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EARLY GERMANIC WARFARE 
THREE TOPICS ARE DISCUSSED IN THE FOLLOWING PAGES: (i) WEAPONS 
and Tactics, (ii) Siege Warfare and (iii) Food and Strategy. lBut it is 
necessary to begin by stressing the immense technical superiority 
of the Roman Empire over all its neighbours. 

Throughout the heyday of their civilisation the Romans made a 
comparauvely small contribution to the development of mechanical 
techniques; but their capacity for absorbing and developing the 
inventions, and particularly the weapons, of others aroused wide- 
spread discussion in the ancient world and indeed becaIrse something 
of a commonplace in Greco-Roman literature. 1 When Roman 
armies first entered north-western Europe in force, the naiives of 
that region were astounded and often demoralised by the sheer 
technical ability of the invaders. Again and again in his BG Caesar 
remarks on the astonishment of the Gauls, Britons, and Germans at 
the techniques of his troops.2 Now, the techniques of the Gauls 
themselves were by no means primitive by Roman standards, and 
the Gauls were quick to learn from their conquerors.3 But they 
could only imitate what they had the technical resources to mbe for 
themselves and what their Roman prisoners could teach them to 
construct (though they might be impressixre pupils)4; and when their 
country had risen in its last assault on the invaders, the Gauls believed 
that they had been beaten not by Roman courage and discipline but 
by Roman technical superiorit-r, especially in siege operations.5 

()n every frontier the barbarians sllffered from this same inEeriority. 
The Dacians,6 the steppe nomads,7 and even the great Persian Empire 
itself8 were no match for the Romans in technical achievements. 
Moreover, apart from technicians and technical skill the Romans 
also had at their disposal far greater quaniities of the raw materials 
essentisl to war than had any of their neighbours. (Two passages 
which will well repay study in this connexion are Herodian, Hist. 
iV. IO. 4, and Libanius, Or. lix. 66 ff.). Consider a random entry 
iIl a late Roman chronicle. A certain Aristus, commander of the 
Illyrican troops in 499, marched out with IS,OOO soldiers tO fight the 
Bulgars who were devastating Thrace in that year; and he brought with 
him no fewer than 520 wagorls loaded with the weapons alone which 
were essentual for the campaign.9 No other ancient State had soldiers 
with such "fire-power" as these figures imply. More thall half a 
millennium earlier Julius Caesar did not conceal the efforts which 
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he made to impress upon the Gauls the vastness of the resources of 
Italy-any losses which the Romans might suffer in war could be 
replaced over and over again.l? 

Now, the Gauls, to say nothing of the Persians, had reached a 
higher level of material development than the Germans at the time 
when both alike dashed withthe armies of Julius Caesar. In Caesar's 
time the use of iron among the Germans was severely limited, at 
any rate by Roman standards. Indeed, it has been said that German 
weapons, both defensive and offensive, were characterised by poverty 
of metal; and Tacitus points to their weapons to prove the shortage 
of iron among the German communities.ll Germanicus could 
encourage his men without absurd exaggeraiion by pointing out to 
them that the German warriors had neither breastplates nor helmets, 
that their shields were not strengthened with iron or leather but 
were made merely of wickerwori and thin, painted boards, and that 
the spears of many of them were not tipped with iron at all but 
were merely hardened by fire.l2 In fact, the character of German 
weapons was elucidated many years ago by i9S. Jahn in his fundamental 
study; and a brief summary of some of his conclusions will be 
enough for our purpose. 

When the German warrior, whether horseman or foot, went mto 
battle in the Erst century A.D., his mnin weapon was a long lance wii 
one end sharpened and hardetled by fire, or else fitted with a short 
narrow iron point, which could be hurled or used for thrusting.l3 
Some foot-soldiers also had several spears each which they could 
throw;l4 but only a handful of them the more well-to-do-could 
afford to carry a sword in addition.l5 These offensive weapons 
left them at an inferiority to the Romans. For while the lances and 
spears might possibly match the Roman pilum {which, of course, 
was not a thrusting weapon), the German sword was found wanting 
(quite apart from the fact that the majority of Germanic warTiors 
possessed no sword at all): swords appear to have been used much 
less frequendy in the early Roman period, even by those who could 
afford to own them, than had been the case before the Germms came 
in contact with the Romans. In some measure de sword as such 
was found to be an unsatisfactory weapon in warfare against the 
Rornans. When their defensive armour was so scanty, it was 
advisable to use a long thrusting spear and so to keep one's distance 
rather than to use a sword and so be forced to come to grips with the 
heavily clad Romans.l6 
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In their defensive armour the Germans were at a disastrous 
disadvantage to the Imperial troops. They went into barde either 
naked or wearing only a short cloak.l7 Helmets and breastplates 
were practically unEown.l8 Their only defensive weapon was the 
light wooden or wicker shield which Germanicus spoke of with 
contempt. But these shields were not used only to parry their 
opponents' blows or to deflect their missiles: they were fitted with an 
iron boss somedames as much as twelve centimetres high and so 
fashioned that the shield became a thrusting weapon in itself. Their 
smiths showed almost endless initiative in worlung out independently 
of Celtic or Roman influences new types of boss which would rnake 
a thrust of the shield more effective.ls But in fact the shield of 
wickerwork or light boards (sometimes fitted with an iron rim) was 
as a rule only half a centimetre thick at the edges and one to one and a 
half centimetre round the boss in the centre20, and even when it was 
strengthened meth leather for Germanicus exaggerated when he 
said that this was not done-it could easily be smashed by the 
adversary's steel. In all, we can hardly hesitate to agree with sn 
historian of the sixth century A.D. who, having occasion tO comment 
on de arms and armour of the Germans, says that tlheir armament 
was paltry and such as would need no skilled technicians to repair 
it if it were damaged: repairs could be carried OUt by the warrioss 
themselves.2l 

A11 this explains the need for dat swift, wild rush in their wedge- 
shaped formaiions22 with which the Germans would charge the ranks 
Of their heavily armed opponents. Their only hope of overwhelming 
a Roman commander in open country, clear of their own woods and 
marshes, was to break his line by che impetus of their first attack; 
and on at least one occasion their charge was so headlong as to leave 
the Roman troops no time to hurl deir javelins at all.23 They 
attacked of necessity: they dared IlOt wait to be attacked. (It was 
advisable, of course, to avoid the error of judgem.ent of which soine of 
Caesar's enemies were guilty, who charged so rapidly over such a 
long distance that when at last they arrived at the Ronnn lines duhey 
were panong and breathless and quite unalzle to fight a barde).44 
But if the Germans were caught up and entangled in a prolonged 
hand-to-hand grapple where their light shield and t^=StiZlg spear 
were confronted wid the heavy metal helmet, breastplate, ard she'^, 
and the steel sword of che Romans, their personal bravery would 
often avail them little.26 This was parecularly dche c&se sincc tnany 
of them, when once they chose or were compelled to huri their 
spears, would be left without any weapon of any kind, offensive or 
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defensive, apart from their heavily bossed shields ualess they could 
piclr up a spear which had already been thrownss or unless they 
chose to pick up stones and throw them: we even hear of German 
horsemfln throwing stones.27 The fact is that in open battle against 
Roman legionzies the Germanic warriors were little, if at all, more 
effeciive thnn the Achaean heroes of Homer would have been. It was 
useless to fight dche Imperial armies with the tacacs and equipment of 
Achilles and Agamemnon, which even in A.D. 55z the last Ostrogothic 
king employed i2] his last battle against the Romans.28 As a rule it 
was also useless for the Germans to fight the Roman invaders inside 
the forests of their country. There, as Gercus told his men 
(and lle soon proured it in action), among the trees and undergrowth 
the advantage would have lain with the Romans. If the mass of the 
warriors were dosely crowded together among the trees, the German's 
long lnnce became unwieldy, he could not run to picl up a lance or 
other weapon lying on the ground, and he could not exploit 
his fleetness of foot: he merely stood defenceless for the legionaries 
tO Cllt him down.a9 But if they could not fight successfully either 
in the open or in the woods, what were they to do ? The Germnns 
solved this problem by catching the Romans, whenever it was 
possible, on an open plain surrounded by woods (or marshes) and 
by launching incessant, sharp and short attacks on ffiem from all 
directons using the woods as cover.a? 

German cavalry was somewhat less ineffective than Gersnan 
intmtry, and from Caes='s day onwards German horsemen were 
frequencly used in the Roman army.3l But their number was 
severely lited, for only a few Germans could afford to keep a horse: 
the cavalry were in general identical with Fche nobles.89 Moreover, 
at a luer date, when the Gertnans were using bows and arrows 
(with which they began to arm themselves extensively in the ffiird 
century33), their ability to fight the Romans inside the forests was 
someshat increased.34 Bue from the point of view of weapons the 
posiiion of the Germans had improved only slighddy in the late Roman 
peliod. How, for example, were the Visigoths armed when they 
engaged Valens at Adrianople? What is known of their warfare 
in general does not suggest that their main strength lay in their 
cavalry. It is true that tlleir nobility were mounted35 (on horses 
which were inferior to Roman horses36), butdche army was still 
essentally an army of infantrymen. These infantrymen sfll used 
the spears whicn had always been ie chief weapon of the Germans,37 
and they used ases and clubs hardened by fire,38 which may or may 
not have been ixnpromptu weapons used only because the mass of 
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the people had been disarmed in 376 and had not yet succeeded in 
re-arming themselves fully. They also used bows and arrows iipped 
with iron (though these were not in any sense their characteristic 
weapons39), and their horsemen, i.e. their nobility, had a long two- 
edged cavalry sword adapted from the sword which was used by the 
Sarmatinas and Alans of the Pontic region.40 There is no reason to 
think that Fritigern's men had appreciably greater quantities of metal 
at their disposal than Arminius' warriors had had 350 years eallier. 
On the other hand, we cannot suppose Fchat they were a more primiiive 
people than the Germans of vvhom Tacitus speaks, and so we nzay 
take it as certain that some, though perhaps not very many, of the 
Visigoths at Adrianople wore breastplates and helmets. There is 
no ev;dence, however, for the traditional view that the battle of 
Adrianople was a great cavalry victory. Although Ostrogothic 
cavairy took a decisive part in the struggle,4l Adrianople was in fact 
a victory of Visigothic infantrymen over Roman infantrymen. 
Again, it ght be thought that a people who t$y tO defend their 
country by building a wall around it in the middle of a campaign, 
as the Visigoths did when the Huns attacked them in 376, are not a 
a naaon of horsemen.42 The fact ss that few, if any, German 
peoples before the suth century are lmown to have relied manly 
on cavalry in times of war.43 It is true that Aurelius Victor, Caes. rsi. 

2, describes the Alamanni as "a numerous people who fight wonder- 
fully on horseback": but we must beware of such faclle generalisajaions. 
What Aurelius Victor really means is that the Alamannic nobles 
were good horsemen the buLk of the Alamanni fougllt on foot, 
lilre the bulk of all Germanic peoples before the fifth or sixth 
century A.D.44 

Another point calls for discussion. The Visigoths set foot on 
Roman soil in 376 without food and largely without weapons45; 

and the process of re-arming the Nlisigothic people was not completed 
until the end of the century, when they compelled the State arms 
factories of Illyricum to supply them with Roman weapons and with 
iron.46 In the years following 376 we hear repeatedy that the 
Visigoths took every opportunity of obtaining Roman arms. 
Sometimes after an encounter with Roman forces they would strip 
the Roman wounded and dead of their armour and weapor.s. Once, 
the defenders of a besieged city noticed that the Visigoths were 
using the actual weapons which had been hurled at them from dLhe 
city walls a moment before. It looks as though the battle of 
Adrianople were won by men who had to a conslderable extent 
armed themselves from the enemy.47 The posiiion of the Visigoths 
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in the desperate years 376-8 was, of course, exceptional, gor they 
had been disarmed at the froniier. Yet it is noteworthy that in the 
third-century raids they are also reported as looting weapons at 
Chalcedon; and on that occasion there is no reason to doubt that 
they had set out on their venture as fully equipped in weapons and 
armour as they were capable of making themselves.48 Moreover, 
we n*ore than once hear that in the period of the early Empire, 
too, the Germans eqiipped themselves by stripping the Roman dead 
after a battle.49 The fact that Roman weapons were so often stolen 
or picked up during a raid may perhaps be no more than a tribute to 
the superior make of Roman weapons over barbarian ones. But it is 
tempting to ask whether the Germans were able to equip themselves 
fully even vstith their own inferior weapons for a prolonged, distant, 
and full-scale campaign (as distinct from a fleeting froniier raid). 
No German chief could begin a campaign with 520 wagon-loads of 
weapons like Aristus in 499 (p. I above). The nomads of the Eurasian 
steppe could not manufacture enough weapons to supply their own 
needs in times of full-scale warfare.50 Even the Romans themselves 
had difficulties in this respect. The reader will recall how often 
in the first three books of Tacitlls' Histories, where great armies are 
on the move, the historian turns aside to mention the manufacture 
or the requisiiioning of arms: when the civil wars broke out, the 
various armies apparently had insufficient stocks to see them com- 
fortably through their campaigns.5l Now, the quantity of metal 
and the number of skilled smiths at the disposal of the German 
civitates could easily be thought greater than it in fact was. For 
example, at one point in their war with Commodus the Buri were 
actually obliged to beg the Emperor again and again for a truce in 
order that they might re-arm themseives before resuming the 
struggle.52 Accordingly, throuuhout Roman history competent 
Roman generals, when dealing with peoples of low technical capacity, 
were nearly always insistent in a mosnent of victory that the enemy 
should surrender all his weapons.53 Primiiive though the weapons 
were, the means of producing them were equally primitive; and the 
process of re-arming might be very prolonged even in peace-time. 

When xzze turn to the sixth century A.D. we find fortunately that 
weapons were a subject which keenly interested Procopius; and 
indeed he discusses them in the very first chapter of his History. 
When he comes to descrioe the great siege of Rome by the Ostrogoths 
in 537-8, he turns aside to draw attention to the quesiion of the 
barbarians' armament. Witigis, he says, failed to noFace the difference 
between his men and the Romans in equipment and in military 
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praciice.54 The Romans and their Huntiish allies were nearly 
all mounted archers, 17rv0roU0ral. The Ostrogoths had cavalry, 
and chey had archers: but their archers nvere not their cavalrymen. 
The Ostrogothic cavalrymen were armed only with spears and 
swords, while orheir archers fought on foot. Hence, if the babarian 
cavalry failed to get to close quarters wth the foe, they had llo defence 
against his arrows -- dchey could not fight eminns - while the barbarian 
infantry, although armed with bows, could scarcely advance against 
heavy horse.55 Unlike Wiagis, Belisarius was quick to notice this 
fundamental difference and to see that his possession of mounted 
archers outweighed his inferiority in numbers.56 What made the 
posiiion worse from the Ostrogothic point of view was that their 
warriors do not seem to have had proteciive armour to safeguard them 
from Romnn arrows. It is true that Procopius occasionally turns 
aside to say that such-and-such an Ostrogoth was armed with a 
helmet md breastplate; but the mere fact that he sometimes finds this 
worthy of mention suggests that such an Ostrogoth was exceptional 
and that in general the Ostrogothic nobility alone had satisfactory 
defensive armour.57 And even such defensive armour as they 
possessed would scarcely give the Ostrogothic optimates adequate 
protection, for according to Procopius, the Roman (unlike the 
Persiaxl) mounted archers fired their arrows with such force as to be 
able to penetrate a shield or breastplate.58 On the offier hand, the 
Roman lt7r0T0yCOT4f (again uSike the Persim) was self equpped 
with a breastplate and greaves. He ed his arrows on his right 
side, and a sword on his left. Some of thejn also nad a spear and a 
small shield slung around their shoulders to protect the face and 
neck. They could fire their arrows when their horses were at full 
gallop, bod when they were pursg and when they were being 
pursued, and hence were able to meet new tactical situatons the 
moment they arose. The price which they paid was that they were 
not able to discharge deir arrows so quickly as the Persian horsemen. 59 

In short, the war of the Byzantes d the Ostrogoths was largely 
a struggle between heavily-armed 7r7ror0X*ral and li,ht-armed 
7rwsucourl?ral (though I do not think that Procopius ever uses this 
latter term). At what date the Goths and (as we shall see) the 
Vandals leamed to become a predominantly cavalry power is a puzzle 
to which there does not seem to be a saiisfactory answer Dark6's 
view that they mounted themselves as a result of their contact with 
the Huns and ocher nomadic pastoralists in the fifth century is 
hardlyconvincing, for if they modelled themselves on ir^orv6ora 
why did dey turn out in the end to be enw7raK0vrrat ?60 
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The disadvantages under w;uch the Ostrogoths fought Belisarius, 
then, were very great; and they were intensified at the bacle of 
Tapae by astonishing taciical errors (as we are told) on the part 
of Kleir commander.6l Procopius makes two criiicisms of Todla's 
dispositions at this battle. First, the king placed his infantry in a 
body behind the cavalry so dat the latter might have a safe retreat 
if they should be forced to give ground. This was not a bad motive, 
especially if the kmg was unsure of his infaneT and Belisanus 
himself had done much the same tEg in a battle outside Rome.62 
But as it turned out, the Ostrogothic cavalry, unsupported by their 
idas;+rymen's archery snd relying only on their own spears, were 
rowsted, and they swept the infantry with them in their fligllt.63 
Perhaps ihe historian would have done better to criiicise the Ostro- 
gofuc cavalry rather tnan the king personally. At any rate, the 
Romans exploited the individual qualities of their inEantry and their 
carralry in de barcle, snd made de best use of them bodLh. Their 
tactics were more elastic and less mechnical than those of the 
Ostrogodchs.64 Secondly, Totila gave the strange order to his men 
that they should not use bows and arrows or any other weapon 
except their spears. There ss an extrsorainary similarity between 
this and the order given by the Vandal king Gelimer to his army at 
the battle of Tncamarum. The Vdals, too, were not good 
inrrantrymen or archers or javelin-iowers. They fought on horse- 
back wath spear and sword and Wifll ie or no defensive armour; 
and so they found it diScalt to come to grips svith an enemy of 
FernkaambXpfe7 . 6@ Their army, in fact, was very like that of the 
Ostrogoths, t;nouah perhaps the lauer had a larger force of infantry. 
How, then, e we to explain the faet that at Tricamarllm Gelimer 
instructed all dche Vandals to use their swords only, and not their spears 
or any other weapon ?66 Procopius emphasises the folly of Totila's 
similar order at Taginae, but he mak.es no comaent on Gelimer's 
order and offers no explanation of it. 'rhe fau that both kings alike 
instructed their men to disregard their bows and arrows suggests 
that there was some reason behind the order: it was not a mere 
personal whim, one ght think, on the part of Gelimer or Totila, 
as we might be tempted to believe if only one of the kings had issued 
the order. Perhaps de an was to do everything possible to induce 
their followers to come to dose quaners with the Roman cavalry 
and LO allow no one an excuse for hanging back in the distance. 
The Romans, on de other hand, at the baule of Taginae explo,ted the 
individual qualities of their various weapons arrows, spears, 
swords, etc.,-and made the best use of them all.6' In the baule 
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itsel?, as it turned out, Roman unmounted archers inflicted decisive 
losses of both men and horses on the Ostrogoths before they could 
even come to grips with their opponents. 68 

We have no description of the armament of the Visigoths of Span 
in the sixth century. We have seen reason above to doubt the 
view that in the fourth century they were essentially a mounted force. 
As for the fifth century, a tantalising fragment of Merobaudes tells 
of both infantry and cavalry in the Visigothic armx, in 436. Aetius 
routed a large force of Visigothic infantry at the Mons Colubrarius 
in Southern Gaul and cut down their cavalry, which seems to hase 
been less numerous. But unfortunately this Visigothic force, whicn 
Aetius defeated, was only a detachment of king Theodoric's army, 
so that we do not hlow whether the predominance of infantry was 
characteristic of the army as a whole or only of this part of it.69 
In the seventh century, however, the evidence is explicit: Isidore 
of Seville informs us that although the Visigoths had both infantry 
and cavalry their main strength lay in the latter, and their chief 
weapons were the spear and the javelin. 70 King Erwig in his 
great army law published in 68I specifies that the Visigothic land- 
owners must bg one-tenth (or, according to some MSS., one half) 
of their slaves wi tnem to battle7l; and these slaves, sccording to 
the king, must not be unarmed, but must be provided with a variety 
of weapons: some must haNFe zabae or breastplates (Erwig cannot 
expect all to have defensive armour),72 axld most of them must have 
shields, spathae, scramae, spears, and arrows.73 Arrows are mentorAed 
last in the list (though in a subsequent sentence slings are named too); 
and perhaps it would not be rash to conclude that in the sixth and 
seventh centuries the Visigothic army did not diffev in any important 
respect from the armies of GelimXer and WitigiS.74 Hence, the 
Visigothic kings were hard put to it to rid Spain of the Byzaniines, 
whom Athanagild had invited into liis country in 552.75 No doubt they 
found the mounted archers as diffilcult to deal with as the C)strogoths 
had found them. And in spite of the eI?iorts of so pou!erful a king 
as Leovigild (56S-86) the Vlsigoths were only able to expel the 
Byzantines from Spain i!l 629, during the troubled days of Heraclius, 
when the East Rcnan military power had been exhausted by struggles 
elsewhere. 

In the sixth century, then, the Germans of the Mediterranean 
kingdoms used the bow far naore frequent]y than their ancestors had 
done in Tacitus' day. Moreover, a higher proportion of them 
were mounted than had been the case when Tacitus noted that 
"plus penes peditem roboris": the riches of Italy, Africa, and Spain 
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made it possible for a larger number of Ger,vnans to keep a horse, 
and so in the kingdoms of those countries "plus penes equitem 
robons". These were advances over the conditions of the first 
century A.D., but in the matter of defensive armour little progress 
seems to have been made. But it was above all their failure to 
combine their caalry and their archers so as to form an adequate 
force of mounted archers that was the chief taciical reason for their 
military failures. This shortcoming is patticularly surprising in 
the case of the Ostrogoths. When they left the low-lying area 
around the mouth of the Vistula c. A.D. ISO they had been living 
there since the beginning of the Chrisiian era - they expanded over 
vast regions of south-eastern Europe and they must have performed 
the very difficult feat of adapting themselves in some measure to 
life on the steppe. Organisaiion, equipment, streegy, and tactics, 
^rEich had availed them in their local wars at r:he mouth of the Vistula, 
could hardly have brought them their far-flung conquests on the 
open plsins. To have won these enormous territories in such 
condit ons is a1 unsurpassed achievement in early German history.76 
They had many opportumiies of seeing the virtues of the mounted 
archer, but they failed to learn the lesson. And they paid the price 
for their failure c. 370, ̂ hen the Huns attacked them and agaill when 
Belisarius landed in Italy. 

When we turn to the Franks we find an entirely different style 
of warfare. Mounted archers, whether heavily armed or lightly 
armed, were unknown among them. The king and his illlmediate 
entourage were mounted warriors armed with spears; ltut these were 
only a small minority of the whole host. The characterisuc Frankish 
warriors were infantrymen and were not armed with bows or arrows 
or spears, the only offensive weapons (apart from swords) kilOWIl to 
the Goths and the Vandals. Each man had a sword, a shield, and a 
stout, sharp, iron, double-headed axe with a yery short wooden 
handle. At the beginning of a battle the Frankish warriors drew 
these ases a a given signal and tried to break the enemy's shields 
and kill his trlell. 7 7 They would thrcw them even at eneny carralry. 78 
The Franks are said to have expected in 539 that this type of tlghang 
would overwhelm even the army of Belisarius at the first clash, 3 
but they were mistaken, for the Byzantines were easily able to out- 
general them.80 But the Franks, too, only rarely possessed breast- 
plates, greaves, and helmets.8l The decisive battle of Vougle 
in 5O7, then, where the Franks overthrew the Gallic kingdom of the 
Visigoths, represented not only a victory of lFranks over Visigoths 
but also a victory of infantry over cavalry and of tne axe over 
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the spear.82 But the significance of this point could easily be 
exaggerated, for although Clovis' victory could hardly have been 
more complete, and although Childebert successfully invaded Spain 
in 53I, yet the Franks were rarely able to defeat ie Visigochs in the 
two centuries between 507 and 7I I. They never succeeded in 
wresting Sepiimania from the Spanish ligdom durislg that period, 
and when they interfered in Spanish afEairs, the Visigoths usually 
repulsed them tth vigour, as in 585, 589, and 673.83 

According to what Procopius tells us, it woptd seem that the furder 
we go from che hdwediterranean towards de north-west, the less 
important cavalry becomes. Beyond the English Channel and the 
Rhine cavalry played an even smaller part than it did among the 
Franks. The Alarni were all infantrymen.8g lshe Angles of 
"}]nesia" had no horses whatever and did not even know what a 
horse was ! We need not accept this last point, but it is undoubtedly 
true that the Anglo-Saxon invaders of Britaill can have brought few 
horses xth dchem.86 And it may well be the case that the only 
Germanic peoples of the sisth century A.D. whose main arm was 
cavalry, were the peoples who founded kingdoms in Ital-y, Africa, 
and Spain.86 

In the sixth century, then, methods of warfare in the hlediterranean 
were far from standardised. The .military methods of elle Franks, 
of the Germans of the Mediterranean kingdoms, of the Byzaniines, 
and of the Persians (to say nothing of the 51avs and the no.mads of 
the steppe and the desert) all eliffered from one another; and it cannot 
reasonably bP doubted that in normal conditions de egliip.nenL and 
taciics of e Byzantines, allied to ffie military skill and traditons 
of their commanders, were far superior to all the ot.he.s. As an 
historical curiosity we may draw aneniiosl to the one recorded 
encounter of ie Goths wid de Persians. ]3elisarius had a number 
of ()strogoths xnrith hizIl when he invaded the Persian Empire in 54I, 
and when these charged a Persi force outside Nisibis, we are told, 
the Persians took to flights unable to withstand the Ostrogoths who 
catsve at them with a dense array'oI long spears. But it would be 
rash to generalize from one skirmish and to condude that Gol:hic 
metnods of warfare were superior to those of the Persian empire.8 

However that miay be, it seems reasonable to infer from our 
discllssiorl that an army of Germ aFarriors, in the first century 
A.D. as in the six.h, could not hope to win a victory over a Roman 
army ualess (a) ;t greatly outnumbered it, or (b) it was powerfully 
helped lzy tl;e terrain, or (c) the Roman commander was as 
incompetent as Quindrilins Varus was in the Teutoberg Forest or as 
Valens was at Adrianople. 
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II 

The more elaborate Roman weapons could not be made or used 
successfully by the northern barbarians owing to the low technical 
level of their socierz generally. Thus, the Batavians supplied 
considerable numbers of men to the Imperial forces; and their 
turbulent, unreliable behaviour coupled with u1leir considerable 
military value, were a consta^at source of auety to their Roman 
paymasters.88 Yet as late as A.D. 69, manj years aSer they are first 
known to have served with the Romans,89 the Batavians were utterly 
uken aback by at least one Roman ditary contvmce, the tolleno.9? 

Those W]:lo propose to destroy sn urban civilisaiion must be skilled 
in siege war; and sieges were not unlulown in conflicts between the 
free Germans living beyond the Imperial fronters.9l Little detailed 
informaduon has survived to throw light upon their nature, but they 
certa^uly presented different problems from those raised when 
GernXans attem.pted tO besiege jche walled ciiies snd foraesses of dche 
Empire. In the Roman opinson, however, the Germans were unerly 
unskilled in conducang sieges.92 As we have said, the siege engines 
which the Romans regarded as absolutely essentials3 were too elaborate 
for them to make, and their lack of these and of defensive armour 
put them at a disastrous disadvantage when assailing de walls of a 
Roman town.94 Even if they captured somewhat complicated 
weapons from 1:he Rcmans or had them conJcructed by Romnn 
prisoners or deserters, it was beyond their powers to xvork them m 
the absence of careful instruchon and long pracduce. Thus, when 
the Batavians besieged Vetera in A.D. 69 some deserters and prisoners 
showed them how to mie various siege enpes;95 but jche ungainly 
contrapiions which resulted from their efforts never even wenr: into 
action, for they were easily smashed up by ffie llery of the defending 
Ronlans.96 hd yet the Batavsans, owing to tlleir familiarity with 
Roman a$my serv-ice) were iougllt to be more psoficient Wit'l such 
machines chan the Germans who lived in freedom beyond the Rhine 
cutside the Roman fronter.97 

Some of ttlese fIee &erXmans could achieve even less dan the 
Batalrians. It is true the at wLhe siege of Thess310mca sn 269 the 
Gothic attackers are said to have used "engines"; but there is no 
detailed inforr.al:ioil about these en.gines except t:hat the clefenslers 
countered thern; by hvrling blazin; missiles at thenz zrom deir own 
ariiUery-and we cannot lig.;stly assume the the Gcrhic ezngines 
were made by .he Go-hs themselves ra.her than by Rom2n prisoners 
or deserters.98 Siege eng.nes .are also said to haZe been used by the 
barbarians from beyond the lRhinc-either Franks or Alamanni- 
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when they besieged Tours during the reign of Postumus. A report 
reached the Eastern Empire some years later that when the defenders 
attacked these engines neth some success by means of burning 
missiles the barbarians dug tanks to hold water behind their threat- 
ened engines, and filled these tanks wxth water. But how they used 
it to quench the fires started by the Romans is not recorded, for the 
fragnentary text of our authority breaks off at this point with a 
reference to lead-covered channels which would recWive the water. 
But clearly, there is nothing here to suggest a high level of siege-craft 
on the parl; of the Germsns.99 Moreover, at the siege of PSippopolis 
in the middle of the century, we are told, the Goths put some 
warrtors in large wooden boxes or crates, the size of a small 
room, covered with hides to keep off the enemy's missiles, and moved 
them on wheels to the city gates (where the citizens dropped huge 
stones on them and crushed both boxes and men).l?? Again, when 
they were besieging Side in Lycia c. 269, the Goths built towers of the 
same height as the city walls and moved them forward on wheels. 
They hung iron plates as well as hides in front of them so as to 
prevent the enemy setting them on fire. But even so their attack 
came to nothing.lol These boxes and towers and a mound of 
earth and wood (which they built so as to be able to fight on a level 
unth the defenders of Philippopolis)l02 are practically the only siegs- 
works which the barbarians are reported to have bliilt during the third- 
century invasions. There is little doubt that the invaders had the 
ability to make all these contrivances, but we find a different state 
of affairs when we come to examine the attacs by Goths and others 
on Marcianople in 248. The city was well stocked with food, and 
the barbarians did not propose to besiege it for they believed that 
it could be taken by storm. Their lErst move was to collect as many 
stones as possible from the ground round about the city and to pile 
them in convenient heaps in front of the wall. They then surrounded 
the wall and began hurling these stones together with their spears 
and arrows at the defenders.l03 But the citizens behind their 
battlements merely held their shields over their heads, d the stones, 
spears and arrows rattled and bounced off them like a heavy shower 
of hailstones. After a while all the stones and all the other missiles 
had been shot away, and little or no damage had been done to the 
defenders. The attackers went despondently away and encamped 
a short distance from the city. After a few days, which they may 
have spent in making new spears and arrows and in collecting more 
stones,l04 they returned and began the process all over again. But 
the citizens, whose courage was high and who had no lack of weapons, 
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launched such a storm of missiles on the carelessly massed barbarinns 
that they inflicted considerable losses upon them, broke their spirit, 
and convinced iem that the attack was futile.l05 There is no trace 
here of towers, boxes, mounds, and the like, nor is there any trace 
of them among the fourth-century Visigoths. These found it 
exceedingly difficult to take the Roman cities by siege or by storm; 
and competent Roman observers held that the Visigoths knew 
nothing whatever of siege-craft.l06 Fritigern was quick to dissuade 
his men in 376 from sieges, "saying ths he was at peace with walls". 
Occasionally, in fact, they forgot his advice, but each time they did so 
they met with so sharp a reverse as to recall his xsrise words without 
delay.l07 And in this incompetence they did not differ from the 
contemporary Alamanni.l08 Even in the late fifth century, when 
they beleaguered Clermont, they made no attempt to storm the town: 
they simply blockaded it, destroyin;, the crops each year and then 
returning home for the winter. But there is no evidence of any 
development of military technique beyond what had been known to 
their ancestors in Fritigern's day. 109 

The tow-ers, boxes, mounds, etc., mentioned by Dexippus and 
Eusebius in the third century, then, if they are to be accepted as 
historical - and some1:imes the accounts of sieges in late Greek 
historians are open to considerable doubtll? left little mark on the 
siege-craft of the invaders in general. We may suppose that some, 
but no. all, of the groups of third-century invaders were able to 
make such contrivances; but such contrivances did not become part 
of the stock-in-trade of the northern barbarians in general. Indeed, 
they were forgotten by the Goths themselves before very long, for 
there is no parallel to them in Gothic history before the sisth century. 
The ability to mbe such things was temporary and it was local, being 
beyond the powers of some of the Goths themselves in the mid-tnird 
century. It may not be unreasonable to conclude that the siege of 
Marcianople in 248 (p. I4 above) was a much more typical siege 
than those of Philippopolis and Side. While the barbarians were 
more at home in taking unwalled cities,lll it is of course true that a 
number of walled cities are reported to have been taken by them in 
the course of their raids and invasions; and it must not be supposed 
that protracted, vigorous, and sometimes successful sieges were 
unknown.ll2 But few trus.worthy details are available about the 
ay in which they took the walled ciiies and fortesses, and it is 
difficult to avoid the impression that they usually did so, not by 
prolonged siege, but by surprise or treachery or by the panic or 
incompetence or negligence of the defenders.ll3 
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The Germans of the sixth-centsry kingdoms can hardly be said 
to have advanced significantly in siege warfare as compared with the 
Germans of the pre-Migration days. Thus, when Witigis 
beleaguered Rome in 536 lle built some wooden towers equal in 
height to the city walls. These towers llad a nvheel at each corner, 
and oxen were yolied to them so 2s to draw the towers forward.ll4 
But the oxen were all prompfly shot by Roman archers on the x^^alls 
as soon as they came within range, and the towers became immobile; 
and Belisarius not unreasonably was able to laugh at the simplicity 
of the barbarians.lls (He had travelled a long way since that day 
when on his way to Africa he had stepped ashore in Sicily under the 
shadow of Mount Etna, not knowing what manner of men the Vandals 
were or what kind of warfare they pratsed).lls The Ostrogoths 
were more successful whell they tried simply to dear the walls ol 
their defenders by firing at them an overwhelng nun.ber of arrows 
and wsthout using any machines at all.ll7 WitigiS) however, still 
persisted in bulding "engines" for the barbarians never failed 
to grasp the vallle of ellgines if ody they could be made to work- 
but all his construcaons were set on fire and destroyed by Belisarius.ll8 

The king made vet another attempt to solve his problem when he 
came to besiege Ariminum in 537-s. Once agan he bwlt a wooden 
tower is iitrAc higher than the city walls-and once again lle 
mounted it upon four wheels. But he did not repeat the lziistake 
of yoking oxen to it, for in this respect he had learned his lesson at 
Rome. Iwhere was a very wide ladder inside the tower; and the 
king's aim was that his men should sxzrarm up this ladder as soon as 
it came dose enough to the aty wall. On paper his plan szas no 
doubt praciicable, but his taciical handling of the tower was atrocious. 
His men drew it dese to the wall, but then darlzness fell and thea 
were obliged to leave tlne tomrer all rxight close to thse -\^ra11 of Arinum. 
During the rug3:1t the Romans dug a trench in front of it, and 
next day despite considerable effort the Ostrogoths could not move 
the tower lorviard. Hence, afraid tnat the Rc;nlans would burn it 
dur$ng the following nlght, they pualed the tower back, and reached 
deir camp xnth it late that day. In doing so, honves er, they suiered 
such severe casu31ties l:hat they decided to assault the vall no more.ll9 
The t-ower was liLie n.cre than a death-trap for its builder.s. 

When Toiila became king of the Ostrogoths he rarely keDieged the 
Ronzan-heid cities in an active manner: he tnerel.sf elockaded them. 
But he pulled down the waSs of ciies which fell itltO his hands and 
whlch he feared nniaht beconle centres oS Rom.aI1 resistance if 
Belisarius should manage to re-occLlpy them. This had beesl the 
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policy of Geiseric in Africa,l20 and when the Visigoths re-captured 
Cartagena in Spain from the Byzantines c. 6I5 they laid it waste.l2l 
wiiigis had initiated this policy of despair in the case of two only of the 
aties of Italy (Pisausum and Fanum),l22 but it was Totila who applied 
it on an extensive scale.l33 He even planned at one time to level 
Rome itself with the ground. He did in fact do considerable damage 
to the city and left it wholly uninhabited in 546-7; but he was after- 
wards criticised by the Ostrogothic nobles for not destroying the city 
completely.l24 In the final chapter of Procopius' BG we hear at 
las1: of the successful use of rxiilitary machines by the Ostrogoths. 
They seized a bridge over the River Dracon or Sarnus (modern 
Sarno) near Nuceria, put wooden towers on it, md in these towers 
placed ballistae, svliich at long last they worked effectively.l25 Eut 
this case is exceptional. 

Finally, a description has survied fFom the late seventh century 
of a Visigothic attack on two walled cities. When ting Wamba was 
suppressiilg the great Xebellion of Pallus and others in 673 he found 
it necessary to assault the cities of Narbonne and N;mes. Our 
authority for the attacks makes no reference to the use of siege 
engines: the Goths threw stones and fired arrows and spears at the 
city walls just as their ancestors had done at Tnessalonica 400 years 
before. But they did so to such effect that they were able to get 
dose to tihe gaves of both cities, set them on fire, &nd so make their 
way i:nside t:he walls. li 6 Gellerally speaking, then, the progress 
which the Ostrogoths and the Visigoths had made in the latest days 
of tlleir lingdoms was lrery sli;,ht and marked only a small advance 
over tlne abilities ot Fritige.n or even Arnius. 

Strong though the Roman mil;tary forces were in comparison 
with those of the barbarlans, they were nowhere stronger than in 
siege warfare. Tacitus nzay have been the most unmilitary of 
historians, but he knew th.at the barbarians were nowhere weaker, 
and the Romans nowhere more poxverful, tllan in the equipment and 
the tactics of a siege. 12 7 

III 
When Constaltius II healcl that Julian had rebelled against mm 

in Paris he arranged to have three million bushels of wheat distributed 
amotlg the cities on the bordexWs of Ga$1, and a furthel three million 
bushels concentrated i:x the region of the CotLian Alps, so as to feed his 
army wllell he mcned frorn t;ze ICast to engage the rebel's foAces.l>8 
The commissa-.zafi of the I mpnrial goveXnment was almost illrlllitely 
superior to anythinz, that arly northern people could hope to organise. 
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When an army of northern barbarians undertook a campaign, its 
leaders did not think in terms of millions of bushels of wheat. They 
usually did not think of organising food supplies at all, for it seems 
to have been each man's business to supply his own food; and the 
Chatti, who organised some sort of supply system, were regarded as 
exceptional and notewordy. 129 Hence, as soon as the warriors 
assembled for the purpose of undertakislg a campaign, it was 
imperative to en$er ie enemy's territory as soon as possible, for 
one could not plunder the food of one's own people-plundering 
within the civitas was a punishable offerlce.l30 

A campaign fought far from home meant th2t the warriors would 
have to live largely off the courltrysiae which t.hey overran.l3l 
Accordingly, one of the first measures vvhich the Romans =iight 
take in a province where an invasion had begun or even where it 
still only threatened and parixcularly if earlier raids haa taught 
the population what to expect was to drive all the livestocl; grom 
the fields into the cities, to transport the grasn to places of securicy 
and to remove all possible sources of food supplJr out of reaSh ot the 
ill-stocked raiders so as to hasten the famine which woid SOOll 

demoralise and destroy them.l32 And then Roman str&tegy mighlt 
aim, not at major engagements with the enemy and not necessarily 
evexl at a struggle with each and every one of their bands, bllt at 
starving them into surrellder or flight.l?3 If thie Romans chose 
to reach an accommodation with the raiders betore the bands of the 
latter had altogether disintegrated, the Imperial authoriiies might 
be obliged to supply tile raiders with food-marlrets as they nelade 
their hungry way back to the froniier.134 On the other lzand, a 
cautious bartarian ni;ght refrain Som chvrpIlg wildly over tlle 
maximum extent of Roman territory in search of plunder arld 
might instead content hiIrsself wii merely ama,ssing enough supplies 
from the Roman collntryside in his imnzediate neighbourhood to 
enable hsm tO keep his a,my concentrated and orgarsed until he 
could brizg the lmperial forces to batile.l35 Ent it lliight ofteil be 
wel! for him lf rlo very long time elapsed beTore battle was joiried. 

The Visigothic catrpaigns on the lower Danube in 370 and the 
following years are an extreme ilius.raion of the procedure of a 
Gern^anic host on entering the Roman pro-vinces. lhe Visigoths 
had been starved by the Roman commanders on the Danube svho 
admitted them to the Empire, sxrhich they erltered withou; any food 
supplies at all. They proceeded .o spEt up into comparanvely small 
companies vwhich could be more easily fed tn*arl one large host), 
and guided by dissident Romans they kept constantly on the move 



EARLY GERMANIC WAFARE I9 

from one source of supply to another, from villa to villa, from granary 
to granary.l36 The war became one of "fligh.s and pursliits", 
as a contemporary put it.l3 Such a strategy gave the invaders 
several advantages (p. zo below), pancularly as they could rapidly 
re-assemble their foraging parties whenever danger threatened.l38 
But the risk was that these small parties might: be cut off and destroyed 
orse by one. In the early suminer months of 378 the general Sebastian, 
shom some regarded as the most able Roman soldier of his day and 
vnho had not been without a chance of succeeding laleniinian I as 
Emperor,l39 eventually organised a troop of 2,000 specially picked 
and trained soldiers to hunt them down;l40 and we have more than 
one vivid picture of the surprise and shat$ering defeat of these small 
groups of Visigoths. After a good day's foraging ar.d plundering 
in the fields and unforiified villages they woid gorge themselves 
with what food chey had found, and drink themselves to sleep; then 
an hour or tW0 before dawn a watchful foe could sometinaes kill them 
to a man as they lay and slept.l4l 13y these tactics of conanuous 
harrying Sebastian hoped to prevent the Visigoths Eom collecdang 
bod and to compel them either to surrender to the Emperor or to 
withdraw noLth of the Danabe: they would face the Huns north of 
the Danube zather than famine south of it.l*9 

It mighL be thougllt, however, that the VisigotEs were an exceptiond 
case in 376 and that a generalisation based on their experience would 
give a Inisleading picture of Germanic invasions and raids in general. 
The Visigoths had been driven abruptly from their homes by the 
Huns, and the Romms had robbed them of whatever small stocks 
of food they had been able to snatch up and carry with them as they 
fled in panic from their country. Moreover, it was not simply a 
fighting force s-hich entered 1:he provinces in 376: they brought their 
womenfolk and theit children with them. 

And yet in their third-century raids, which presumably were 
planned with some care, the later stages of an expedition might see 
the Goths sta.ving, and the men and pack-animals dying off from 
hunger or succumbing a latle later to plague and sickness.li3 It 
may be doubted whether many German invasions of the Roman 
Empire were preceded by two years of preparation and by a deliberate 
and planned extension of the area under crops, like the Helvetic 
movement in 58 s.c.l44 And when we turn to the other accounts of 
the invasions we find that although the case of the Visigoths in 376 was 
extreme it was not qualitatively different from the general experience. 
When Gaul was invaded by the Alamanni in the middle of the fourth 
century the invaders had chosen their own time for the attack. Their 
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homes were close in their rear. Their economy produced a surplus 
of food over and above de bare essential needed to keep them alive, 
so that in theory at any rate it might have been possible to organise 
a commissariat: and since in 354 and 355 there was little or no organ- 
ised Roman opposition the Roman generals in the neighbourhood, 
according to one authonty, had chosen to fall asleepl45 -any 
supply trains that the Alamanni could have put on the roads would 
for the most part have reached their warriors in Gaul practically 
unmolested. Yet in spite of all these advantages the fate of the 
Alamannic invaders was not very different from that of the Visigo1:hs 
in 376. Soon after Julian's arrival in Gaul at tne end of 355 he found 
that the invaders were desperate ?or food. They were not living 
on what they had brought from their homes but on whatever food 
they could collect from the countryside which they were invading. 
They made for the flocks and herds of the provincials szrithoue any 
regard for their own safety, so great was their hunger. But this 
food was soon gone, and in many cases Julian actuaily found that 
they were dying of hunger before they could collect more.lt6 When 
a district had often been ravaged thus, as in 354-5, it was reduced to a 
wilderness, and practically no food at all could be extracted from it 
either by invader or by native Roman: the crops could not be sown 
or reaped.l47 Hence, again and again in the Alamannic invasions, 
at any rate after the initial stages, the warriors divided up into a 
number of mere "plundering bands" living of the country: they 
were no longer one united and centrally directed army. This was 
generally the case throughout Julian's years in Gaul, and again during 
the reign of Valentinian I, the two periods for which detailed informa- 
iion exists.l48 As for the numbers of men in such bands, Julian 
considered that several parties of Franks, amounting in all to 60s 
warriors,formedverystrongcompanies.l49 Itis no wonder that a 
military writer of the sixth century A.D., when discussing the best 
tactics to use against the Lombards and the Franks, states that it is 
essential to delay joining battle with them: time must be wasted by 
opening sham negotiations with chem, for then their courage and 
enthusiasm will be sapped by the failure of their supplies and by their 
exposure to the severe climate of the South. 

The position of the invaders, broken up into a multiplicity of small 
parties, was not in all respects onA of weakness. When the Roman 
defensive was totally disorganised, as it was in Gaul in 35s, these 
bands of Alamanni, roving over enormous areas of the province, 
penetrating everywhere, and making their appearance at unexpected 
places svithout warning, could reduce a countryside to chaos. We are 
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told that the inhabitants would shrink away at the very mention of 
the barbarians;l5l and a colltemporary writer refers to the raids as 
"an Iliad of misfortunes''.l52 It was exceedingly difficult for the 
Rolllans to move small detachments of their troops with any feeling 
of security, for in the general confusion they could not foresee at 
wnat moment the troops might be surprised and cut to pieces, when 
every road and every bridge might conceal an ambush.l53 Thus, 
during his first campaign in Gaul in June 356, Julian set out from 
Vienne to Autun "intending to attack the barbarians, who were 
wandering over various districts, wherever chance should give him 
an opportunity''.l54 And the events of his march showed that he 
had no idea whatever of where the barbarian bands lay, except that 
they were lurking in the woods close beside him. Such ignorance 
of the enemy's whereabouts and of the character of his forces might 
cause a serious waste not only of time but also of food and weapons. 155 

Again, just beire his victory at Strasbourg in 357 Julian was reluctant 
to join battle with the Alamanni because his own men were tired 
after a long march. But when he suggested postponing the engage- 
ment, Es men protested on the ground that the enemy were now 
beforo their eye. Julian's staff officers, while recognising the risks 
of an immediate battle, urged the Caesar to attack at once svhen the 
Alamanni were concentrated. They declared that the troops might 
well muiiny if the barbarians were permitted to disperse again, and 
the Romans were faced with the hazardous and endless taslr of 
rounding up innumerable elusive parties of the foe.l56 Even under 
the strong rule of Valentinian I, an able Imperial general named 
Dagalaifus long refrained from trying to repel the A!amannic invasion 
of 365: he pleaded that it was impossible for him to attaclQ the enemy 
while they were scattered in small bands over a wide area. He was 
less enterprising, however, than ls;s successor Jovinus, who early 
in 366 managed .o surprise the three main bodies of the enemy who 
had daunted Dagalaifus. Jovinus caught and dispersed one of these 
bodies after they had plundered some of the villas in the Moselle 
valley and were now resiing in their latrocinalia castra beside the river. 
Some were bathing, some drinking, some dying their hair red, when 
the Romans burst out of the shelter of some neighbouring trees and 
fell upon them.l57 It is difficult, then, to avoid the impression dat 
Chonodomarius made a grarre mistalre in assembling all his forces 
at Strasbourg and in risking a gelleral engagement with the Imperial 
army in 357, even though he outnumbered it. He was doubtless 
encouraged to risk open battle by his earlier success against Barbaiio 
and a Roman army of 25,000 men, but he forgot that that victory 
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was due to surprsse.l58 The curious fact in late Roman history 
is not that the Romans lost or won so few pitched battles, 
but rather that the barbarians allowed large-scale battles to take 
place at all.l59 But even when the enemy had dispersed, the Romans 
often found little difficulty in working out methods of eliminating 
their lightly equipped raiding parties. A fourth-centtlry author 
says that one Emperor, when marchint, against the Germans, "brought 
with him Eastern auiliaries chiefly for the reason that no troops are 
more effective against Germans than light-armed archers", and the 
truth of this opinion was widely recognised in the days when Germanic 
levies consisted mainly of unmounted warriors.160 If the Imperial 
forces could not simply starve the enemy into surrender (p. 2x above), 
their best course was to lay ambushes continuously for the scattered 
bands ofthe enemy, to make lightemng sallies, to cut offtheir supplies. 
and to score a very qliick succession of victories over their foraging 
parties. This was what Sebastian did in the year or two preceding 
the battle of Adrianople.l6l This was how Charietto helped 
Julian to overwhelm the Chamavian Franks in 358. 162 This 
procedure was useful when the enemy could not be brought to a 
general engagement or when the barbarians had a deasive advantage 
in numbers or when the terrain made it impossible to attack them 
in any other way. 163 It is not unfair to condude that in a campaign 
against the Romans (as distinct from a battle) a Germanic chief 
could only hope to win if he were, like Caratacus, "astu locorum 
fraude prior" even though "vi militum Laferior",le4 or if the RoIr:an 
commander was as incompetent as Qwatilius V=us or Valens. 

If we are asked how the barbarians ever managed to overthrow 
the Western Empire, we tnay reply that t}ze question implies two 
misunderstandings. In the first place, it assumes that the fall 
of the Empire was essentially a military defeat: but in fact it is 
impossible to point to a series of military COIlfliCtS and say that these 
led to the destruction of the Empire. The process sstas less catadysmic 
than that. Second, the objeetion ass mes that wars are won simply by 
the superiority of weapons, armour and reserves. But tI;is is not so. 
The morale of the combatants counts for much, and so does the 
administrative capacity to trsng the right number of mer to the rignt 
place at the right time. But in these pages notiiing is said of the 
political agreements of the Rom.ans with the barbarians or of the 
Roman morale or the Roman adr:iiriist:ation. It would be superficial 
to look for the causes of the fall of the Western Empire simply in 
military techniques. 

Nottingham E. A. Thompson 
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NOTES 

1 See e.g. Poseidonius, 87 F 59 ? I06 (Jacoby), with the discussion by 
E. Wendling, "Zu Poseidonius und Varro", Hermes, xxviii (I893), 335-53, 
cf. Walbank on Polybius, i. 20. I5. But C. Schuchhardt, "Die Romer als 
Nachahmer in Landtwehr- und Lagerbau", Sitzungsber. d. preussischen Akad. 
d. Wissen.: phil.-hist. Klasse, (I93I)s 608-34, should be read with caution. 

2 See esp. BG ii. 30 f. Note also i. I3. 2 (bridge-building), ii. I2. 5 (siege 
engines), iv. 25. I f. (warships and tormcnta dismay the Britons, cf. Tacitus, 
Agric. xxv. 2) Vii. 29. 2 (siege warfare), A. Hirtius, BG viii. 43. 4 f. 

3 Caesar, B& iii. 2I. 33 Vii. 22. I-3v 23. 5 29. 75 30. 4, Diodorus Siculus, v. 3I. I 
aTaiS EE ElaVOialS 6tElS Kal Vp?S pa6nC1V 0i avuEiS. Not very long after Caesar's 
wars in Gaul the Xomans were experimenting with a Celtic type of shield boss: 
M. Jahn, Die Bewagnuzg der Germanen in der dlteren Bisenzeit, Mannusbiblio- 
thek xvi, (Leiptig, Igr6), 40 f., 47 f. 

4 Caesar, BG v. 42. I-3v 5 (cf. 52. 2)v Vii. 22. I-3 30. 4. 
5 ibid. riio 29. 2. 
8 See Dio Cassius, lxvii. 7. 4, lxviii. 9. 3 and 5) cf. Petrus Patricius, frag. 5. 
7 See E. A. Tho:npson, Attila and the HUJ2S, (Oxford, I948)) I72 f., I80v and 

add references to Theophylactus Simocatta, ii. I6. I0 ? and to Theophanes, 
a.m. 6305 (p. 498, ed. de Boor), and for the high value which the Indian kings 
put on Roman technicians, including the makers of siege engines, see M. P. 
Charlesworth, "Roman Trade with India: A Re-survey", apud P. R. Coleman- 
Norton (ed.), 3tudies in Roman liconomic and Social History, (Princeton, I95I)s 
I3I-43v at I33v R. E. M. Wheeler, Rome Bcyond the ltperial Frontiers, (London, 
I954)) I33 et al. For an attempt to prevent the art of ship-building from 
reaching barbarians who were still unfamiliar with it see Cod. Theod. ix. 40. 24. 

8 See e.g. Herodian, iii. 4. 8 f. 
9 Marcellillus Comes, s.a. 499 (Chronica Minora ii, 95) 
0 Caesar, BG vi. I. 3, 4fin., though note iii. 5. Iv A. Hirtius, BG viii. I. 2. 

11 H. IBelbriick, Geschichre d. KriegsSzunst, ii2, (Berlin, I92I)) 40; Tacitus, 
Germ. vi. I. 

12 Idem., Ann. ii. I4. 3 f., Gern. vi. I-3) cf. Dio Cassius, XXY,Viii. 50. 2, 
HerOdlan) V1. 7. 8, Agathias, Htst. ii. 5. 

13 Tacitus, A7ln. ii. I4. 4) Germ. vi. I (which is cnnfirmed by the archaeological 
evidence), Plutarch, Marius Y^X\r. 7 (though the iron breastplates of that passage 
are sometimes tt,ought to have bXen booty taken from the Gauls). The great 
length of the Germanic spear is emphasized by Tacitus, Ann. i. 64. 3, ii. I4. 
3 2I. IX HiSt. V. I8n cf. Amm. Marc. xvii. I2. 2 (Sarmatians and Quadi). On 
some relevant representations in lloxnan art see P. G. Hamberg, Acta 
Archceologica, vii (I936)) 2I-49n and esp. Jahn, op. cit. 

4 Tacitus, Gertn. vi. 25 hLfist. V. I7 SH2X. Claudius viii. 5. 
5 Tacitus, Germ. vi. I. 

18 SO Jahn, op. Cit. rhe Caledonians, too, had reason to know that a long 
sword wi.hout a point was of little usc ill close hand-to-hand encounters with 
the Romans: Tacitus, Agric. xxxvi. I where it is to be noted that the 
Caledonians' enemies are Germans. 

17 Idem., Germ. vi. 2, Hist. ii. 22v cf. Dio Cassius, xxxviii. 45. 4, Herodian, 
ni. 7. 8. Even in the sixth century the Frankish and Herul warriors fougllt 
naked from the waist up: Agathias, Hist. ii. 5, Paulus Diaconus, Hist. Langob. 
i. 20 (though the Herals in Procopius, BP ii. 25. 275 wear a short csoak). This 
of course, was not a German peculiarity, cf. Livy, xxii. 46. 6 (Gauls), Procopius, 
BG nl. I4. 26 (Slavs and Antae), &c. 

18 Tacitus, Ge. m. vi. 3. According to Hamberg, art. cit. 24, in the whole of 
Roman TriumphaZkunst not a single German (apart from some in Roman 
service) is represented as wearing helmet or armour. 

l9Jahnv Op. Cit. I52 ff. For a vivid representation see Hamberg, art. cit. 30, 
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with Abbildung 4; and note J. Dobifis, "Roman Imperial Coins as a Source for 
Germanic Antiquities", Transactioras of the International Numismatic Congress, 
London, I936, (London, I938), I60-78, who discusses the German shield on 
I6I-9. 

20 Jahn, op. cit. I64 f., I82, 20I ?, Hamberg, art. cit. 28. 
S1 Agathias, loc. cit. 
23 H. G. Gundel, Untersuchungen zur Taktik und Strategie der Germanen 

Diss. Marburg, I937, 8. On the cuneus see Fiebiger, P.-W. iv. 1756 f., Delbruck, 
op. cit. ii, 32 ff., 43 ff., Gundel, op. cit. Il-I8. How the various comitatus fitted 
into (or alongside) the cunei is unknown. 

23 Caesar, BG i. 52. 3, but the }tomans charged simultaneously. 
S4 Caesar, BG ii. 23. I, iii. I9. I. It was a tacric to induce the enemy to do 

this: idem., BC iii. 92. 3. 
25 Tacitus, Ann. ii. 2I. I "nec minor Germanis animus, sed genere pugnae 

et armorum superabantur", &c. Cf. Gundel, op. cit. 35, 39 f. 
26 Tacitus, loc. at. colligeret. 
27 Caesar, BG i. 46. I, Tacitus, Hist. v. I7. 
28 Procopius, BG viii. 35. 20 ff. 29 Tacitus, Ann. a. 14. 3, 2I. I. 
30 See Tacitus, Ann. i. 63. x ff., ii. II. 3 (Cheruscan tactics against 

Chariovalda's Batavians), I6. I ff., I9. 3, Frontinus, Strateg. i. 3. I0 (which 
probably refers, however, to the strategy of German raids rather than to the 
tactics of the Germans in battle), ii. 3. 23, SHA. Aurelian xxi. 2 f., Herodian, 
Vii. 2. 5 f. In Tacitus, Ann. ii. I4. 3, Germanicus tells his men that "non 
campos modo militi Romano ad proelium bonos, sed si ratio adsit, silvas et 
saltus', but cf. i. 64. 3, ii. 5. 3, Hist. v. I7 (marshes). 

31 Caesar, BG iv. I2, Tacitus, Hist. iv. ao. Note also Plutarch, Otho xii, 
Dio Cassius, lv. 24. 7. On German cavalry and a typically Roman use of it, see 
Herodian, viii. I. 3. C5. Delbruck, op. cit. ii, 432 ff. 

33 Those who will, may follow A. Alfoldi, Cambndge Ancient History, xii 
(I939), I59, in supposing that "there is probably no great exaggeration" in 
the statement of Dexippus, I00 F 6 ? 4 (Jacoby), that the Iuthungi could put 
40,000 horse into the field. But Dexippus does not suggest that the Iuthungi 
were an essentially cavalry power. 

33 Jahn, op. cit. 57, 87. J. Werner, "Pfeilspitzen aus Silber und Bronze in 
germanischen Adelsgrabern der Kaiserzeit", Historisches 3rahrbuch, lxxiv 
(I955), 38-4I, at 40, suggests that the use of the bow may have become custom- 
ary among the &ermans after the wars with M. Aurelius: the Germans would 
have noted the effectiveness of the Sarmatian and Iazygian archers. I am not 
sure that this is convincing, but can suggest noding better. 

a4 e.g. Greg. Tur. HF ii. 9, p. 53, ed. Krusch (I937). 
S6 No more than this can be safely deduced from Amm. Marc. xxxi. 5. 7, 

7. I3, 8. I0, Zosimus, iv. 22. I, cf. Olympiodoms, frag. 26, Claudian, In Rufin. 
ii. 80, Vi cons. Hon. 225 t;, 240, 284, BG I92, 2I6 f. 

sS Orosius, vii. 34. 5, Zosimus, iv. 22. I-3. C;erman horses had been 
unimpressive in the early Roman period, too: Caesar, BG iv. 2. 2, Tacitus, 
Germ. vi. 3. But in the sixth century German horses began to win some renown: 
see R. Much on Tacitus, loc. Cit. 

37 Amm. Marc. xxxi. 5. 9, 7. I2, I3, I3. I, Orosius, vii. 33. I4 contis, cE. SHA. 
Claud. viii. 5. For Jordlanes, Get. I. 26I, conti were the characteristic weapons 
of the Goths (though he is thinkving of Ostrogoths). 

38 Amm. Marc. asxxi. 7. 12, I3. 3. At the batde of Hastings some of the 
English were armed with lignis imposita sa,ra, William of Poitiers, ii. I7 (p. I88, 
ed. Foreville). 

39 Amm. Marc. xxxi. I3. I, cf. Orosius, vii. 33. I4 nubib2ls sgittarum, Claudian, 
In Rufin. ii. 80, i cons. Stil. III, Vegetius, i. 20. King Theodoric II was a 
good bowman, Sidonius, Ep. i. 2. 5. Gundel, op. cit. 28, seems to over- 
emphasize the importance of the bow to the East German cavalrymen of the 
fourth century. 
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'? Visigothic swords are mentioned in Amm. Marc. xx2:i. 5. 9, 7. I2-3, 
Orosius, vii. 33. I4, cf. SHA. Claud. viii. 5. On the Gothic sword see esp. 
E. Behmer, Das zweischneidige Schwert der germanischen Volkerzvandergngszeit, 
Stockholm, I939), I7 ff., 69 ? But de ody Visigothic (as is" from 
Ostrogothic) sword known to archaeology, so far as I am aware, is a two-edged 
one with a blade of 7s cm. and a handle of IO cm. which was found at SaSltaM 
de Mures before the systematic excavations began there: see I. Kovacs, 
Dolgozatok: Travaux de la section ?1umismatique et archeologiqzze du musFe 
national de Transylvanie d Kolozssar, iii (I9I2), n50-367, at 36I, with Figure 
I04 t10. 3, p 324@ 

41A;2MI1. Mare. xxxi. I2. I2, I7, mentiOns offly Ostrogothie and Xanie 
cavak5-, and Orosius, vii. 33. I3 f., confirms that their role was a deeisive one. 

42 Amm. Aiare. xxxi. 3. 7. Observe that this wall differed from the walls or 
embankments whieh were eonstlucted by some of the Germans of the first 
century A.D.: the latter were intended to be pe manent structures designed as 
definitive boundary lines between the various peoples' lands, whereas the 
Visigoths built their wall in 376 in the middle of a eampaign so as to meet the 
speeial eireumstanees of the Huns' attaek. It vwas an ad hoc eonstruetion of 
purelr taetieal vallle. 

43 ef. Taeitus, Germ. rYXii. 2 . on the Teneteri. 
44 ef. Amm. Mate. xvi. I2. 34. There is no valid reason for doubting the 

ineident reeounted there by Ammianus: corwtrs, Delbruek, op. cit. ii, 280, 
followed by Gundel, op. cit. 59. 

45 Eunapius, frag. 42 (p. 238. I3 and 28, ed. Dindorf), cf. Claudian, BG 533 ff. 
The view that they did not surrender their weapons (Jerome, Chron. s.a. 338x, 
Orosius, vii. 33. I0) was in my opinion designed to aeeount for their sueeess at 
Adrianople. It was true only in so far as some Visigods bribed the Romans 
tO permit them to keep their arms (ef. Eunapius, frag. 42, p. 239. 8, Zosimus, 
iN'. 20. 6). 

46 Claudian, loc. Cit. 
47 Amm. lAarc. sxxi. 5. 9, 6. 3, I5. II, cf. Orosius, vii. 34. 5. For a case where 

a Roman force had tO arm itsolf from the barb2rians see Eugippius, Zits S. 
Severini iv. 2-4. 

48 ZoSimUS, i. 34 3 49 Tacitus, Ann. ii. 45. , htst. iv. I7. 
50 Tnompson, op. cit. I72, I80. 
51 Tacitus, Hist. i. 57, 64, 66, ii. I9, 52, 82, 8?, iii. 36. 
? Dio Cassius, lxxii. 3. I. Note that before the war of 52 B.C. Vercingetorix 

prescribed the quantity of arms which each civitas should make in preparation 
for the forthcoming campaign: Caesar, BG vii. 4. 8. It may be doubted 
whether many Germanic chieftains in the first two centuries A.D. had suflicient 
personal power to rise to this height of organisation. 

s3IIlCaeSaralOneSeeBGi.27.3,ii. I3. I,I5.2,eSp.3I.3f.ith32. I;iii. 2I. 
3, Vii. I I. 2, I2. 2, 89. 4 cf. Dio Cassius, liv. 3 r . 3, LYXii. 2. a f., &c. 

54 BG v. 27. I5. i5 BG v. 27. 27 f. 5s B(9 V. 27. 26. 
sv See BG v. 22. 4, 23. 9, Vi. 5. I4, Yii. 4. 2I. The siew that NYYitigis' army 

consisted of I 50,000 horse and foot, most of then; TEXp>vl:";VOlv at the beginning 
of the war (Procopius, BG v. I6. II, 24. 3, Vii. 2I. 4) iS fantastic: see J. B. 
Bury, History of the Later Roman Empire2, (London, I923), ii, I8I n. 2. 

58 Procopius, BP i. I. I5, iS a trustworthy eye-witness and his evidence cannot 
b_ doubted with DelbruclQ, op. cit. ii, 370 f., merely on the grounds of what 
Dio Cassius, xl. 22, had said 300 years earlier. The speed with which the 
Persians could fire their arrows is mentioned more than once by Mauricius, 
Strateg. xi. 2. 

59 Procopius, BP i. I. II ff., Ig. 32-4, cf. BG Yiii. 8. 34. 
6? E. Darko, "Influences touraniennes sur l'evolution de l'art militaire des 

grecs, des romains et des byzantins", Byzantion, x (I935), 443-69, xii (I937), 
II9-47, at xii, I42. Observe tit Vegetius, i. 20, explicitly says that the arms 
of Roman cavalry benefited from study of those of the Goths, Alans, and Huns. 
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*1 On this battle see esp. Delbruck, op. cit. ii, 374-86, Bury, op. cit. ii, 26I-9 288-9I; but there is litfle new in E. Stein, Histoire du Bas-empire, (Paris, t949), ii, 600-2. 
6' Procopius, BG v. 28. 22 ?v cf. vi. I. 2, viii. 8. I6. *a tbxd. viii. 32. I7. 
'4ibid. 7. 
66 idem., BV iii. 8. 27. VanS cavaW is mentioned by Sidonius, carm. v. 398 f., 4I3, 423, and frequently in Procopius. On their lack of defensive armour see L. Schtnidt, GescAtichte d. Wandalen2, (Munich, I942), I65 n. 4. There is no valid reason for doubting Procopius' statement that the Vandals did not use the bow cflectively: Procopius was an eye-witness, asld weapons and tactics were matters which interested him. Contra, C. Gourtois, Les Vandoles et l'Afrique, (Paris, I955), 23I n. 8. 
" Procopiu,s, BV iv. 3. 9, I4. 
67 idem., B& viii. 32. 6 ff. *s ibid. to. The Ostrogothic calralry was peculiarly ineffectiere against Roman infantry even when the latter was not equipped with bows and arrows: cf. their ignominious defeat in BG viii. 29. I6 ff. 
69 Merobaudes, Paneg. i, frag. ii B, p. IO. I6 ?, ed. Vollmer. . In Paneg. ii. I58 f., p. I7, a force of besieged Visigoths has shields, spears, swords, and (last in the list) arrows. But we cannot press a poet's words on such a subject. Small groups of Visigothic cavalry are mentoned by Sidoxiius, Ep. iii. 3. 7. 70 Chronica Minora ii, 294 ? cE. C. Sanches-Albornoz, "La Caballeris Visigoda", Wirtschaft nr:d Kultur: FstscSzrift Alfons Dopsch, (Leipzig, Ig38), g2-x08, at I02, I07 n. 2. There is a not very helpful discussion in C. Barriere-Flasty, Les arts industriels des peuples barbares, (Toulouse and Paris I9OI), i, 49, idem., "Le costume et l'armement du wisigoth au Ve et VIe sibcles", Re6)ue des l'vrenees, xisr (I902), IX5-43. 

71 On the type of army which this ret,ulation implies see E. Oldenburg, Die Kriegs2?e.-fassung der Westgoten, Diss. Berlin, I909, 50 f. 7S See Du Cange s. YV. zatoow, zava, and add to his references Mauricills, Strateg. xi. 2, ::ii. 23. 
73 Legg. Visig. ix. 2. 9, p. 377, ed. Zeumer. '4 Excavation in Spain has revealed disappointingly little about Visigothic weapons: it was characteristic of the Visigoths throughout thW whole of their history not to bury weapons with their dead. Oslly a couple of s^K;ords, some spears, and a few scramae have been foursd: see H. Zeiss, Die Grabfundc aXls dem spanisch.e Westgotenreich, Germanische lZenkmiler der Volkerwanderungs- zeit, Bd. ii, (Berlin and Leipzig, I934), 64 -6, bl;t according to Sfinchez-Albornoz, art. Cit. 102, solue horse-trappmgs have also been found. The coins tsOW some liaht on the Visigoiic helmet, which was very expensive and can only hane beell worn by the king $nd the robles: see W. Reislhart, "Germanische Helme in westgotischen Munzbildern", yahrbuch ffir h';nzisn.atffi ur;d Geld- geschic.iite, ii ( I 950- I), 43-6. 

75 0x1 this date see Stein, op. cit. ii, 820 ? 
;d 1. Rostoeff, IraniaJzs G8 Greeks in Soathern Russia, fOxford, I922) 2I6 er al., beiieves that the s2eedy conquest of the shores of the Biack Sea by the Goths was facilitated by the fact that the Dnieper basin had been gradually occapied by (;erman tribes in the first century s.c. and the first two centuries A.D. But even allowing this earls German occupation of the Dnieper area (which seems versy doubtful), it still rernains to show (a) how those early Germans overcame the nomads of the steppe, and (b) how the Goths overcane GerIrsans who had been strong enough tG conquer the nornads. IncidentaNy, in spite of W. Ensslin, Theoderich der Grosse, (Munich, I947) 9, and others, there is neither evidence nor likelihood that Ermanaric's empire stretched to the Volga: its boundary was the Don. 

77 Procopius, BG vi. 25. z-4, c? I2. The Franks in Agadias, Hist. i. I4 f., have swords, spears, and axes: so, too, ibid. ii. S Libaxlius, Or. lix. I3I, 



EARLY GEBtANIC WARFARE 27 

mentions their sop*rla. Battle-axes were not wholly unknown among the 
Goths: Amm. Marc. xxxi. I3. 3, Agathiss, iSt. i. 9 (I<4. IO, ed. Dindorfs, md 
perhaps Procopius, SP ii. 2I. 7. The western sources bearing on Frankish 
warfare are cited in 0. M. Dalton, The History of the Franks by Gregory of 
Tours, (Oxford, I927), 225-34, though his citation of the Byzantines is 
incomplete. On Frankish weapons see above all E. Salin, La Civilisation 
merovingienne, iii. (Paris, I957). 

78 Agathias, Hist. i. 2I fin. 
79 Procopius, BG vi. 28. IO, cf. Agathias, i. 7 (I52. I3 ff., Dindorf). 
80 See esp. Agathias, i. 2I f., ii. 8 f. 
81 Agathias, ii. 5, who confirms Procopius' description of Frankish warfare. 

He differs from him only in saying that the Frankish warrior carried a spear or 
ango with a barb on either side of the blade, i. 2I fin., ii. 5. A similar general 
picture is given by Mauricius, Strateg. xi. 4 (269 ., ed. Scheffer), who, he 
Agathias, i. 2I f., mentions their cavalry as well as their infantry 

82 Studies of this important battle have been devoted to the site rather than 
the charauer of the struggle, as e.g. A. F. Lievre, "Le lieu de la rencontre des 
Francs et des Wisigoths sur les bords du Clain en 507", Raue historique, 
lXvi (I898), 90-I04, G. Kurth, "La bataille de Vouille en 507", Revue des 
questions historiques, N.S. xx (I898), I72-80. 

83 See e.g. John of Biclaro, s.a. 585 (Chronica Minora, ii, 2I7), Julianus, 
Hist. Wambae viii, Vitas S. Patr. F,meret. v. I2. 3. 

84 Procopius, BG viii. 20. 3I. 
85 ibid. 28 ?, cf. H. ̂ N1. Chadwick, The Origin of the Rnglish Nation (Cambridge, 

I907), I50 n. I. 
86 C. Oman, A History of the Art of War, (London, I898), 42, suggests that 

"all the tribes which had their original habitat in the plains beyond the Danube 
and north of the Eorsine seezn to halre learned horsemanship . . . The races, 
on the other hand, which had started from the marshes of the Lower Rhine 
or the moors of North Germany and Scandinavia were essentially foot-soldiers". 

8, Prowopius, SP ii. I8. 24. 
88 Tacitus, Hist. i. 59, 64, ii. 27 f., 66, 69. On their political relations with 

Rome see I. Klose, Roms I(lientel-Randstaaten am Rhein und an der Donau, 
(BresIsu, I934), I7-26. 

80 Tacitus, Ann. ii. 8. 3, II. 3, shows them serving with the Imperisi forces 
in A.D. I6. 

90 idem. Hist. iv. 30. 
91 lacitus, Ann. i. 57. I, Xii. 29. 4. Germans besieged by RoIra2ls: Amm. 

Marc. xvii. 2, Priscus of Panillm, frag. x a, and 1;he vivid picture on section lis 
<)f the Column of M. Aurelius (now reproduced in C. Caprino and others 
La Colonna di Afarco Aurelio, (liome, I955), l'late xxxiv, Sg. 68), where the 
Gerinan defenders of a for; throw swords (!), torches, and a jar of an unspecitied 
liquid at a Ro-,lan restudo. 

92 Dio Cassiu3, lvi, 2. 2, (= LOllaraS, X. 37), Amm. Matc. xvii. 6. I, .=iX. 
6. I2, ae. The RomanJ rzely admix thav any barbarian peoplW w-as eEcient 
at siege-w-arfire. 

9a See e.g. Tacitus, Hist. iii. 20. 94 ibid. .i. 22. 95 Tacitus, SXi.. i. . 23. 
9d ivid., c? 30 irzit. 97 ibid. iv. <8. 98 Eusebius, IOI F 2 ? 2 (Jacoby). 
99 Eusebius, *id. ? 5, with P. Goessler, '7ur Belagerungskunst der Germanen' 

KZio, xxxv (I942), I03-I4, who in my opinion fiils to prove the esistencw of a 
high siAge-s;ecnique among the Germans. 

Dexippus, IOO F. 27 (Jacoby) 
101 lZexippus, IOO F 29 (Ja_oby). They had made uooden towers at 

Philippopolis also, idem., r >7 ? 5, but they had been burned by the defenders. 
Others, which were also burned, are mentioned in Eusebius, IOI F 2 ? 5 (Jacoby), 
as belonging tO t:he Franks or Alamanni. 102 DexippusZ F 27 ?? 7-II- 

103 c? Tacitus, Hist. v. I7 ? C'saxis glandibusque et ceteris missilibus 
proelium incipitur . . . absumptis quae iaciuntur", &c. 
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04 cf. Procopius, BG vii. 24. 22. 
lob Dexippus, I00 F 25 (Jacoby) 
106Amm. Marc. xxxi. 6. 4 "homines ignaros obsidendi", 8. I "haec et 

similia machinari penitus ignorantes", cf. I6. 3. The cities which survived 
the Visigothic invasions were in general the cities that were walled: Eunapius, 
frag. 42 (240. 2I, Dindorf). 

107 A=lm. Marc. xasi. 6. 4. cf. Ambrose, Ep. xv. 5 and 7 (Migne, 
PL. xvi. 997 f.), Zosimus, v. I9. 6. 

108 After they had besieged Julian in Sens for 30 days in 356, accordina to 
Amm. Marc. xvi. 4. 2, "the barbarians went sadly away, grumbling about how 
silly it svas to attempt sieges". 

109 The siege of Clermont is well characterized by C. E. Stevens, Sidonius 
Apollinaris and His Age, (Oxford, I933), I45 ff., where the evidence is cited 
and discussed. 

0 Classical Quarterly, xxxix (I945), 92-4. 
Zosimus, i. 26. I, 33. 2, 43. 2, V. I9. 6, SynceHus, p. 382 Bonn. 

112 e.g. Amm. Marc. xv. 8. I9, Zosimus, i. 43. I (barbarian siege engines), 
Jordanes, Get. xvi. 92, XVii. 94, XViii. I03, &c. For unsuccessful sieges see 
Zosimus, i. 29. 2, 32. I, &C. 

lls See e.g. Tacitus, Hist. ivt 33, Dexippus, I00 F 28 s 5 (Jacoby), Zosimus, 
i 339 2v 34- 3, 35 Iz &C 

114 Procopius, v. 2I. 3 ff. Observe Witigis' four g.eat battering rams which 
were also mounted on wheels and moved by 50 men. 

5 ibid. 22. 8 ? 116 idem., BV iii. I4. I. 117 idem., BG v. 229 I9 ? 
8 ibid., 23. I7 and 23. 119 ibid., vi. I2. I-I3, 24 f. 

120 idem., BV iii. 5. 8, I5. 9, though note I6. 9. Striking conation 
of the historian has been found at Tipasa, where the city walls were systematic- 
ally destroyed and the towers overturned: see J. Baradez, Tipasa: Ville antique 
de MaurStanie, (Algiers, I952), 69, with Plate 42. The Africnn cities were 
re-fortified by Solomon in 539-40: Procopius, BV iv. 19. 3, 20. 29. Among 
other works Solomon built an extraordinarily impressive fort a short distance 
south of Timgad: C. Courtois, Timgad: Antique Thamugadi, (Algiers, I95I), 
60-6. 

121 Isidore, Etymol. xv. I 67- 

23 Procopius, BG vii. II. 32, 25- 7- 
la3ibid. vii. 6. I, 25. II (Beneventum), 8. I0 (Naples), 23. 3 (Spoletium), 

24. 32 f. (Tibur), cf. 24. 29. 
24*id.,22. 6ff., I9j24. 3,9,27. 

@5 i,bid., viii. 35 9 
126 Julianus, Hist. Wambae ni, , xvii, xviii (AIGH. SS. rer. Merov. v). 
127 Tacitus, Ann. xii. 45. 4. He never ascribes bows and arrows as weapons 

of war to the Germans. 
1S8 Julian, Ep. ad Athen. 286 B 
129 Tacitus, Germ. xxx. 3 copiis. Sometimes women would accompany 

German warriors so as to serve food, ibid. vii. 4. 
lao Caesar, B(R vi. 23. 6 extra finis, cf. Legg. Visigoth. viii. I. 9, cf. Julianus, 

Hist. Wambae x, Legg. Baiuvar. ii. 5. But the Franles were very lax in this 
respect: see Dalton, op. cit. 227 ff. 

lSl Note Caesar, BG ii. I0@ 4 

132 See e.g. Amm. Marc. xviii. 7. 3 f., . 8. I, Vegetius, iv. 7, Libanius, 
Or. xxiv. 38, Zosimus, i. 43. 2 fin., 48. I, V. 19. 6 ? (cf. 2I. 2), Eugippius, Vita 
S. Severini xxx. I (where note statim). 

la3 Caesar, BG vi. I0. 2, Paneg, Lat. x (ii). 5. 2 (cf. SHA. Claud. xi. 3), Amm. 
Marc. XXX1. 7. 3, 8. I. 

134 Dexippus, I00 F 7 ? 3 (Jacoby), cf. F 6 ? I4. 
135 idem., F 6 ? 5, cf. Caesar BG i. 34 3" 
136 . M=c. i. 7. 6, 8 necessitas. Thew sm bands are mentioned 

repeatedly: ibid. 5. 8, 6. 5, 7. 7, 9. 3, I0. 2I, I I. 4, 5, cf. SHA. Aurel. xviii. 
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6, Claudian, In Rufin. ii. I24 f., and many similar phrases. 
la7 Libanius, Or. xxiv. 40. 
138 Claudian, loc. cit. 
139 Amm. Marc. x2=. IO. 3 
140 idem., nwi. II. 2-5, Eunapius, frag. 47, Zosimus, iv. 23. 
141 Zosimus, iv. 25. 3 f., cf. 23. 4, Amm. Marc. xxxi. II. 4. 
149 Zosimus, iv. 23. 6. See Eunapius, Zoc. cit. for a panegyric of Sebastian. 
l4a Zosimus, i. 45. I, 46. I, SHA. Claud. xi. 3, xii. I. On their scattered 

bands see Dexippus, IOO F 26 ? 3, 28 ? I. 
144 Caesar, BG i. 3 I f 

145 Amm. Marc. xv. 8. I, XVi. I2. 5, Libanius, Or. xviii. 42. So, too, there 
seems to have been little organized opposition to the Visigoths when Theodosius 
became Emperor at the beginning of 379: Themistius, Or. xvi. 207 AB. 

146 Amm. Marc. xvi. 5. I7. For a third-century Alamannic parallel see 
Dexippus, IOO F 6 ? I4, and for the fifth century Eugippius, Vita S. Sevenni 
xxx. 4. 

47 A. Marc. xvi. 4. 4, Paneg, Lat. xi (iii). I5. 3, Zosimus, iii. 5. I. 
148 . Marc. svi. 2. 2 "per diversa palantes barbaros", 7 "diffusae 

multitudinis barbarae", II. 3 "vagantesque fusius", I2. 4, XX1. 3. I, 2CXVii. I. 
I, 2. I-2, IO. 4, c? Libanius, Or. xiii. 24. So also the Alamannic Lentienses 
in 378, Amm. Marc. sxxi. IO. 4. Julian expected the Alamanni to begin the 
campaign of 358 in one compact army (Amm. Marc. xvii. 8. I "Alanannos . . . 
nondum in unum coactos"), but doubtless they would have divided up accord- 
ing to rule (and necessity) after a very few days. 

149 idem., xvii. 2. I. An inferior authority (Libangus, Or. xviii. 70) speaks 
of I,OOO Franks on that same occasion. In 457 the Alamanns operating near 
Bellinzona numbered goo, Sidonius, carm. v. 377. But one of the Alenannic 
bands raiding Gaul in 366 is said to have consisted of at least IO,OOO warriors 
(Amm. Marc. xxvii. 2. 7), though of course the figures of enemy killed and 
wounded are frequently exaggerated. 

150 Mauricius, Strsteg. xi. 4, p. 27I, ed. Scheffer. So, too, Agathias, 
Hist. i. I9. 

151 Zosimus, iii. 3. 2. 
162 Libnnius, Or. lix. I36. The phrase, which is proverbial (cf. Demosthenes, 

Or. xix. I48, &C.), iS used by Themistius, Or. xvi. 206 D, of the Visigothic 
raids after 376. 

l53Armr. Marc. xvi. 2. II. See xvi. 2, and Libanius, Or. xviii. 35, for 
vivid pictures of the disorganisation of Gaul in 355 and the difflculties of 
fighting in such conditions. 

154 Amm. Marc. XYi. 2. 2. 
155 SXA. Aurel. xi. 6. 
156 Amm. Marc. xvi. I2. I3 . Contrast P. Ostorius' attitude in Tacitus, 

Ann. xii. 3r. 2 "ne rursus conglobarentur". 
157 Amm. Marc. xxvii. 2@ I-3- 

158 idem., xv. 4. 8. For a similar mistake see xxvii. 2. 4 ff. 
1S9 In the opinion of Strabo, iv. 4. 2, the reason why the Gauls, ke the 

Iberians, had been crushed so quickly by Rome was the fact that they con- 
centrated their forces and fought pitched battles. The Germans would have 
done well tO ponder Livy, iii. 2. I2 f. 

160 SHA. Mancimin. xi. 8, cf. Azxrel. xi. 3, Herodian Yi. 7. 8, vii. 2. 2, John of 
Antioch, frag. I4I.r, Eunapius, frag. 42 (p. 240. 29), Zosimus, iv. 22. I-3, and 
tne crit?cism of Julian in Amm. Marc. xni. 2. 6. Moors were similarly used by 
Belisarius, Procopius, BC; v. 29. 3<, c? 25. 9, Vi. 23. 36. 

161 Zosimus, iY. 23. 4. Note also Dexippus, IOO F 28 ? I (Jacoby), Amm. 
Marc. xxxi. 7. 3. 

162 Zosimus, iii. 7. I-3, Eunapius, frag. II, c? knn . Marc. xvii. IO. 5, XX\'ii. I. 
68 idem., i. 7. 2, Eunapius, frag. 46. 
d4 TaCi<US) Ann. xii. 33- 2 
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