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If a man is slain unjustly, his heir shall be entitled to satisfaction. But let him not carry his vengeance to excess, for his victim is sure to be assisted and avenged.



—THE KORAN, 17:33

If an unjust and rapacious conqueror subdues a nation, and forces her to accept hard, ignominious, and insupportable conditions, necessity obliges her to submit: but this apparent tranquility is not a peace; it is an oppression which she endures only so long as she wants the means of shaking it off, and against which men of spirit arise on the first favorable opportunity.



—EMMERICH DE VATTEL, The Law of Nations
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PROLOGUE

To be emblematic of our age is to bear an evil burden. The twentieth century, scarcely finished, will be remembered as much for its succession of wars and genocides as it will for anything else; and sadly the dawn of the new millennium has brought no end to this horrifying tradition. The first year of the twenty-first century produced images that will likely identify the decade, if not the generation, to come: commercial aircraft, hijacked by agents of extremism, slamming into crowded, unprotected office buildings, bringing about the collapse of those structures and the deaths of thousands of people.

How can we have come to this? How can we have reached a moment in history when men professing to be soldiers serving a cause are capable not only of committing such atrocities but of calling them acts of war?

In this era of ethnic and religious strife we know only too well that human conflict is often inexplicably savage; and yet there were and remain questions about the events of September 11, 2001, that seem to defy even our sadly overdeveloped inurement to horror. The cacophony produced by media sensationalists and television talking heads, a continuous aspect of daily life since the attacks, has done nothing more than crystallize these basic questions, which have gone on to embed themselves in the minds of citizens in every country facing the threat of what has, over the last generation, become known as “international terrorism.” As the initial assaults in New York, Washington, and Pennsylvania have led to countermeasures and then, inevitably, to further outrages, these deep and troublesome queries have continued to work their way into the vulnerable fiber of the public psyche—for these are questions that do not admit of sound-bite solutions, that do not fade even as we see the architects of the massacres arrested, attacked, and killed:

How can we, how can human civilization, possibly have reached such a point?

The immediate causes of the current crisis have been discussed to such a numbing extent that they have attained for many people a somewhat rote quality: again and again stories are disseminated about the grievances and fanaticism of extremists from nations in the Middle East and Asia, about the morally ambiguous economic expansionism of the West, and about the inevitable clash between the two sides’ religions, cultures, and wildly conflicting conceptions of how people should live. Yet these never-ending and finally overwhelming dissections seem somehow unequal to the events we are living through, never attaining commensurate scope or magnitude.

There is nothing inappropriate about this confusion, this sense of disconnection between lived facts and received commentary. Relatively few people alive today can recall with more than childhood vagueness the last time that civilization faced such a truly epochal moment; and of those few who are old enough to have participated in the struggle against fascism and totalitarianism during the middle of the twentieth century, there are almost certainly none who are actively making executive decisions about the content of television programming or newspaper and magazine articles. Even if there were, television, newspapers, and magazines cannot supply the proper context for studies of what we are experiencing, since they are at best shortsighted records of recent happenings and at worst mere entertainment disguised as thought. Epochal moments belong rightly to history, and it is history that holds the only hope of providing an understanding of the twisted road that has brought us to this frightening pass.

This brief book is intended to provide an introduction to the historical roots of modern international terrorism by placing that phenomenon squarely within the discipline of military history, rather than political science or sociology. It will be proposed that what has to date been viewed and treated as a uniquely modern problem is in fact the current stage in a violent evolution whose origins extend as far back as does human conflict itself: terrorism, in other words, is simply the contemporary name given to, and the modern permutation of, warfare deliberately waged against civilians with the purpose of destroying their will to support either leaders or policies that the agents of such violence find objectionable.

Bloodshed of this kind is quite distinct from what many now label (often with utter disingenuousness) “collateral damage”—that is, accidental casualties inflicted on civilians by warring military units. Yet like collateral damage, deliberate warfare against civilians has always been with us and cannot be truly understood out of context. Any examination of its historical origins must therefore rest on numerous specific precedents if it is to contribute to a deeper and more productive discussion of our present crisis. That such discussion continues to be necessary at all levels of society, regardless of the day-to-day development of events and policies that affect particular aspects of our current predicament, is indicated by a difficult but ongoing problem: although terrorists themselves must bear the principal culpability for their activities, violent and otherwise, citizens and leaders of the nations and communities in which they have chosen to create their particular form of hell cannot completely escape responsibility, for we have either misunderstood or ignored both the origins and nature of the threat to an extent sufficient to have made the work of its perpetrators far easier.

To contend as much, in the light of recent events, smacks dangerously of blaming the victim; yet when we understand just how this form of violence fits into the record of human conflict, we will see that such terms as victim and perpetrator attain altered definitions—as, indeed, does the word terrorism itself.

Over the past forty years, American and other world leaders have generally identified international terrorism (as distinct from domestic terrorism, which falls outside the scope of this study) as a type of crime, in an effort to rally global indignation against the agents of such mayhem and deny them the more respected status of actual soldiers. Even since the September 11 attacks caused many such leaders to acknowledge a global “war” against terrorists, for example, the actions of those terrorists have been described more often as “criminal” than as “belligerent.” And to be sure, before they developed the tactic of turning commercial airplanes into ballistic missiles, terrorists’ typical behavior (whether assassination, kidnapping, or bombing) was often indistinguishable from that of common criminals. In addition, terrorist causes frequently attracted—and still do attract—individuals who simply use philosophical or political rationalizations to veil their more fundamental greed and bloodlust: as has been noted of late, terrorist organizations—with their money laundering, drug dealing, and forgery experts—bear more than a passing resemblance to the families of organized crime.

Yet there has always been a central problem with insisting that terrorists are essentially criminals: such categorization generally limits to reactive and defensive measures the range of responses that the American and other governments can justifiably employ. During most of the Clinton administration’s eight years, for example, despite the fact that the natures and purposes of such global terrorist organizations as Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda were well-known, almost all federal funds for antiterrorist efforts were targeted at detective and intelligence work, while preemptive military strikes against terrorist leaders, networks, or bases were ignored. (Clinton’s most significant military moves against terrorism, the bombings of Afghanistan and Sudan that followed terrorist attacks on U.S. embassies in Africa in 1998, were wholly reactive and completely predictable, to say nothing of utterly ineffective.) In the present crisis, George W. Bush’s administration, rather than take full advantage of the rules that typically govern a state of war, has taken limited advantage only of the weapons of war: strategically, it early on accepted the demand of many nations that America legally “prove” its case against Al Qaeda, as if the struggle against terrorism were being conducted in some open-air international courtroom, rather than on the battlefields of New York, Pennsylvania, Washington, Afghanistan, and dozens of lower-profile sites.

In other words, our leaders (and we as their citizens) have in the past been, and in disturbing numbers remain, prepared to treat terrorists as being on a par with smugglers, drug traffickers, or, at most, some kind of political mafiosi, rather than what they have in fact been for almost half a century: organized, highly trained, hugely destructive paramilitary units that were and are conducting offensive campaigns against a variety of nations and social systems. In truth, international terrorism has always been what its perpetrators have so often insisted: a form of warfare. And although American leaders and the international media were more than willing after the September 11 attacks to announce that the United States was in fact at war, a truly unified, comprehensive and resolute military strategy for conducting this war was slow in formulation and has proved difficult to maintain. Confusion and arguments over terms and concepts, goals and strategies, have hampered the prosecution of America’s response from the start.

The costs of this confusion are apparent, the reasons behind it less so. Yet in a very real sense they center on one consideration above all: the status and nature of the enemy who has brought unprecedented death and destruction to our shores. Not just as Westerners but as human beings, we tend to ascribe a certain prejudicial nobility to the terms soldier and warrior. We have no wish to recognize such a quality in or bestow such titles on men and women who deliberately set out to victimize average citizens, noncombatants whose only reliable means of influencing the policies of their leaders is the occasional vote or the even more infrequent rebellion. Yet the purposeful targeting of civilians is nothing new in warfare—in fact it is, as said, as old as warfare itself—and the world has been more than willing to accord the status of “soldiers” to some of its most vicious practitioners. This book, therefore, is not a history of fringe groups or obscure cults. It is the tale of a type of war that has been practiced at one time or another by every nation on earth—including, all too often, the United States.

Indeed, several of the most fabled heroes of the American Civil War—Thomas “Stonewall” Jackson, William Tecumseh Sherman, and others—were responsible for the systemization and legitimization of what at the time was viewed as an extreme (though nonetheless common) military tactic. Nor is the list of great historical figures who fit the definition of terrorist—that is, someone who deliberately attacks civilians in order to effect a change in both the support of those civilians for their leaders and the policies of those leaders themselves—limited to strictly military or paramilitary figures: the Roman emperor Augustus, France’s King Louis XIV, Germany’s Otto von Bismarck, and the American team of Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger are but a few of the statesmen who helped perpetuate the practice.

All such figures were in fact “soldiers,” whether they considered themselves such or not. They were perhaps not soldiers in the narrow, Western, and largely ephemeral terms of the Geneva protocols of the early twentieth century, but they were indeed soldiers in the most primal, universal, and enduring sense, as were the hijackers who flew airliners into the World Trade Center and the Pentagon. One can refuse to call such people an army, if one wishes; yet they are organized as an army, and certainly they conduct themselves as an army, giving and taking secret orders to attack their enemies with a variety of tactics that serve one overarching strategy: terror.

But perhaps the most significant thing that the terrorists of today share with those who practiced warfare against civilians in earlier times is an abiding inability to see that the strategy of terror is a spectacularly failed one. Surprising and difficult as it may be to accept that what we call terrorism is in fact a form of warfare, it may be even more surprising and difficult—particularly given that we are in the midst of a war with terrorists—to understand that it is a form that has never succeeded. It is from this discovery, however, that we must today take both our greatest hope and our sternest warning. Warfare against civilians, whether inspired by hatred, revenge, greed, or political and psychological insecurity, has been one of the most ultimately self-defeating tactics in all of military history—indeed, it would be difficult to think of one more inimical to its various practitioners’ causes. And yet those same imperatives—hatred, revenge, greed, and insecurity—have driven nations and factions both great and small to the strategy of terror and the tactic of waging war on civilians time and time again. Some parts of the world, in fact, have become so locked into the cycle of outrages and reprisals against civilians that their histories comprise little else. But out of all this bloody confusion one clear assertion repeatedly presents itself: the nation or faction that resorts to warfare against civilians most quickly, most often, and most viciously is the nation or faction most likely to see its interests frustrated and, in many cases, its existence terminated.

In the ensuing chapters and examples, we will see this surprising conclusion illustrated in many historical epochs going back to that of the Roman republic, and from this sad saga we can draw a second critical conclusion. By defining terrorism as war, we have already implied that attacks against civilians can be appropriately met only by military action (though this is not to say that military action should not be augmented by intelligence and criminological work); but the nature of that military action is as important as its undertaking. And in considering what that nature should be, we come upon another historical lesson as apparent as it has been ignored: warfare against civilians must never be answered in kind. For as failed a tactic as such warfare has been, reprisals similarly directed at civilians have been even more so—particularly when they have exceeded the original assault in scope.

The successful answer to the terrorist threat, then, lies not in repeated analyses of individual contemporary terrorist movements, nor in legalistic attempts to condemn their behavior in courts of international law, nor in reactionary policies and actions that punish civilian populations as much as the terrorists who operate from among them. Rather, it lies in the formulation of a comprehensive, progressive strategy that can address all terrorist threats with the only coercive measures that have ever affected or moderated terrorist (or any other military or paramilitary) behavior: preemptive military offensives aimed at making not only terrorists but the states that harbor, supply, and otherwise assist them experience the same perpetual insecurity that they attempt to make their victims feel. The methods must be different, of course, for, as stated, terror must never be answered with terror; but war can only be answered with war, and it is incumbent on us to devise a style of war more imaginative, more decisive, and yet more humane than anything terrorists can contrive. Such a strategy does indeed exist; but it cannot be delineated without first tracing both the long history of warfare against civilians that has produced the present problem of terrorism in the first place, as well as the saga of those efforts that have been made in the past to address and curtail that savage tradition.

In other words, military history alone can teach us the lessons that will solve the dilemma of modern international terrorism. These lessons are not necessarily new; they have, in many cases, been apparent for centuries and to many previous generations of perceptive leaders. Yet most of these leaders have been unable to resist the temptation to make war against civilians, no matter how threatening to their own interests that indulgence may ultimately proved to have been—for terror’s lure as a seemingly quick and gratifying solution is a powerful one. It is by no means the contention of this book, then, that we have reached a point in history where warfare against civilians might suddenly become morally and militarily obsolete. Nor will this overview assert that the tactics of terror can be defeated quickly: as a rule the process of frustrating them is generational in duration and broad in scope. What this study can claim, however, is that whenever and wherever such tactics have been indulged, they have been and are still destined to ultimately fail: this is the central lesson to be learned, and the chief cause of hope that can be taken, from the often troubling history that fills the following pages.

A final note: when I first presented the core of these ideas half a decade ago, many experts on terrorism whose work I have long respected pronounced that I was overreacting to the menace then at hand by advocating “the liberal use of military force” and “elucidating a war paradigm.” I have always confessed to a less than perfect understanding of what that last phrase might mean; but if the implication was that I was recommending that Americans do what their enemies had long been doing—making war with all the means at their disposal—then I accept the criticism and suggest that it is the terrorists who first “elucidated” such a “paradigm.” At any rate, that the dangers of terrorism are continuing to grow I hold as presently irrefutable. Despite our current military efforts, the core terrorist threats—biological, chemical, and even nuclear warfare, suicide bombings and attacks, and still more airplane hijackings, along with the complex programs of state sponsorship necessary to prepare for such actions—remain largely unaddressed at their international roots, whatever our successes against specific groups or individuals. For many years, we ignored these dangers or, worse yet, tried to react to them by addressing the motivations and goals of their agents rather than their behavior. But today, responding to terrorism is not a matter for sociological study or negotiation: terrorists are no longer holding guns to our heads and making demands—they are pulling triggers without discussion or warning. Continued and, in all likelihood, escalated military action will be the only remedy for this problem. Terrorism will be eradicated not when we come to some sort of accommodation with its agents, nor when we physically destroy them, but rather when it is perceived as a strategy and a behavior that yields nothing save eventual defeat for those causes that inspire it. (After all, even suicidal terrorists, though they care nothing for their own lives or the lives of others, venerate their cause.) History holds the key to this momentous transformation from world scourge to tactical and behavioral relic; and so it is to history that we must now turn.


CHAPTER ONE

A CATASTROPHE, NOT A CURE

Long before the deliberate military targeting of civilians as a method of affecting the political behavior of nations and leaders came to be called terrorism, the tactic had a host of other names. From the time of the Roman republic to the late eighteenth century, for example, the phrase that was most often used was destructive war. The Romans themselves often used the phrase punitive war, although strictly speaking punitive expeditions and raids were only a part of destructive war. For while many Roman military campaigns were indeed undertaken as punishment for treachery or rebellion, other destructive actions sprang out of the simple desire to impress newly conquered peoples with the fearsome might of Rome, and thereby (or so it was hoped) undercut any support for indigenous leaders. In addition, there was a pressing need to allow the famous Roman legions, who were infamously underpaid, to plunder and rape as a reward for their almost inhuman steadiness in the heat of battle. The example of Rome incorporates nearly every possible permutation of warfare against civilians: in this as in so many things, antiquity’s greatest state provided a remarkably complete set of precedents for many later Western republics and empires.

The Romans knew only one way to fight—with relentless yet disciplined ferocity—but they eventually devised several ways to deal with the peace that ensued. The first and most successful was inclusive in nature: the peoples of conquered provinces could, if they agreed to abide by Roman authority and law, aspire to become citizens of the republic (and later the empire). Indeed, some new subjects, particularly merchants and other civic leaders, could achieve the status quite quickly. Even slaves could aspire to citizenship, for early on the Romans had devised a remarkable system of manumission, providing multiple avenues by which slaves could escape the hopelessness of unending bondage (and the tendency toward rebellion that hopelessness often breeds) by attempting to earn, buy, or be granted first freedom and then actual citizenship. Freedmen played an important part in Roman history (more than one emperor was saved by a loyal freedman); and on the whole, these complementary policies—granting citizenship to conquered peoples and offering slaves the hope of manumission—may safely be called the central domestic foundation on which the near millennium of Roman hegemony rested.

But like so many empires and great powers that followed them, the Romans also engaged in more avaricious, less benevolent policies that many times came close to undoing all the security and stability built up by their genius. First among these was a pronounced taste for revenge against enemies who were perceived as intractable or treacherous—the most famous example of such mortal enemies being the Carthaginian empire of the late third century B.C.E. and its leader, Hannibal. The long years of struggle against Hannibal—whose raids and campaigns throughout Italy bred both bloodthirsty hatred and a powerful sense of vulnerability in his opponents eventually led the Romans, when they finally did occupy Carthage more than fifty years later, to not only sack but utterly destroy the city. And although they soon built their own urban center atop the ruins, the experience gave apparent validation to an already unfortunate, even fatal, tendency in both the Roman military and its masters in the Senate.

The razing of Carthage had been that rarest of things in a nation’s experience: the utter eradication not only of the enemy’s home but of many if not most of his people as well: men, women, children, even the elderly. It was the epitome of destructive war, and the Romans not only revered the memory of it but attempted at various times to repeat it. In so doing, they planted at least a few of the seeds of their own eventual downfall: for, along with being rare, the destruction of Carthage would prove beyond replication. Yet the Roman taste for vicious destructive war that the Carthaginian experience sharpened grew stronger with each new generation, until it became powerful enough to threaten the stability that the empire’s brilliant system of citizenship and manumission had made seem so unshakable.

Throughout the remainder of its history, Rome was dominated by the tension between these two imperatives: on the one hand, the enlightened desire to be an inclusive empire built not on destructive war but on forceful economic and political expansion; and on the other, the violent compulsion—bred in the army but fed by romantic notions of war popular among all Roman citizens—to be a chauvinistic, plundering state that simply took whatever it wanted from whomever had it. Rome’s metamorphosis into an empire just before the birth of Christ tilted the scales alarmingly but inevitably in favor of the second of these two conceptions, despite the efforts of several perspicacious emperors to prevent such a shift. For, with the eclipse of the Senate as the critical arm of government, the numerous political factions vying for control of the state and balancing one another’s ambitions gave way to a very limited number of imperial factions; and when power was being contested by just a few people who were neither elected nor answerable to the citizenry, the army became the single most important force in the maintenance of power. And it was the army that had always looked to destructive war, first, as a means with which to set grim examples for politically rebellious subjects, second, to avenge any defeats and betrayals it sustained, and lastly, as a way to augment the comparatively meager pay that soldiers received and sate their appetites during campaigning.

It is not surprising, then, that Rome’s imperial centuries were characterized not only by more severe versions of the types of warfare against civilians that had been a hallmark of military activity during the republic, but by new and astoundingly savage—as well as often gratuitous—destructive tactics. It has, of course, been argued (not least by the Romans themselves) that the empire was fighting barbarian tribes, and that its forces needed to adopt the tactics of their enemies if they hoped to succeed. (Similar arguments have often been employed by various individuals and groups during the contemporary war against terrorism.) But quite apart from the fact that the Romans were fighting not only barbarian tribes but established, civilized societies such as the Jewish communities located throughout what we now call the Middle East, Roman leaders had already had ample time and experience to learn the speciousness of this reasoning. In the first place, punitive and destructive war against the nonwarrior members of any group that was not Roman (“barbarian” tribe or no) only led to the creation of generations of anti-Roman sentiment within that group. Then, too, Rome was rarely at war with entire tribes so much as with those charismatic leaders that occasionally surfaced to lead their peoples in rebellion—peoples who, again, had often been made restive by Roman cruelty.

In other words, we can detect in the example of Rome the most essential truth about warfare against civilians: that when waged without provocation it usually brings on retaliation in kind, and when turned to for retaliatory purposes it only perpetuates a cycle of revenge and outrage that can go on for generations. Therefore it should be avoided in both its forms—initial and reactive—for, again, those nations and peoples who indulge in warfare against civilians to the greatest extent will ultimately see their people and their interests suffer to a similar degree. Rome’s greatest conquests were not achieved because of the depredations that occurred either to keep troublesome subjects obedient or after battles and sieges had been won; they were achieved despite those depredations and because the promise of inclusion in the society and infrastructure of Rome was too attractive for most people to refuse. The cruelties inflicted by the Roman army achieved only the creation and perpetuation of underlying bitterness, which could simmer and finally boil over into open support for rebellious leaders who urged a return to more traditional tribal societies.

There is an irony concerning most of those rebel leaders that also holds enormous implications for our present experience: the most dangerous and effective of them were men who had been trained by Rome itself, usually in the ranks and often in the officer corps of the legions. It was this training that enabled them to organize their warriors into disciplined units capable of combating the Romans with their own methods. The clear lesson here is one that has stood the test of countless brutal struggles over the ages: a nation must never think that it can use (and especially train) the agents of terror when convenient and then be rid of them when they are no longer needed. For just as meeting the tactics of terror in kind will only perpetuate the cycle of terrorist violence, so making use of terror’s practitioners to meet the exigencies of a momentary political or military crisis will almost certainly result in those practitioners turning against their supposed allies and masters once the common enemy has been defeated. In the imperial era, as warfare became less fashionable among young Romans, Rome increasingly depended on barbarian troops for defense: Roman rulers’ subsequent and numerous unfortunate experiences with foreign-born but Roman-trained soldiers who turned against the empire should have taught them this lesson many times over. Yet those same rulers continued not only to train such men but to put them into positions where they were capable of doing great harm.

One example of all these problematic practices and results stands out in Roman history, perhaps because of how clearly, even chillingly, its central events presaged the breakup of the empire some four hundred years later. During the reign of Augustus it was decided that Rome should try to extend its sway over the tribes east of the Rhine River, in the province of Germania; this, despite the fact that the great Julius Caesar himself (whose famous conquest of Gaul had been quickly solidified by his shrewd award of citizenship to the conquered peoples of the province) had always maintained that the Rhine marked the dividing line between tribes that could be safely absorbed into the empire and those that could not. But glory and loot, those habitual Roman imperatives of conquest (Germania held no strategic value), called Augustus and his armies across the river. When they met stiff resistance from the German tribes, they answered with assaults that were stiffer still; and by the time a Roman province had been formally established, there were many villages and tribes that had good reason to hate their new rulers. True, the advantages of Roman citizenship and the policy of manumission won many over; but the memory of crucified and dismembered bodies and the violations of German women, along with the arrival of a strange new pantheon of gods, ultimately had a much more lasting effect on the Germanic tribes.

In the year 9, the extent to which the seeming peace in Germania was actually a mask—a mask that more and more Germans found it onerous to wear—became fully apparent. For three years, the empire had been grappling with an uprising in Pannonia, east of Italy. Legion after legion had been devoted to the undertaking, forcing Augustus to free large numbers of slaves for induction into the army. At precisely this moment of weakness the governor of newly Roman Germania, Publius Quinctilius Varus, got wind of similar unrest in his own province. He immediately mustered every man he could and marched off to quash the rebellion—unaware as yet that the uprising involved large numbers of his own soldiers (German tribesmen who had supposedly been absorbed into the empire) and was being led by one of his own lieutenants, a German commander of auxiliary troops called Arminius.

All the elements demonstrating the wrongheadedness, to say nothing of the immorality, of ever having waged destructive war against civilians now came into play. Arminius, who had studied Roman tactics while participating in the earlier Pannonian campaign, was immensely charismatic, and much of his authority within the German tribes was based on his appeals to the fundamentals of native German paganism. Above all, he called tribesmen to his cause by renouncing the Roman way of war. He intended to vent his wrath, he said, only on Roman fighting troops, not women, children, and the aged, as the Romans did. Deserting his post in Varus’s army soon after the governor’s expedition got under way, Arminius directed his men to lead the enemy into the difficult terrain in the vicinity of the Teutoburg Forest, and then they launched a series of ambushes. Varus—panicking when he realized the extent of the trap—killed himself, after which what was left of the three legions he had been leading were slaughtered to a man.

The incident sent a shock wave through the empire; indeed, it may well have hastened the aging, ailing Augustus’s death. (The emperor became dementedly obsessed with the defeat and was more than once found wandering unshaven about his palace, beating his head against walls and demanding that Varus return his lost legions.) Soon after Augustus did die, his dour, severe successor, Tiberius, dispatched troops under a more popular member of the imperial family, the handsome young Germanicus, to put down Arminius’s rebellion. This process was to take a decade and be conducted with typical Roman ferocity. So great was the extent of the horror that Germanicus himself, after observing his men’s slaughter of some of the former Roman soldiers who had rebelled with Arminius, declared, “This is no cure; it is a catastrophe!”

More telling still was Arminius’s own defense of his actions: “My fighting has been open, not treacherous,” he told his people, “and it has been against armed men and not pregnant women.” Whether or not this was completely true, it was certainly what the Germans wanted to hear, as was Arminius’s next claim: “The groves of Germany still display the Roman Eagles and standards which I hung there in honor of the gods of our fathers.” He went on to mock the fact that Augustus had been declared a god in Rome, deriding those who had “a human being to worship!” “Other countries,” he went on, “unacquainted with Roman rule, have not known its impositions or its punishments. We have known them—and got rid of them!” Telling his followers that if they preferred their own country, their families, “and the old ways to settlement under tyrants abroad,” they must continue to follow him, Arminius held out for longer than most who rose up to challenge Roman hegemony; and his followers paid a commensurately more horrifying price when they were subdued.

OEBPS/images/9781405525343.jpg
THE LESSONS
OF TERROR

Caleb Carr





