Grecian freedom. The Antigonid Kings were rivals
whose power it suited them to depress, while the wise rulers of
Alexandria were far too clear-sighted to attempt the acquisition
of any supremacy in Greece for themselves. The history, then,
of the growth of the Achaian League is the history, not only of
a political struggle between Federalism and Monarchy, but of a
national struggle of Greece against Macedonia. It is a struggle
which at once recalls to mind the most glorious event of our own
day. The Macedonian power in Greece in some respects re-
sembled the Austrian power in Italy;! but, allowing for the
difference of times and manners, it was by far the less hateful
1 No historical parallel is ever completely exact. Macedonia, for our present
purpose, has strong points of analogy to Austria ; I have elsewhere pointed out
resemblances between the position of Macedonia in Greece and that of Naples in

Italy—some even between Macedonia and Piedmont itself. Oxford Essays, 1857,
p. 154
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of the two. The Macedonian in Greece, like the Austrian in Compari-
Italy, held part of the land in direct sovercignty, as an integral son of
. . 1. R g . Macedonia
portion of his kingdom. Amphipolis and the Chalkidian penin- i Greece
sula were irrevocably annexed to the monarchy of Pella, and with
Thessaly, though nominally a distinct state, was held in a con- Austria in
o . .. . - taly.
dition of dependence not casily to be distinguished from sub-
jection.! Besides this extent of continuous territory, man
Y y
strong detached points in various parts of Greece were held by
Macedonian garvisons. In other citics the Macedonian King
ruled indirectly through local Tyrants who held their power
only through Macedonian protection.? Where no opportunity
presented itself for any of these forms of more complete absorp-
tion, it was enough to do all that might be to prevent the
growth of confederations and alliances, and to ensure that those
states which still retained some degree of independence should
at least remain weak and disunited.® This had been of old the
policy of Sparta; it was the policy of all the Macedonian
Kings ; it is equally the policy of tyrants in our own time, when
we sec the despots alike of Paris and Vienna gnashing their
teeth at every accession of strength to the free Italian Kingdom.
The establishment of the Antigonid dynasty seems to have been
accompanied by a special impulse given to the worst of all these
forms of oppression ; Antigonos Gonatas is described as relying
more than any of his predecessors on the indirect way of ruling
through local Tyrants.*
We can well believe that this last condition was far worse
than incorporation with the Macedonian Kingdom, worse even
than the presence of a Macedonian garrison. So in our own
1 See above, p. 119. See Dem. Phil. iii. 42. Cf. Arr. vii. 12. 4. Kparepgd
8¢ . . . ékéhevae ["ANétavdpos] . . . Makedovias Te ral Opgkns xal Oerrakdv
ebnyeloat, kal 7@y ‘EA\jpwr 7is é\evfeplas. Thessaly is here clearly reckoned
as an integral part of Alexander’s dominions, not as part of the Hellenic Con-
federacy of which he was the elective head.
2 Pol. ix. 29. Td ve uipp Kacodvdpy kal Anunrply mempayuéva, odv 8¢
robrows 'Avriybve T Tovarg, Tls otk olde ; . . . Gv ol wév ¢ppovpas elodyovres els
Tas woheis, ol 8¢ Tupdvvous éuuretovres obdeulav wéhw Guoipov émolnoav Tob THs
doulelas dvbuaros. The whole speech of the Atolian Chlaineas, where these
words occur, should be studied as a powerful summing up of the anti-Macedonian
case, .
3 All this will be found drawn out at length by Polybios (ii. 41). The words
of the historian speaking in his own person quite bear out the rhetorical
expressions of the Atolian orator just quoted.
4 Pol. ii. 41. IT\eloTous ydp 8% movdpyxovs olros [’ Avriyovos] éuguredoar dokel

Tols "EN\now. To “plant a Tyrant” (éuguredew rUpavvov) seems to be a sort of
technical term.
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times, the Austrian annexation of Venice, the French occupation
of Rome, have not involved the same permanent horrors as the
local tyrannies of Parma and Naples. But the rule of Mace-
donia, sharp as the scourge doubtless was, was certainly in some
respects less irksome than the rule of Austria. It was not so
completely a rule of strangers. The Macedonian Kings, and
doubtless their subjects too, at least studiously claimed to be
Greeks ; whatever the merits of the claim, it was prominently
put forward on all occasions! If not Greek by blood—and
Philip and Alexander at least were Greek by blood—they were
rapidly becoming Greck in language and intellectual culture.
Doubtless it was a poor substitute for the true independence of
old times for the Greek to be able to say that his master was
half a countryman; but it at least makes a wide difference
between the lot of Greece under the half-Greek Macedonian, and
the lot of Italy under the wholly foreign Austrian.? Greece
indeed soon found that Macedonia was far from being her worst
enemy. During the whole of this period, ever since the Gaulish
invasion, Macedonia at least efficiently discharged the functions
of a bulwark of Grecce against the restless barbarians on her
northern frontier. And the time at last came when the Mace-
donian King was felt to be the champion of Greece in a truer
sense than when Alexander marched forth to avenge Hellenic
wrongs upon the Persian. KEvery patriotic Greek must have
sympathized with the Macedonian nation, if not with its con-

1 Sce above, p. 174.  So Alexander, in his letter to Darius, talks of MakeSoviay
«al Tiw &X\nw ‘EANdda (Arr. ii. 14. 4) and continues éyd 8¢ 74w ‘EXMvwy fryeudw
koracrafels, k.7.\, So the style of the Confederacy of which Alexander was
chief seems to have been 'ANéfavdpos kal of “EN\npes.  Arr. ii. 2. 2, 8 ; i. 16. 7
cf. 6. Isokratés fully recognizes Philip as a Greek (Phil. 10), but a Greek
reigning over foreigners (oUy ouogvhou yévovs. §126)—foreigners, so far un-Greek
as to need kingship (§ 125), but still carefully distinguished from nere barbarians
—@nul yap xpival ae Tods uév"ENNnwas evepyereiv, Makedbvwr 8¢ Baci\etew, Tdv
8¢ BapBdpwy ws wheigTor &pxew, k.. (§178). He was to conquer barbarians
to give them the advantages of a Greek master. Cf. also Isok. Archid, 51.
Arr. i, 7. 4—7.

2 I am of course speaking here solely of the modern sway of the so-called
‘Emperors of Austria,” not of the old Teutonic Ceesars, whose Imperial title and
bearings they venture to assume. Otto, Henry, and the Fredericks were Emperors
of the Romans and Kings of Italy, recognized by all Italians, zealously supported
by many. Frederick the Second, the greatest of them all, was himseif an Ttalian
by birth, language, and temperament ; his Italian home was ever the dwelling-place
of his choice. The Imperial claims doubtless gradually dried up into a mere
legal fiction, but even a legal fiction is something different from the high-handed
usurpation of modern Austria,
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temptible King, in the final struggle between Perseus and
Rome. Through the whole history our feelings lie, naturally
and rightly, against Macedonia and for republican Greece. But
there is no reason for looking upon Macedonia with any special
abhorrence, or for representing her Kings as perfect monsters,
or even as barbarian invaders. The Great Alexander, with all
his faults, still stands forth, alongside of the Great Charles,
among the heroes of whom human nature is proud. And, taking
the common standard of royal virtue,' the merits of Antigonos
Gonatas and Antigonos Ddsén will assuredly not fall below
the average. In cextending their dominions and their influence
they did but follow the natural instincts of their class, and
Antigonos Doson at least sinned far less deeply in accepting
Akrokorinthos than Aratos, and the Achaian Congress sinned
in offering it.

The object of the Achaian League, on the other hand, was Generous
the union of all Peloponnésos, or, it may be, of all Greece, into aims of the
a free and equal Democratic Confederation. Such at least was ‘é:;?;zn
the wide scope which it assumed in the days of its fullest
developement, under Aratos, Philopoimén, and Lykortas. And
surely no nobler vision ever presented itself to a Hellenic states-
man. We shall soon see but too clearly the defects in the
general constitution of the League, and the still greater defects
in the personal character of its great leader. But the general
objects of both were as wise, generous, and patriotic as any state
or any man ever laboured to effect. Other Greek statesmen had
worked mainly for the mere aggrandizement of their own cities ;
Periklés lived for Athens, Agésilaos for Sparta, Epameinéndas
for Thebes ; but the worthies of Sikyon and Megalopolis spent
and were spent in the still nobler cause of Hellas. And they
came at the right time. From one point of view we may be An earlier
tempted to regret that their lot had not been cast in an earlier ;‘j:‘;lt’l:ffl"
day, and that an effective Federal System had not been long peeralism
before established in Greece. The establishment of such a system in Greece
might indeed have saved Greece from many evils ; but it was at ngimbl .
once utterly impossible and, in the general interests of the world,
utterly undesirable. How impossible it was we see by the whole

1 “The station of kings is, in a moral sense, so unfavourable, that those who
are least prone to servile admiration should be on their guard against the opposite
error of an uncandid severity.” Hallam’s Constitutional History, ch. x. vol. i.
p. 647, ed. 1846.
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tenor of Grecian history, by the nullity of the Amphiktyonic
Council, by the failure of attempts, like that of Lykomédés, to
establish even partial Federal Unions, by the little which, after
all, Aratos and his successors were able actually to effect. And,
if it had been possible, it was no less clearly undesirable. A
Federal system in the days of Athenian and Spartan greatness
might have spared Greece the miseries of Athenian and Spartan
warfare ; it might have saved her from Macedonian conquest ;*
it might even have warded off, or at least delayed, her ultimate
subjection to Rome. But Greece united in a Federal bond could
never have become the Greece which has challenged the love and
admiration of all succeeding ages. The brilliant developement of
Hellenic greatness, alike in war, in politics, in art, in eloquence,
and in poetry, was inseparably linked to the system of inde-
pendent city-commonwealths. The dissensions and the wars of
Greece are the price which she paid for becoming the world’s
teacher for all time. Again, had Greece never sunk beneath the
armed force of Macedonia and Rome, she would never have won
the Macedonian and the Roman as the permanent apostles of her
civilization and intellectual life. It was well that Grecce was
disunited ; it was well that Greece was conquered ; but it was
well also that she should revive, if only for a moment, to give
the world the first great example of a political teaching of yet
another kind. Greece had already done her work as the land of
autonomous cities ; she was now to give mankind a less brilliant,
but more practical, lesson in the way of free government on a
more extended scale. Positively indeed but little was done ; all
Greece was never united even in a nominal bond; even all
Peloponnésos was at best only nominally united after the true
glory of the League had passed away. Yet it was something,
even in its own day, to restore freedom to a considerable portion
of Greece, to give the liberated cities some generations of free
and orderly government, to render the inecvitable fall of Greece
at once more gradual and less disgraceful ; and it was yet more,
in the history of the world, to give to the political thinkers of
after times one of the most valuable subjects for reflection which
all ancient history affords.

1 Droysen, Hellenismus, ii. 503. Hatte sich die delphische Amphiktyonie
zu einer nationalen Verfassung auszubilden vermocht, so wiirde Philipp nicht bei
Chaironeia gekdmpft haben.
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§ 2. Origin and Early Growth of the League

In the last chapter we have seen the growth of Federal Growth of
ideas in many parts of Greece during the fourth century before Federal
Christ. The evils caused by the disunion of the great cities gronce in
made the smaller ones at last understand the need of a closer the fourth
union among themselves. We have therefore seen several ce“t‘“y'
attempts, unsuccessful indeed, but still marking the direction in ™°
which men’s thoughts were tcndmg, at establishing Federations
in several parts of Girecce. Then came the days of Macedonian
conquest and Macedonian influence. The policy of the Mace-
donian Kings set itself against all Federations, against all unions
of any kind. Even Philip and Alexander, chosen Captains of all
Grecece as they boasted of being, would have hindered any union
among Grecian states which could in the slightest degree have
interfered with their supremacy. Their Successors, the usurpers
who rose and fell, even the more lasting and high-minded dynasty
of the Antigonids, could afford still less consideration for Grecian
freedom. They never ventured to put themselves forth as the
chosen leaders of Greece, called to that rank by something which
at least pretended to the character of a national vote. How
they maintained their influence we have already seen, by foster-
ing local divisions and by supporting local tyrannies. But this
state of things naturally gave the Federal principle an influence Further
which it had never before possessed.  Modern Europeans, fe i‘i‘if;‘}l
accustomed to the compact monarchies of modern Europe, are aéamst
apt to look on the Federal system as a system of weakness and Macedo-
disunion ; to a Greek of the third century before Christ, accus- :‘I:;’l‘w“ce
tomed only to a choice between town-autonomy, local tyranny, ’
and foreign bondage, it presented itself as a happy combination,
by which freedom could be made to coexist with union, and
therefore with strength. The Federal form of government
henceforth became predominant, and at last almost universal, in
the independent portion of Greece. Every city which achieved
its own independence sought, by a natwral instinct, to maintain
that independence by an union with other cities. ~And that
union was now freely made upon terms from which, a century
before, nearly every Greek commonwealth would have shrunk as
an unworthy surrender of its separate dignity and separate
freedom.
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Among the cities which had thus become disunited through
Macedonian influence were the cities of the Peloponnesian Achaia.
If e may trust the half mythical history of the Dorian migra-
tion, the Achaians of Peloponnésos were the only independent
remnant of that mighty race which, under the Pelopid Kings of
Mykéné, had ruled over many islands and all Argos! The
Achaians fill the most prominent place in the Greece of Homer
and in the Greece of Polybios, but in the Greece of Thucydidés
they are utterly insignificant. Polybios, with a commendable
national pride, collects several instances? to show that, if they
were insignificant in power, they were at least highly respected
for upright and honourable dealing. No people in Greece bore
a higher character either for discretion or for good faith, and
they were more than once called upon to act as mediators in the
dissensions of more powerful states. We are, however, more
concerned with the degree of union which may have existed
among their several cities in times before the growth of the
Macedonian power. That Achaia then contained twelve cities,
democratically governed,® and united by some sort of Federal tie,
admits of no doubt. But, as in the case of most of these early
Greek Federations, we have no details of the old Achaian con-
stitution. There is however no reason for the supposition that
it was a religious rather than a political union, a mere Amphi-
ktyony to the temple of Poseidon at Heliké.* The whole history
shows that a real Federal union existed among them, and that,
even then, the League sometimes extended itself to take in cities
beyond the strict limits of Achaia. Early in the fourth century
before Christ we find the Aitolian town of Kalydon not only an
Achaian possession, but admitted to the rights of Achaian citizen-
ship.® Naupaktos also appears as held by the Achaians, but on
what terms is not so clear.® In every account of these transac-

1 Tliad, B. 108. IIoA\jjot vioowge kai”Apyel wdyvTe dvdooew.

2 Pol. ii. 89, [Cf. Strabo viii, 7. 1.]

3 Pol. ii. 41. Meréornoar els dnumokpariar Tiw mwokirelav. Nouwdv #0n Tods éEfjs
xpbrous uéxpt Tis ANefdrdpov kal P\lrmov duvasTelas EANore uév ENAws éxwpet
T4 wpdypar' adrols kard T4s mwepoTdoes, T6 ye wip kowdv wolitevma kaddwep
elpfixapev, év Snuokparie cuvéxew érepdvro. TobTo & Ty éx Swdexa moheww.

4 Dict. Antiq. art. Achaicum Feedus,

5 Xen, Hell. iv. 6. 1. Merd 8¢ roiTo ol 'Axawol &xovres Kakvdova, # 73
walawr Alrwhas fv, kal woNiras wemwoumuévor Tovs Kadvdwrvlovs, ¢ppovpety fray-
kd{ovro év adry. [So in Roman times a harbour in the region of Kalydon belonged
to Patrai ; Strabo, x. 2. 21. “Eori 8¢ 7is kal mpds 75 KaAvdGve Nuvn ueydAy kal
eoyos, fw Exovow ol év lldTpats ‘Pwualor. ]

6 Démosthends says (Phil. iii. 44) that Philip promised to take Naupaktos
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tions we find the Achaian people spoken of as one whole, acting

with one will both in diplomatic and military affairs. They

placed Federal garrisons in cities endangered by the enemy,!.and
commissioned Federal ambassadors to foreign powers.? At the

same time it is casy to believe that the Federal tie may have

been much less closely drawn than it was in the revived Con- Probable
federation of after-times. Still that Confederation, as we shall ig;;?tterof
presently see, was looked on as a mere revival of a past state of i, g:md
things interrupted for a while by foreign interference. We are during the
hardly entitled to judge whether it was from any laxity in the gld
formal constitution, or only from the fluctuations of parties so cagte.
common in all Greek states, that the Achaian League did not, Achaia
any more than that of Akarnania, invariably act as an united %‘;{:;%,ﬂ’e
body throughout the Peloponnésian War.  When that war broke nasian
out, all the Achaian cities remained neutral, except Pelléné, War,
which took the side of Sparta ;3 but at a later stage all twelve > 431
were enrolled as members of the Lacedeemonian alliance.* Yet, B c. 413.
in an intermediate stage, we find Patrai at least on the side of s.c. 419.
Athens, and, under Athenian influence, extending herself by Long

Walls to the sea.® During the wars of Epameinondas, Pelléné History of
adhered firmly to her Spartan policy, at a time when the other Pellént,
cities were, to say the least, less strenuous in the Spartan cause.® > 368.
At the same time we also get some glimpses of the internal state

of the several citics. We read of local oligarchies,” which
Epameiniondas found and left in possession, but which the home

from the Achaians and to give it to the Atolians; odx ’Axaidv Navwrakror
Sduwpoxer Alrwhols mapaddoew ; Naupaktos, therefore, in B.c. 341, was an
Achaian possession. But we read in Dioddros (xv. 75) that Epameindndas, in
B.c. 367, Abuny kal Navmaxtor kal Kavddva ¢ppovpovuévny U’ 'Axadv
nevbépwaev. If then we trust Diodoros, as Mr. Grote (x. 366) seems to do,
we must suppose that the Achaians recovered Naupaktos between B.c. 367 and
B.C. 341. But can we trust a writer who seems to think that Dymé needed
deliverance from Achaian oppression ¢

1 Xen, Hell. iv. 6. 1. Ppovpeiv frayrdfovro.

2 Ih.  Ol’Axacol wpeofBets méumovaww els Ty Aakedaluova.

3 Thue. ii. 9, cf. v. 58, where we find Pelléné supporting Sparta against Argos
after the Peace of Nikias,

* Thue, ii. 9. Cf. Arnold’s note, and vii. 34, where the Achaians are in-
cidentally mentioned as Lacedxmonian allies.

5 Thue, v. 52.

¢ Xen. Hell, vii. 1. 15, 18. Afterwards Pelléné is found on the Theban
side. 2. 11.

7 Th. vii. 1.42. Zrparedovat wdyres ol siuuaxoién’’ Axatav, fryovuévov’ Erauew-
dvdov. wpooweorbvTwy & abry TAY BehtioTwy €k ThHs 'Axalas, évduvacTeler 6
'Erapewdvdas, bore uh puyadedoar Tods kpariaTovs, phre mohirelay perasTioar, ete.
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Government of Thebes thought good to expel, and to substitute
democracies under the protection of Theban harmosts. This
policy did not answer, as the large bodies of exiles thus formed
contrived to recover the cities, and to bring them to a far more
decided Spartan partisanship than before.! But these oligarchies,
probably introduced by Spartan influence, seem to have formed
a mere temporary interruption to that general democratic
character of the Achaian polity to which Polybios bears witness.
Certain it is that Achaia was democratic at the accession of

Tyranny of Alexander. He established as Tyrant in Pelléné one of her own
Chairdn at ¢itizens named Chairén.2 This Chairén was famous as a wrestler;

Pelléné,
before’
B.C. 335,

B.c. 330.

he was also a Platonic philosopher, which leads Athénaios
sarcastically to say that, in some of the worst features of his
tyranny, he did but carry out his master’s doctrines as to the
community of goods and women.> How Pelléné had offended
the Macedonian King we know not, but it appcars that the
establishment of the tyranny was accompanied by the expulsion
of a large proportion of the citizens.* This secms to mark some
special ground of quarrel with the particular city of Pelléné; for
Alexander would hardly have thus punished a single town for
the share which all Achaia had taken in the resistance to his
father at Chaironeia.” The prescnce of this domestic Tyrant
prevented Pelléné from joining with the other Achaian cities in
the movement against the Macedonian dominion set on foot by
Agis, King of Sparta.® After the disastrous battle in which

1 Xen. Hell, vii. 1. 41—3. Grote, x. 365. Helwing, Geschichte des Ach.
Bundes, p. 225,

? Pseudo-Dém. m.7.ar. "AXeé. 12, 'Axacol uév ol év llehomovvihow €édnuokpa-
TobvTo, ToUTwy & év IleNNijwy viv karahéAuke Tov Gfjuoy 6 Makedaw éxBalaw Tdv
woMTEY TOUs wheloTous, T4 & éxelvwy Tols olkérars 8édwke, Xalpwva 8¢ Tdv
walawoTip Thpavvoy éykarésrnoer.  Paus. vil. 27. 7.  Karéhvoe [Xalpwr]
wolirelay, éuol Sokelv, Tw év 1leANdjry, 8&pov 70 émpBovwraroy mwapd *ANeEdvdpov
7ol PNrmov NaBav, Tipavvos marpldos hs alroi karasrirar. This Chairdn
could not therefore be, as Dr. Elder (Dict. Biog. art. Cheeron) thinks, the same
ag the Chairbn who is mentioned by Plutarch (Alex. 3), for the latter was a
citizen of Megalopolis, while both Pausanias and Athénaios distinctly mark Chairdn
the Tyrant as a citizen of Pellénd,

3 Athtn. xi. 119. [5090.] Xalpwy 6 TTeN\yreds, 8s ob ubvy IINdrwye éoyxé-
Aakev, dA\& kal Eevokpdrer® kal ofros olv THs mwatpldos mikpds Tupavvioas ol
wbvov Tobs dploTovs TGV woNTdv éEfNacev, AANG kal Tols ToUTwy Sovhois T4
xphpata TOv decmordv xapioduevos, kal Tas ékelvwy yuvaikas guvgkigey mpds
ydpov kowwvlav, Talr’ dpeNnbels éx Tis kalfs Ilohirelas kal 7&v mwapavduwy
Népwr. 4 Pseudo-Dém, u.s.

5 Paus. vii. 6. 5. To0 puév év Xarpwrelg PNlmmrov 7 évdvria kal Makedbvwr
[roréuou] ol *Axacol uéreayov.

8 Asch, Ktés. 165. 'HNelow &' avrols [Aakedaiuoviors] cuuuereBdiovro xal
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Agis fell, the Achaians and Eleians are said to have been con-
demned, by the anomalous body which then issued decrees in the
name of Greece, to pay a hundred talents as indemnity to
Megalopolis, which had embraced the Macedonian cause and had
stood a siege at the hands of the allies? The establishment of
Chairén by Alexander was the beginning of the system which
was more fully carried out by the succeeding Macedonian Kings.
Kassander held several of the cities with his garrisons, which
were driven out by Aristodémos the general of Antigonos from
Patrai, Aigion, and Dymé&.2 In the case of Patrai and Aigion, B.c. 314,

this expulsion is spoken of by our informant as a liberation,® but 31;:3;:;atlle
the Dymaians resisted the liberators in the cause of what the gyccessors;

same historian calls their independence.* Whatever we make
of this language, it at least points to a difference of political
feeling in the difterent cities. Démétrios also, in the days when
the son of the King of Asia gave himself out as the champion of

Grecian freedom, expelled Kassander’s garrison from Boura, and s.c. 303.

gave to that city also something which is spoken of as inde-
pendence.’  But whein Démétrios became King of Macedonia, B.c. 294.
he seems to have walked in the way of his predecessors, and

both he and his son Antigonos are mentioned among the princes

under whom some of the cities were occupied by Macedonian
garrisons and others by local Tyrants.® At what moment the under

League definitely fell asunder it is hard to say: the process, égiﬁ‘:;“
doubtless, was gradual ; but as Antigonos Gonatas 7 is mentioned circa

B.C. 288.

'Axatol wdvTes mAw HeN\ypvalwy kal *Apkadla wdoa w\ip MeydAys wé\ews, airy
0¢ émoNtopkelTo, K. T\

Q. Curt. vi. 1. 19, 20. They were condemned by the *Concilium
3riccorum.”  So Dioddros (xvil. 783) speaks of 70 kowdv 7év ‘EXNfvwv guvédpiov.
That is to say, Alexander’s synod at Corinth., See above, p. 100, Yet it is
possible that Dioddros may here too have been dreaming of the Amphiktyons.

2 Diod. xix. 66.

3 Ib. Ildrpas uév DMevfépwae . . . . Tols Alytelow kard Soyua Tiw ékevfeplay
Bovduevos dmokaracTijoat.

4 1h. IlapakaNéoavres dANNous drréxeabar Tis avTovoulas.

5 1b, xx. 103. Anuiprpios . . . . Bolpav uév xard kpdros el\e, kai Tols
woXrats drédwre Thy adrovoulav.

6 Pol. ii, 41. Pausanias (vii. 7. 1) strangely says that no Achaian city but
Pellént was ever under a Tyrant, seemingly confounding the time of Alexander
with that of the Antigonids; Tupdvvwy Te yap whiw IleXNdunys al &NAac wbhes
Tv xpbvov dravra dmelpws éoxrKeaar.

7" Antigonos Gonatas first began to play a prominent part during his father’s
lifetime, about B.c. 288, when he was left in command of Démdétrios’ garrisons in
Greece, This was probably the time when Antigonos completed the dissolution
of the Teague. Ity complete dissolution is expressed by Polybios (ii. 40, cf. 41)
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among the Kings who had a hand in the evil work ; and, as it
was at no very advanced stage of his reign that the cities began
again to draw together, it would seem that the period of complete
isolation cannot have been very long, and that the work of
reunion must have been found proportionably easy.

The twelve cities of the original League, as enumerated by
Polybios,! were Heliké, Olenos, Patrai, Dymd, Pharai, Tritaia,
Leontion, Aigeira, Pelléné, Aigion, Boura, and Keryneia. Of these
Heliké scems to have been originally the chief ; its great temple
of Poseidon? was the seat of the religious meetings of the
Achaian people, and the city was probably also the seat of the
Federal Government.® But Heliké was swallowed up by an
carthquake, and its site covered by the sea, long before the
dissolution of the old League.* Olenos also was deserted by
its inhabitants ® at some time before the revival of the League,
so that ten cities only were left. Of these, since the loss of
Heliké, Aigion was the greatest.® It was the seat of the
Federal Government under the revived League in the
very latest times,” as it most probably had been during the
later days of the earlier one. Of the exact nature of the
Federal union under the old system, of the titles and duties of

in the words xara méAw SialvBévTos 7ol TOV *Axaidv éGvovs Umd Tdv ék Makedovias
Bachéwv., The formula ék Makedovias may well express Démdétrios and Antigonos
when they were not in actual possession of the Macedonian throne.  Cf, Niebuhr,
Lect. on Ane. Hist, iii. 259, Eng. Tr. Strabo, viii. 7. 1.

1 Pol. ii. 41.

2 See Strabo, viii. 7. 2. Paus. vii. 24. 5.

3 Not necessarily, for Kordneia was the religious centre of Baeotia, while Thebes
was the political head.

4 Paus. vil. 24. 6, et seqq. Strabo, u.s. Pol. ii. 41. This destruction is by
Pausanias ascribed to the wrath of Poseiddn at some suppliants being dragged
away from his altar. In this, as Bishop Thirlwall (viii. 88) says, ‘‘ we perceive
a symptom of some violent political agitation,”

5 See Leake, Morea, ii. 157. Thirlwall, viii. 90. The expression of Strabo
(viii. 7. 1), o0 guveNfovays, might, Dy itself, have inclined one to Colonel Leake’s
view that Olenos survived till the Roman times, and refused to join the revived
Achaian League. But there can be no doubt that Bishop Thirlwall is, as usual,
right. Had Olenos remained as a considerable city during the time of the
second League, we could hardly fail to have come across some mention of it in
the history of Polybios. And Polybios himself distinctly implies that Olenos
had perished before his day. ii. 41. Tolro & v éx dwdexa mohewr, ds ére kal viv
ouuBalvet Suapévew, Ay 'Qhévov kal ‘ENikns This mpd 7@y Aevrpedy Ywd fakdoons
xaramrofelons. It is an important point in the Federal history that the revived
Leagne was joined by all the Achaian cities which still existed.

6 Paus, vii. 7. 2. 7 Ib. vii. 24. 4.
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the Federal magistrates, we know absolutely nothing. In a
curious story told by Strabo when recording the destruction of Traces of
Heliké, we find a distinct mention of the Federal Assembly as Federal
. . action

something appealed to and passing a vote ; but we also find the 3¢,
vote as distinctly disobeyed by the contumacious canton of the 0ld
Helike.! League.

Thus, at the time of the Gaulish invasion, ten Achaian cities
existed, but there was no Achaian League. The ten cities were
ten distinet political units; some of them too were held by
Macedonian garrisons, others by local Tyrants. It was the
interest of every Macedonian prince to prolong this state of
things ; it was the interest of every Achaian, and indeed of
every Greek, to put the speediest possible end to it. At last
the favourable moment came. Several of the Kings were fﬁ?:"f
dead ; Pyrrhos was absent in [taly ; Macedonia was in utter theé’;e(:'ived
confusion. The cities of Patrai and Dymé, which, since League.
the desertion of Olenos, were the two most western cities Union of
of the Achaian shore, took the first steps towards the revival %f;tlfl:’ and
of the old confederacy.? The inland cities of Tritaia and [s.c. 280],
Pharai soon joined them, 'and these four became the nucleus of Tritaia
of the great Federal republic of Peloponnésos. Their union was i,'l’m ai.
looked on so completely as a mere revival of a past lawful state
of things that its terms were not publicly recorded on a pillar, as
was usually done with treaties between separate Grecian states,
and as was done in after-times on the accession of fresh cities to
the League.? Of the circumstances of their union we know
nothing ; Polybios does not mention the presence either of
garrisons or of Tyrants in these particular cities; his words
might seem rather to imply that they were free from either
scourge, but only that the circumstances of the time had led to
an opposition of feelings and interests among them.* As to the

1 The ‘“Ionians expelled from Heliké ;” that is, probably their descendants
in Asia, ask either for the actnal image of Poseiddn, or at least for leave to make
amod 1 of it. The people of Heliké refuse, the Ionians appeal to the Federal
body (Strabo, viii. 7. 2), o0 dbrrwy 8¢, méuyar wpds TO Kowdy TEY "Axadv' TGV
8¢ Ynproauévwr, ovd’ &s Vmrakoloar. If one can trust the details of such a story,
the word méuyatr might imply that the Federal Assembly was in session, and not
at Heliké. 2 Pol. ii. 41, See Clinton, Fast. Hell. ii. 204.

3 Pol. il. 41. Q08¢ oridp Vwapxew ovuBalver TOv woewv TolTwy mepl THs
ouuroherelas, Cf. xxv. 1; xxvi. 1. Tols 8pxovs, Tol's vbuovs, T4s oThAas, &
auvéxel T Kowiy guumoNiTelay AUy,

4 Pol. ii. 41, Tlarpels #ptavro ovuppovelv kal Avualor . . . Hpkavro weravor-
cavres ovuppovelv. His general description does not imply that every city had
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next stages of the process the historian is more explicit. Aigion
had a garrison, Boura and Keryneia were ruled by Tyrants.
Five years after the union of Patrai and Dymé, the people of
Aigion themselves expelled their garrison and joined the Union.
Boura was freed, and its Tyrant slain, by the people of the city,
aided by their already liberated brethren.! Iseas, the Tyrant of
Kerynecia, watching the course of events and seeing that he would
probably be the next attacked, voluntarily surrendered his power,
and, having obtained security for his own safety, he annexed his
city to what Polybios, now for the first time, calls by the proud
title of the Achaian League.?

Seven cities were now in strict union; we know not the steps
by which the two eastern towns of Aigeira and Pelléné were re-
covered, but their annexation could not have been long delayed ;
and the inland city of Leontion, alrcady hemmed in by the terri-
tory of the liberated towns, must have been recovered even
sooner. The ten cities of Achaia Proper thus formed the revived
League in its first estate, and for about thirty years they grew
up in peace and obscurity. Their very insignificance was 1o
doubt among their advantages, as sheltering them from the
notice of enemies. A germ of freedom was thus allowed to
grow steadily up in a corner of Greece, which, if it had
appeared at Athens or Corinth, would have been at once crushed
in the bud. One city indeed, immediately after the reconstruc-
tion of the League, suffered a blow which forms almost the whole
of the external history of Achaia during this period. The people
of Patrai crossed over to help the Aitolians, with whom they
were then on friendly terms, in their struggle with the Gaulish
invaders. The Patrian contingent suffered so severely that this
loss, combined with the general poverty of the time, led most of
the inhabitants to leave the city of Patrai, and to found smaller
towns in the adjoining territory.® It does not however appear

cither a garrison or a Tyrant. Zwéfn mdoas Tas wohets xwpiobelaas dgp’ alrdv
évavriws 70 ovugépor dyew dNNPNaus® €€ oD ouvémeoe Tas uév éuppolpovs adTy
yevéoOar . . . Tas 8¢ kal Tupavvelafar.

1 The words é&fis 8¢ TovTois Bovpiow Tov Tipavvov dmokrelvavres (Pol. ii. 41)
followed preseutly by drohwAéra 8¢ 7ov év T Bolpg répavvor did Mdprov kal T&v
’Axat@v show the combined action of the Bourians themselves and of the con-
federate cities.

2 Ib. Ipocéfnke Tiw wéhw wpds 70 TGV *Axaidv olornua.

3 Paus. vii. 18. 6. Kard xwpav vmd ¢ihepylas éoxeddobnoav. He goes on to
say that these small townships were all reunited to Patrai by Augustus Cesar,
and the restored city raised to the rank of a Roman colony. These townships
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that this process at all affected the political position of Patrai as

an Achaian city; the inhabitants of Argyra, Bolimé, and the

other country towns, doubtless retained their Patrian franchise,

just like Athenian citizens living in an Attic Démos. And
indeed the Gaulish invasion itself, by its temporary overthrow

of the Macedonian power, must have conferred indirect benefits

on the League in general which far more than counterbalanced

any losses sustained by the single city of Patrai. Unobserved,
apparently, and uncared for, the ten Achaian cities had time to
strengthen their habits of frecdom and good government, to Quiet and
develope their political constitution, and gradually to prepare pfg‘;etf;“l
themselves for the day when their League was to step forward of the
as the general champion of Grecian freedom and as one of the League,

great political lights of Greece and the world. 12’5C1 280-

During this time there are only two names of individuals Names of
which we can connect with the course of our history ; these are i“dil"i‘
two citizens of the small town of Keryneia, Iseas and Markos. “"**
Of neither of them is much recorded, but quite enough to make
us wish that we knew more. Of Markos we shall hear again, Markos of
and always honourably ; Polybios gives his whole career the Keryneia.
highest praise ;! twenty years after his first appearance he was
chosen the first sole General of the League ;? twenty-six years B.c. 255.
later still, the noble old man, still in the active service of his
country, perished in a sca-fight against the pirates of Illyria.3 ».c. 229.
But it is the earlier exploits of Markos which we desire to know
more in detail. ~He would almost appear to have been the Markos
Washington of the original League, though his fame has been flml;ably
obscured by the later and more brilliant services of Aratos. A day pourder
came when the deliverance of Boura seemed a small matter com- of the
pared to the deliverance of Sikyon and Akrokorinthos; but, in League.
the day of the deliverance of Boura, that small success was of
greater moment than the greatest successes of later and more
prosperous times. The very name of the hero, Italian rather

must be the Ilarpeis kal 70 perd TolTo ovvrehikdy in Pol. x1. 8. Cf. v. 94, for a
similar phrase about another town. Strabo (viii. 7. 5.) says that each of the
original twelve cities consisted of seven or eight d7uor [éx Ojuwy cuveloTihker
érrd kal ékra)].

1 Pol. ii. 10. Mdpros 6 Kepuveds, dvip mdvra 76 dlkaia 7@ ko 76y *Axady
wohireluart memwoinkws uéxpt THs KaracTpopis.

2 Ib, 43. 3 Ib. 10,
)
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than Greek,! raises curiosity as to his origin and history. He
was a citizen of Keryneia, but we find him acting in the interests
of the League, and apparently as the leader of its councils, at a
time when Keryneia itself was still under the sway of its Tyrant.
Markos was the chief leader? in the movement, of whatever
nature it was, by which the liberated cities were able to extend
their help to the patriots of Boura. It is impossible to believe
that Markos can have been at this time an inhabitant of his
native town ; it can hardly be doubted that he was an exile in
the cause of freedom, who offered his services to the infant
League, and was most likely admitted to the citizenship of onc
of its members.  Tseas again, the Tyrant of Markos’ own city, is
a man of whom we should gladly kuow more. He was the first
of several Tyrants who had the wisdom and magnanimity to give
up their ill-gotten and dangerous power, and to confine their
ambition within the bounds of such honours as a free state
can confer upon its citizens. If Markos was the precursor, in
some respects the nobler precursor, of Aratos, Iseas may well
have been the worthy precursor of Lydiadas. We must always
remember what a Greck Tyranny was. It was royal, or more
than royal, power possessed by one man in a state where
monarchy was not the lawful constitution. It therefore neces-
sarily implied the internal political bondage of the city. At this
period of Grecian history a Tyranny also commonly implied,
what in earlier times it did not, a state of external dependence
on a foreign power. The Tyrant ruled under Macedonian pro-
tection, often by the help of Macedonian troops. The Tyrannies
of this age were therefore, for the most part, something far worse
thanthe earlier Tyrannics of Peisistratos or even of Periander.
Two widely different periods, in both of which Tyrannies were
common, are divided by a long interval. During the fifth
century before Christ and the greater part of the fourth,
Tyranny was rare in Greece proper, and almost unknown in
the chief cities.®> The Tyrant of the old times, Peisistratos of

! Brandstiiter (Geschichte Atoliens, 202) makes the true form Mdpyos and
not Mdpkos. But would not Mdpyos be a name quite as strange on other grounds?
I follow Thirlwall and Bekker’s Polybios.

2 Pol. ii. 41.  Awx Mdprov xal @y 'Axadv.

3 Tyrants were common enough at this time in Sicily and elsewhere among the
colonial Greeks, but there were very few in Old Greece between the fall of the
Peisistratids and the age of the Successors. Euphron at Sikyon and Timophanés
at Corinth are the most famous exceptions. The Thessalian Tyrants have per-
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Athens or Kleisthends of Sikydn, was a party leader, who
commonly reigned with the good will of at least a part of the
citizens ; at all events nothing hindered him from seeking either
the external greatness or the internal splendour of his city.
Corinth was never so great as under Periander, or Samos so
great as under Polykratés. But the Tyrant of the Macedonian
age commonly obtained his power by sheer violence, and ruled
simply by the spears of foreign mercenaries. Still it must be
remembered that the mcre word Tyrant, in its Greek use,!
expresses only the illegal nature of the Tyrant’s power, and
does not necessarily imply any oppressive exercise of it. The
Tyrant’s position indeed offered every opportunity of oppres-
sion and every temptation to oppress, but the position itself does
not necessarily convict a man of cruelty or rapacity. When the
Tyrant came to his power by hereditary succession, the son
would often be, like the younger Dionysios, if weaker, at all
events less oppressive than his father. 1In the later period
Tyrannies were less commonly transmitted from father to the son
than in the earlier, but on the other hand it is easy to under-
stand that absolute power may now, from another set of causes,
have sometimes fallen into better hands, and have been employed
for better purposes. Tyranny was now quite common and
familiar ; though hereditary dynasties were seldom founded, yet
many cities were under the government of several Tyrants in
uninterrupted succession; republican government may often
have been unknown to two or three generations of citizens.> In
such an age, a man ambitious of power, and to whom no nobler
way of obtaining it presented itself, may have grasped at the
Tyranny as his only path to greatness, without the least inten-
tion of inflicting any wanton oppression upon his countrymen.
It is clear that there were the same sort of differences among

haps more in common with the Tyrannies of the later period, of which they may
be looked upon as the beginning. )

1 See above, p. 17. I do not see the gain of substituting, with Mr. Grote,
the word * Despot” for “Tyrant” as the translation of the Greek rvpavvos.
Whichever we use must be used in a fixed technical sense, differing somewhat
from its usual modern meaning. Europe now contains several Despots, but only
one Tiparvos.

2 When Aratos delivered Corinth in B.c. 243, the Corinthians had not had
the keys of their own city since the time of Philip—ninety-five years, Plut.
Arat. 23,

3 “The Tyrants consisting of his [Antigonos Gonatas’] partisans were men of
very different characters : some were moderate and bearable persons, while others
were extremely cruel,” Niebuhr, Lect. on Anc. Hist. iii. 259.

B.C. 625~
585.
B.C. 530~
522,
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the Greek instruments of Macedonia as we have scen in our own
times among the Italian instruments of Austria.! No fair person
would confound the government of the deposed ruler of Tuscany
with the government of the deposed ruler of Naples. But Greece
saw, what Italy has not seen, Tyrants prudent and noble-minded
enough to lay down the Tyranny of their own will, and honestly
to adapt themselves to a change which they could not, and may
not have wished to, avert. Such was the noble Lydiadas of
Megalopolis, whom we shall soon meet with as one of the
brightest glories of the League. Such may well have been
Iseas of Keryneia in its earlier days. And it must have re-
quired yet greater vigour in Iseas to set such an example ? than
it required in Lydiadas, a generation later, to follow it. For
Iseas, when alarmed for the security of his power, did not fly, as
many a meaner tyrant has done, and leave his city to its fate;
he did not ask his royal patron for support against the encroach-
ing spirit of freedom ; he laid down his power, and, trusting to
the faith of the Confederate cities, he himself annexed Keryneia
to the League.® Of his subsequent career we know nothing ;
Polybios does not tell us whether Iseas, like Lydiadas and Aris-
tomachos, lived to know how much really greater is the position

1 An objection may he brought against a parallel between the Greek Tyrants
and “legitimate”’ rulers like the deposed Italian Princes. But all the dynasties
lately reigning in Italy reigned only by virtue of treatics contracted by foreign
powers, to which those who alone were concerned were no parties. The Princes
of Lorraine, though one of them was probably the best despot that ever reigned
in Europe, had really less right in Tuscany than the old Visconti had in Milan,
This sort of legitimacy was something quite unknown in old Greece, and I cannot
help thinking that if a specimen had appeared, whether in the form of an indi-
vidual ruler or a whole dynasty, Greek political thinkers would have set it down
as a case of Tupavwis rather than of lawful Bacilela.

2 I know of only one clear example of a Greek Tyrant in the earlier period
willingly surrendering his power. This is Kadmos, Tyrant of K0s, contemporary
with the Persian War, who gave up his Tyranny—éxdv 7e elvar kal dewod émibyros
o0devds, dANG dmd Sikaroglvys és péoov Koot katalbels mhy dpxv (Herod. vii.
164). He did not however, like Lydiadas, remain as a private citizen in the city
where he had ruled.

There is also the story of the contemplated abdication of Maiandrios of Samos.
Herod, iii. 142.

3 The article Iseas in the Dictionary of Biography hardly does justice to our
Keryneian Tyrant. Mr. Bunbury says that Iseas ““judged it prudent to provid
for his personal safety by voluntarily abdicating the sovereign power, whereupon
Ceryneia immediately joined the Achaians,” as if Iseas had no hand in uniting
Keryneia with the League. Now the words of Polybios (ii. 41) are dmwoféuevos
v doxiw kal NaBav T4 moTd waps 7OV 'Axaidv dmép 1hs dopalelas wpoébnke
T woAw wpds T8 Tév *Axady gbormua. This surely implies that Iseas, just
like Lydiadas, was himself the chief promoter of the union.
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of the republican magistrate than that of the despotic prince.
But the conduct of Iseas shows a prudence or a magnanimity, or
rather an union of the two, which at once stamps him as no
common man. And it is honourable to the otherwise insigni-
ficant town of Keryneia to have produced the only two men
whose names we know during this first period of the League’s
history, and both of them men of whom the little that we
know makes us anxious for a more intimate knowledge.

§ 3. Of the Achaian Federal Constitution

It must have been in the course of these years, during which
the Leagne was growing up in peaceful obscurity, that that
Federal Constitution was formed which was afterwards extended
over so large a portion of Greece. As usual, however, we have
to frame our account of it from incidental notices, from general
panegyrics, and from records of particular changes in detail.
We cannot lay our hands on any one document, on any Declara-
tion of Independence, on any formally enacted Federal Constitu-
tion, to act as a decisive authority in our inquiries. We may
console ourselves with the thought that an inquirer at any equal
distance of time will have to frame his picture of the British
Constitution from information of exactly the same kind. Cer-
tainly he will not find any one authoritative document clearly
setting forth the powers of King, Lords, and Commons, or
exactly defining the Prerogative of the Crown, the Privilege of
Parliament, and the Liberty of the Subject. Still less will he
find any such document setting forth such hardly less important
points as the nature of Government and of Opposition, or ex-
plaining the exact constitution of the Cabinet and the functions
of the Leader of the House of Commons. But, though no such
document has survived to our time, we have every reason to
believe that the Achaian Constitution, unlike the British Con-
stitution, was enacted and recorded by public authority. The
first union of the four towns was looked on as a mere revival of
the old League, probably on the laxer terms of union on which
that old League seems to have been formed. We have seen that
it did not hinder Patrai from acting independently of its con-
federates in the Gaulish War! just as we saw Pelléné, under the

1 See above, p. 192.
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old League, acting independently of its confederates in the
Peloponnésian War.!  Such a course would have been contrary
to every principle of the Federal Constitution in the days of its
maturity. Most probably, when all the surviving Achaian towns
were reunited, the union was intentionally made more intimate,
and its terms were enacted and recorded by common consent.?
No such document however is preserved to us; and we have to
form our ideas of the Achaian Constitution chiefly from the
incidental notices and gencral comments of Polybios, and from
such further incidental notices as are to be found in writers like
Plutarch, Pausanias, and Strabo. Polybios unfortunately does
not begin his detailed narrative till a later period, when in truth
the most interesting portion of the League’s history had passed
by. Of its foundation and its earlier fortunes he gives a mere
sketch, but it is a sketch for which we may well be thankful, a
sketch clear and masterly as might be looked for from such a
hand. We have abundant evidence to show that the Iederal
Constitution was formed while the League still embraced only
the small towns of the original Achaia. The greater cities which
afterwards joined the Union were admitted into a body the
relations and duties of whose members were already fixed and
well understood. This will plainly appear, if only from one or
two points in the constitution which were suited only to the
circumstances of the original Achaian towns, and which were
found to be a source of inconvenience, and even of unfairness,
when the Union was extended over a wider territory.

The whole constitution of the League was Democratic.
Polybios constantly praises it as thé truest and purest of all
Democracies.> Yet we shall soon see that Democracy in Achaia
was practically a very different thing from Democracy at Athens.
It is possible that Polybios might have looked upon the constitu-
tion of Athens as an Ochlocracy as opposed to the true Demo-
cracy of his own land. But the fact rather is that in theory
Achaia was as strictly democratic as Athens, but that the
circumstances of the League unavoidably tempered the Achaian
Democracy in practice in a way in which nothing occurred to

1 See above, p. 187. 2 Thirlwall, viii. 89, 90.

3 Pol. ii. 88. ’Iowyoplas kal wappnolas xal ka6béhov Snuoxparias dAndwds
ovotyue kal mwpoalpecw elhikpwesrépav ovk 8v elpor Tis THs mwapd Tois 'Axaiols
Urapxovons.
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temper the Athenian Democracy. In both alike the sovereign
power was vested in a Popular Assembly, in which every free
citizen had an equal right to attend, speak, and vote. In both
alike the People, and the People alone, enacted laws, elected
magistrates, contracted alliances, declared war and peace. But Differences
in Achaia conditions which never arose at Athens modified this between
popular sovereignty in many ways. Far greater legal power f‘ncs’m“
was placed in the hands of particular magistrates. Far greater gthenian
power of an indirect, though not an illegal, kind was thrown into Demo-
the hands both of magistrates and other leading men. The ™%
Assembly indeed always remained the supreme and undisputed
authority, but the powers even of that sovercign body would
have appeared sadly curtailed in the eyes of a democrat whose
ideas were formed solely on Athenian models.

The constitution of the League was strictly Federal. The
Federal form of government now appears in its fullest and purest
shape. Every city remained a distinct State, sovereign for all
S.urposes not inconsistent with the higher sovereignty of the
“Federation, retaining its local Assemblics and local Magistrates,
and ordering all exclusively local affairs without any interference
from the central power. There is no evidence that the Federal
Government, in its best days, ever directly interfered with the
internal laws, or even with the political constitutions, of the
several cities.!  We read, as elsewhere in Greece, of local parties Inde-
and local dissensions, and, in one case at lcast, at Megalopolis pendence
after the fall of Kleomends, of a purely local lawgiver.2 Kynaitha, gefv?ril
after her union with the League, retained her local Polemarchs,? cities,
and Aratos himself was once chosen General of the State of B.c. 221-
Argos,* as an office quite distinct from that of General of the B.lc.’ 993,

1 On this subject see the excellent remarks of Schorn, p. 74 et seqq.

2 Antigonos DosOn is said by Polybios (v. 93) to have given one Prytanis to
the Megalopolitans as a lawgiver (¢dwkev avrols vouo@érmp). It was however by
no means the policy of Antigonos to break through constitutional forms, and we
may fairly conclude that Prytanis was named by the King at the request of the
Megalopolitans themselves.  His legislation however only gave rise to fresh
disputes, and at last Aratos was sent by decree of the Federal Assembly (kard 79
Tdw 'Axadv dbypa) to reconcile the contending parties, which he effectually did.
Here again there was no breach of the cantonal rights of Megalopolis. Aratos
acted simply as a mediator. The two parties agreed on certain conditions, which
the City of Megalopolis, not the Federal Government, caused to be engraved on a
pillar in one of its temples. ("E¢’ ols &\ntav Tjs wpds dANHNovs duagpopds, ypdyavres
els oTh\ . . . avéfecav.) Pol. iv, 18

¢ Plut. Ar. 44. "Aparos 8¢ orparnyds alpebels Om’' "Apyelwy Emewgev avrols.
KT\
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League. So little indeed did the Federal power meddle with
the internal affairs of the several cities that it tolerated distinc-
tions within their territories which seem hardly in accordance
with the principles of universal equality on which the League
itself was founded. That the League did not interfere with
the peculiar relations between Patrai and her townships is not
wonderful ; they probably did not interfere with the full Patrian
Districts ~ citizenship of their inhabitants.! But Megalopolis certainly,? and
subject t0 - Corinth probably,® had subject districts, whose inhabitants appear
particular 4 have had no direct share in the 1 Federal citizenshi
Cities. general Federal citizenship.
We have seen this sort of relation among the aristocracies of
JPeeotia ; we shall meet with it again among the Swiss Cantons,
aristocratic and democratic alike. But one would hardly have
expeeted to find it amid the Equality and Fraternity of the
Achaian League. But the toleration of such inequalities is really
a necessary deduction from the doctrine of the sovereignty of
each State within its own limits, just like the toleration of the
“domestic institution” of the Southern States of America by a
Federation which scrupulously excludes the word Slave from its
own Constitution. But, though the several cities remained
internally independent, we cannot doubt that their close union
for all external purposes strongly tended to assimilate them to
one another in their internal constitution and laws. It can
hardly be supposed that the political constitution of any member
of the League was other than democratic. We see the same
Tendencies pheenomenon in the United States. The Federal Constitution
i‘l’t?:*"‘mi' merely provides that each State shall have a republican govern-
amo:g the ment * and shall not grant titles of nobility ;® within these limits
Members it may be as oligarchic or as democratic as it’pleases. Any State
ﬁﬂfﬁe?f“e’ that chose might transact all its affairs in a primary Assembly
Achaia anq 11k those of Athens or Schwytz, and might give its chief magis-
America, trate no higher powers than those of an Athenian Archon. Or

1 See above, p. 192. )

2 Plut. Phil. 13. & ®domoluny dmwéornoe moN\ds Tdv weprowkldwy kwudv.
See Droysen, ii. 464. Thirlwall, viii. 364. Whether these townships were
strictly subject to Megalopolis will be found discussed afterwards, p. 488, It is
possible that they may have been more analogous to the Patrian townships men-
tioned in p. 192.

3 Strabo’s account of Tenea in the Corinthian territory sounds very much as
if it had been a kdun wepiowkls of Corinth. viii, 6. 22. Ta &’ Uorara xal kad’
alrods mokirelecfar® wposféobar e Tois ‘Pwualots droordvras Kopwblwv, Cf.
the Messénian districts mentioned by Polybios, xxv. 1.

4 Art. iv. § 4. 5 Art. i. §10. 1.



v PRESERVATION OF STATE SOVEREIGNTY 201

it might, as far as appears, make as near an approach to monarchy
as would be implied in the creation of a Polish King or a Venetian
Doge. For the existence of those Princes was never held to
destroy the claim of Venice and Poland to the title of Republics,
and if any State chose to elect its Governor for life, he would
certainly fill a position of greater power than either of them.
Or, to come to differences which have really cxisted, the elective
franchise in different States has at different times varied from
universal suffrage and no property qualification to the require-
ment of a considerable freehold both in the elector and in the
representative.! ~ And the Federal Constitution respects all
systems alike ; the Federal franchise belongs to those, few or
many, who possess the franchise in their own State.? But the
different States have, since the establishment of the Federal
Union, moved with remarkable unanimity in two directions.
Nearly all have advanced in a democratic path by abolishing
property qualifications, and all have advanced in what was once
thought to be an aristocratic path by establishing two Legislative
Chambers. So in Achaia a local oligarchy in any particular
city could not possibly have kept its ground, while the constitu-
tion of the League itself and the local constitutions of the other
cities were all of them democratic. It seems certain also that a
citizen of any Achaian city was admitted to at least the private
rights of citizenship, those of intermarriage and possession of
landed property, in the other cities of the League.* But it is
hardly likely that an Achaian citizen could, as a citizen of the
United States can,.exchange at will, or after a short time of
residence, the franchise of his native State for that of another.*
But the tendency to assimilation among the several cities was
very strong. In the later days of the League it seems to have

1 Smith’s Comparative View of the Constitutions of the Several States, etc.
(Philadelphia, 1796). Tables i. and ii.

2 Art. i. §2. 1. Cf §4. 1.

3 Thus much at least seems implied in the words mohirela and gvumrolirela,
which are so often used. Accordingly we find that Aratos, a citizen of Sikyon,
had a house at Corinth. (Plut. Ar. 41. Kleom. 19.) So, when the League
was broken up by the Romans, this intercommunion of property between different
cities was forbidden. (Paus. vil. 16. 9.) It may be remembered that in the
Olynthian Confederacy (see above, p. 151) these private rights were promised to
the annexed cities.

4 Aratos, as we have seen (p. 199), was once elected chief magistrate of Argos,
but this was in a moment of great political excitement, and the fact hardly proves

that a less distinguished SikyOnian could have held the office in an ordinary
year.
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developed with increased force, till at last Polybios could say?!
that all Peloponnésos differed from a single city only in not
being surrounded by a single wall. The whole peninsula em-
ployed the same coinage, weights, and measures, and was governed
by the same laws, administered by the same magistrates, senators,
and judges.

But while the Achaian Constitution strictly respected the
local rights of the several cities, it in no wise allowed their local
sovereignty to trench upon the higher sovereignty of the League.
The Achaian League was, in German technical language, a
Bundesstaat and not a mere Staatenbund.?  There was an Achaian
nation,® with a national Assembly, a national Government, and
national Tribunals, to which every Achaian citizen owed a direct
allegiance. The whole language of Polybios shows that every
Achaian citizen stood in a direct relation to the Federal authority,
and was in full strictness a citizen of the League itself, and not
merely of one of the cities which composed it. The Achaian
cities were not mere municipalities, but sovereign commonwealths.*
But in all external matters, in everything which concerned the
whole Achaian body and its relations to other powers, the
Federal Government reserved to itself full supremacy. No
single city could, of its own authority, make peace or war, or
commission Ambassadors to foreign powers. But it would
appear that the separate action of the several cities was not
quite so rigidly limited in the last respect as it is in the American
Union. The cause of the difference is obvipus. The American
States, before their union into a Federal sRepublic, had been
mere Colonies, mere dependencies of a distant Kingdom. In-
dependent diplomatic action was something to which they had
not been accustomed, and which they could cheerfully do
without. It was a great advance in their condition when the
right of acting on their behalf in dealings with other nations
was transferred from a King over whom they had no control
to a Federal President in whose appointment they themselves
had a share. But the cities of the Achaian League, those at

1 See the famous passage, ii. 37. The identity there spoken of seems to me
merely to express the result of the assimilation spoken of in the text. It need
not imply any compulsory introduction of uniformity, still less any extension of
the powers of the Federal body in later times.

2 Helwing, p. 237. See above, p. 8. Cf. Tittmann, p. 675,

3 "Efvos. See above, pp. 10, 144,

4 In Greek phrase, wé\ews and not d7juot.
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all events which lay beyond the limits of the original Achaia,

had been, before their union, absolutely independent powers,
accustomed to carry on wars and negociations in their own

names without reference to any superior authority. Even the

rule of a Tyrant did not destroy this sort of independence; a

single citizen indeed usurped powers which belonged of right

to the whole body of citizens, but they were not transferred to

any individual or any Assembly beyond the limits of the city.

When the Tyrant was overthrown, this power, with the other
powers which he had seized on, at once reverted to the people

of the city. The right of direct intercourse with foreign powers

is one of the last which an independent city or canton is willing

to surrender to any central power, as we may sce by the history

of both the Swiss and the Dutch Confederations. For Sikyon,

or Mantineia, or Megalopolis to forego this high attribute of
sovereignty, and to entrust powers which it had once exercised
without restraint to an Assembly in which it had only one voice

among many, was really no small sacrifice for the public good.

It is rather to be wondered at that it was so easily surrendered

by so many Peloponnesian cities, and that the loss was for the

most part so peaceably acquiesced in. But while an Ambassador Restriction
sent to or from New York or South Carolina is a thing unheard !esisz'@t
of, an Ambassador sent to or from Corinth or Megalopolis was a A
thing rare indeed, and perhaps irregular, but not absolutely
without precedent. The Corinthians, after their union with s.c. 228.
the League, received separate Ambassadors from Rome,! before

Rome was dangerous. They came indeed on a purely honorary

errand ; another embassy had transacted the political business
between Rome and the League; still, whether of right or of
special permission, the single city of Corinth did give audience

to the Ambassadors of a foreign power. It is quite possible

that for a single city to receive an embassy was not so strictly
forbidden by the Federal Constitution as it was for a single

city to commission an embassy. This last, it is clear, was

! Pol. ii. 12. On this Embassy (see p. 327) the explanation of the apparent
breach of rule is probably to be found in the religious character of the mission.
The Roman envoys were received by the Corinthians, not as members of the
Achaian League, but as administrators of the Isthmian games. In this character,
they must have been in the constant habit of receiving the fewplar of Greek cities.
As the administration of the games always remained a matter purely of State,
and not at all of Federal, concern, the reception of this political sort of embassy
—necessary in the presidents of the games—must have been held not to interfere
with the general external sovereignty of the League.
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forbidden by the general law of the League, just as it is
forbidden! by the Constitution of the United States. Cases
however occur in the course of Achaian history alike of the
law being dispensed with and of the law being violated.? We
have a full account® of one very curious instance of a single
city entering into diplomatic relations with a foreign power by
special permission of the national Congress. The fact of such
a permission being asked shows that, without it, the proceeding
would have been unlawful, but the fact of the permission being
granted equally shows that the request was not looked upon as
altogether unreasonable and monstrous. The occasion was no
other than the fatal application to Macedonia for aid against
Sparta, which was first made by an embassy sent from the
single city of Megalopolis, but with the full permission of the
Federal body.* This is perhaps the only recorded case of a
breach of the rule during the good times of the League; and
this took place in a season of extreme danger, and was the
result of a deeply laid scheme of the all-powerful Aratos. In
later times, when unwilling cities were annexed to the League
by force, and when Roman intrigue was constantly sowing
dissension among its members, we shall find not unfrequent
instances of cmbassies sent from particular cities to what was
practically the suzerain power. The old law now nceded special
confirmation. It was agreed, in the first treaty between Achaia
and Rome, that no embassy should be sent to Rome by any
particular Achaian city, but only by the general Achaian body.5
But this agreement was of course broken whenever its violation
suited Roman interests. Sparta especially, and Messéné, cities
joined to the League against their will, were constantly laying

1 The Constitution (Art. i. § 10. 1) absolutely forbids all diplomatic action on
the part of the several States, and the confederate Constitution (Art. i. § 10. 1)
repeats the prohibition. The looser Confederation of 1778 only forbade the
receiving or sending Ambassadors  without the consent of the United States in
Congress assembled.” Art. vi. § 1. Cf. §5.

? Tittimann (678) mistakes these exceptions for the rule.

3 Pol. ii. 48-50

* 1 shall narrate this curious proceeding in detail at the proper point of the
history.

S Paus. vii. 9. 4. "Axadv pév yap elpnro dwd 10l kool mapd Thy ‘Pwualwy
Bovayw dmiévar mpéaPes, dlg 3¢ dmwelpnro py) wpeaPevecfar Tds wohers Soac
auvedpiovy 700 'Axadv uereixov. See Thirlwall, viii. 90 (note). That this
prohibition was an exception, and not simply the confirmation of an ancient rule
rendered more needful on entering into relation with so powerful an ally, seems
quite inconceivable.
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their real or supposed grievances at the feet of the Roman
Senate. Here again we may learn the lesson that a Federal
body can derive no strength from the incorporation or retention
of unwilling members.

The supreme power of the League was vested in the sovereign The As-
Popular Assembly. This was the Congress of the Union, differ- sembly

ing from the Congress of the American Union mainly in thls, that, Leagse

according to the common political instinct of the Greek mind,
it was a primary and not a representative Assembly.! The
latter notion has indeed been maintained by two German
scholars,® but no sound arguments are brought in support of
their opinions, and it does not seem to have met with favour in
any other quarter. There can be no doubt that every citizen of The De-
every city in the League, at all events every citizen who had mocratic

attained the age of thirty years,® had a right to attend, speak, gzﬁmm’

and vote. Every free Achaian, no less than every free Athenian,
could give a direct voice in the election of the magistrates by
whom he was to be governed, in the enactment of the laws
which he was to obey, and in the declaration of the wars in
which he might be called on to bear a part. The Achaian

1 1t is spoken of as ’Axacol, €6vos, aivodos, mAfifos (Pol. iv. 9, 10,14 ; v. 1;
xxxviii. 2), ol woN\ol (xxxviil. 4; xl. 4; xxi. 7), dOpoisfévres els éxxkhnolav ol
woXNol T&¥ *Axadv, ékkMnola (Pol. xxviii.'3), dxNos (xxviii. 7), dyopd (xxviii. 7 ;
xxix. 9). These expressions explain those like ovvedpor (Plut. Ar. 35) and
owvédpiov (Paus. w.s.) which might at first sight convey another idea, and which
probably arose out of the practice of later times. See Niebuhr’s Hist. Rome, ii.
30, Eng. Tr. Thirlwall, viii. p. 91, note. Tittmann, 680, The formal title of
the body, as usual, is 70 kowdv Tév *Axatdv. Pol. xxviii. 7. Boeckh, C. I. no.
1542. Paus. u.s.

? Helwing, p. 229. Drumann, p. 463. The chief argument adduced in
behalf of this opinion is a single place of Polybios, where he remarks that a
particular Assembly, in the very last days of the League, was attended by a
greater number of people, and those of a lower class, than usual (Pol. xxxviii. 4):
kal yap ocwwnlpolaln mhijfos épyasrnpiakdv kal Bavavowy dyvbpdmrwy, olov oldémwore,
This is merely the sort of language which a Tory historian would use in describ-
ing the first Reformed Parliament. It evidently implies that these people had
a right to be there, hut that so many of them had never before been known to
come. Helwing argues that their presence was “gegen Gewohnheit und Gesetz.”
It was doubtless “gegen Gewohnheit,” but not “gegen Gesetz.” Droysen, who
is generally disposed to make the constitution of the League more aristocratic
than it really was, fully admits the popular character of the general Congress (ii.
462)., Cf. K. F. Hermann, § 186, n. 5, Eng. Tr. and the important note of
Schorn, 371.

3 8o Bishop Thirlwall (viii. 91) infers from Polybios, xxix. 9, where he speaks
of a olyk\nros, év §) cwéBawe uh wévov guumopeveadar Tiw BovAiy dANG mdvTas
ToUs dwd TpLdKovTa éTdY,
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Constitution therefore is rightly called a Democratic Constitution.
And yet nothing is plainer than that the practical working of
Democracy in Achaia was something altogether different from the
practical working of Democracy at Athens.! At the first glance
we might almost be tempted to call the Achaian Constitution
practically aristocratic rather than democratic. It is evident that
birth, wealth, and official position carried with them an influence
in Achaia which they did not carry with them at Athens. The
Athenian Assembly was sovereign in the very highest sense;
Démos was Tyrant, and he did not shrink from the name ;2
the Assembled People were not only a Parliament, but also a
Government ;3 an eloquent speaker might wield the fierce
Democracy at pleasure, but a private citizen could do so just
as easily as the highest Magistrate. The Assembly, in short,
was really a master, and Magistrates were its mere servants
to carry out its bidding. But in the Achaian Democracy we
find a wholly different state of things. We find a President of
the Union with large personal powers, a Cabinet Council acting
as the President’s advisers, and a Senate invested with far higher
functions than the mere Committee of the Assembly which bore
the same title at Athens. In short, at Athens the People really
governed ; in Achaia they did little more than elect their
governors and say Aye or No to their proposals.

It will be at once seen that these differences all tend to make
the Achaian Constitution approach, far more nearly than that of
Athens, to the state of things to which we are accustomed in
modern Republics and Constitutional Kingdoms. And they all
spring from the different position of Democracy as applied to
the single City of Athens and Democracy as applied to a Federal
State embracing a large portion of Greece. The Athenian

1 Kortiim (iii. 158) gives the Achaian system the appropriate name of “ die
gemissigte Demokratie.”

2 Thuc. ii. 63. Tupawrvlda yap #0n éxere abriw [riw dpxpv]. Ib. iii. 37,
Tupavvida éxere Thy dpxrhv. Aristoph. Knights, 1111.  "Q Afjue, kaijy ¥ éxeis
"Apxiw, 8re wdvres dv-Opwmror dedlact o’ Ws-Ilep dvdpa Tipavvov. Ib. 1330.
Seitare Tov s 'ENAdSos uiv kal 7ijs yijs THede ubvapyov. Ib. 1832, xalp’, &
Baced Tdv ‘EXNdvwv. Isok. Areop., 26. A€l 7ov uév dfjuov Gomep TUpavvov
kabwrdvar Tas dpxds kal kohd{ew ToUs éfamaprdvovras kal kplvew mwepl TRV
GuepioBnrovuévwr, Tovs 6¢ axoAlw dyew duvauévous kal Blov ikavdy kekTnuévous
émueNelcfar TOv kowdv Gomep olkéras. Aristot. Pol. ii. 12, "Qomwep Tupdwwy
7@ duw xapifouevor, Ib, iv, (vi) 4. Mévapyos yip 8 dfjuos yiverar, aivBeros els
ék moA\@v. [Compare the free democracy of Outer Appenzell and the action of the

people in 1732 ; Miiller, Hist. de la Confédération Suisse (Continuation) xiv. 186.]
3 See above, p. 33.
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Assembly was held at a man’s own door ; the Achaian Assembly

was held in a distant city. It follows at once that the Athenian Causes

Assembly was held much oftener than the Achaian Assembly ‘]’)f,the

.y ifference

and was much more largely attended by citizens of all classes. yryging

The Athenian Assembly was held thrice in each month; the mainly

Achaian Assembly was held of right only twice in each year, from the

The poorest citizen could regularly attend at Athens, where a 5rorer
P 5 y d & extent of

small fee recompensed his loss of time; the poor Achaian must Territory.

have been unusually patriotic if he habitually took two journeys

in the year at his own cost to attend the Assembly at Aigion.

For the Athenian Treasury could easily bear the small fee paid

to the citizens for atte