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    PREFACE


  




  IT may seem strange that one whose aim and desire is to be considered an American writer, should first launch his adventurous craft on the tide of English popular favour, rather than entrust it to the currents, likely to be more favourable or less dangerous, of his own native depths. This has come about in great part by accident. I happened to be on this side of the ocean when this volume reached its completion, circumstances prevented my return to America, and yet I was eager without delay to try my experiment on the public.




  For it is an experiment. Apart from the question as to whether or not I am capable of putting life and spirit into the vast body of facts and events that concern the past of so enormous a political creation as Germany, I have been assured from competent side that there is not sufficient interest in the subject to warrant a work like the present.




  My belief is, that if there is not, there ought to be. Not to speak of the breathlessly exciting incidents of the German Reformation, nor of the proud emancipation of the grand modern empire from the trammels of disunity and disorganization, there is that in the fortunes and misfortunes of a Charlemagne and Henry IV., of a Barbarossa, a Henry VI. and an Emperor Frederick II., which should stir the heart of any observer, no matter what his nationality. The rise and fall of the mediaeval German Empire is in itself a subject boundlessly interesting, boundlessly important. Open your eyes, oh ye students of men and of institutions, and see how Europe has come to be what it is, and how near it came to being something quite different! If Italy had remained under the sway of Germany, if Frederick Barbarossa or his successors had done away with the papal power, as they often seemed about to do, would the fate of England and France have been the same?




  And yet what do the ordinary English or American readers know of the mediaeval German Empire, or, to give it the full title it enjoyed when in its prime, of the Holy Roman Empire of the German nation? And how should they know anything about it, considering how scanty and how insignificant is the literature on the subject! Bryce’s essay is almost the only very recent book to which one can point, and this is, as it was meant to be, the merest fleeting sketch. What does it tell us of the daily movements and occupations of the mediaeval emperors, of the condition of things in their lands, of their legislative measures, or of their wars?




  I think I am right in saying that there is no narrative history of Germany — apart from a few translations of antiquated German works, and a few compendiums which certain ladies and gentlemen have compiled in their leisure hours — in the English language. In this regard England has been treated better by German scholars. Lappenberg and Pauli’s history of England is written with all the care and devotion that native historians could have shown.




  The present work is the result of much labour, and of years of enforced exile from home. May all these pains not have been in vain; may the book not fall dead as soon as it is born, but rather may it live and play its part in the world vigorously. May it make its friends, and, if need be, its enemies, be hated deeply and loved warmly.




   




  E. F. H.




   




  London, April 5th, 1894.




  

    INTRODUCTION.


  




  SINCE the comparatively recent time when, by the efforts of Wolf, Niebuhr, and Ranke, historical investigation was raised to the rank of a science, the whole of the German history has been re-written. New sources of information have been opened up, old problems in many cases solved. More than fifty thousand historical essays and other works, relating to Germany, have been reviewed by the “Jahresbericht der Geschichtswissenschaft” in the thirteen years alone between 1878 and 1890.




  Not in one, but in many ways has history writing been revolutionized in our own day. In the first place, the immense importance of text-criticism has been recognized; no scholar now edits a chronicle or document of the past without distinguishing carefully between the original, or at least the oldest obtainable, manuscript and the horde of later copies with all of their accumulated errors. The study of paleography has enabled men to determine at least in what century a given text was written, and many a document or chronicle long considered very ancient has been found to be by a comparatively modern hand, and vice versa.




  By comparing the changes, too, and the omissions of words and clauses in a number of different manuscripts of a given work, the prototype or original manuscript from which all the others were taken can often be discovered.




  What this method signifies for the truth and accuracy of a historical text may be made clear from the case of Einhard’s life of Charlemagne, written shortly after the death of the great hero. Of this valuable writing there are eighty manuscripts extant, of which all but a very few are worthless copies made, in the course of centuries, not from the original, but one from the other. The later scribes and copyists, too, were men far less capable of performing such a task than are many schoolboys of to-day.




  It is only modern scholars who have been able to establish the relationships of these Einhard texts to each other, and to sift the later ones of their accumulated errors and interpolations. And the case just mentioned is but one among hundreds.




  It must be remembered in this connection that, in the Middle Ages, as parchment grew scarcer, or at least more expensive with time, it became the custom to contract almost every word of more than one syllable; and that the next copyist often had to use his imagination as to the real word that was intended. Many of the manuscripts of the thirteenth century seem a mere mass of signs and tokens of abbreviation. How often, too, not to speak of interpolations wittingly and wantonly made for a given purpose, have marginal remarks of a reader or commentator been attributed by a later scribe to the original author, and placidly incorporated in the new copy!




  Altogether the study of paleography and of original historical sources gives one an amazing insight into the peculiarities, the follies, and the weaknesses of our forefathers. The abbot of a monastery interpolates or otherwise falsifies a charter of privileges to gain or preserve this or that right, or to raise the value of these or those relics. A chronicler does not hesitate to put down fictitious details which may add to the glory of the ancestors of a family which gives him its patronage. More than half the charters attributed to Merovingian times have been proved to be fraudulent in either one way or another.




  Follow the stream back to its source, reconstruct your edifice from the very foundation, find out the original authority for every assertion; such are the watchwords of the modern school of historians. How many extravagant and yet long-credited assertions concerning Charlemagne have been traced back to the gossipy and far from veracious monk of St. Gall, who wrote more for the amusement than for the edification of Charles the Bald! And Heinrich von Sybel, now the Nestor of German historians, has shown that the chronicle on which most of the modern accounts of the first crusade have been based was never intended even by its original author to be taken seriously.




  It is for mediaeval times especially that most astonishing difficulties have had to be met and overcome by the modern investigator. For this the peculiarities of the old chroniclers are mostly responsible.




  There was a formalism, for instance, that seemed to belong to good tone among writers of a given period. We find one author, Lambert of Hersfeld, who seems to have a regular formula for conspiracies. They all come about in the same way, and the details are repeated in almost the same words. It is most usual, too, and the blame for it attaches to Livy, who set the example for Latin writers, for chroniclers to put set speeches in the mouths of those with whom they are dealing — speeches which they never by any chance could possibly have uttered. Others will relate interviews — it is Lambert again who sins in this way — as though they themselves had been actually present, when we know for certain that the two persons concerned were absolutely alone and would never have been likely to repeat even the general tenor, let alone the actual words, of what had passed between them.




  It was the custom all through the Middle Ages for one writer to tacitly embody whole passages, whole pages, and even whole chronicles, of another in his own work. There was, probably, no intent to deceive, the object was to secure a good work, and to continue it if possible, for one’s own cloister library.




  The historian of to-day has to distinguish what is borrowed from what is original, and, in the great modern collections of mediaeval sources, the “Monumenta” of Germany, or the “Rolls Series” of England, the borrowed, so far as it can be ascertained, will be found to be printed in smaller type.




  But it often seems impossible to tell who was the original author, and where he lived, who copied from whom, and whether both, perhaps, did not borrow from a third.




  It is exactly in this matter of analyzing chronicles, and tracing the different parts back to their origins, that German scholars have performed their greatest services to the studious world. Every clue is followed, every similarity of style investigated; passages are often fathered without the shadow of a doubt on this or that older writer.




  Perhaps the most striking case of all is that of the Altaich Annals, edited by the late Wilhelm von Giesebrecht. A number of different chroniclers of the tenth century, who could not have known the writings of each other, showed a remarkable similarity in their description of certain events. Giesebrecht came to the conclusion that they must all have borrowed from one and the same source; and, excerpting and comparing all that the different writers had in common, he edited and published the lost prototype. It is an actual fact that the original chronicle, the “Annales Altahenses,” was later discovered, and that Giesebrecht’s conjectural readings were found, as far as they went, to be almost absolutely correct.




  Nor are text-criticism and the reconstruction of lost chronicles by any means the only branches in which modern scholarship has improved the writing of history. Not only the works of dead and gone chroniclers have been tested and searched, but their lives and opinions as well. It is safe to say that no considerable writer of the Middle Ages is without his careful biographer in the present century.




  Germany especially possesses a well-disciplined standing army of investigators, recruited yearly from her great universities, and ready at a given signal to begin the fight in any quarter where obscurity or error is found to lurk.




  The deeper one goes, the more one finds how important it is to know the character and tendency of a given chronicler — especially of one who is our sole authority for this or that assertion. Was he well-informed? Did he move personally in the circles where the events that he describes were taking place, or does he write by hearsay of things that happened in some distant part of the land?




  How much more weighty is a word of blame from one who can be proved to be well-disposed on the whole towards the personage of whom he writes; how worthless, often, the verdict of a political opponent! Especially in the mediaeval chronicles the number of accusations is legion that can be proved to be utterly groundless.




  Our forefathers of a thousand years ago were, if possible, even more partisan in their judgments than we are to-day. They were more under the ban of fixed and formal ideas; their minds were more closely sealed against anything new or unexpected. Everything was churchly, there was no such thing as a public opinion. The prince who plundered or oppressed the monastery in which a given monk was writing — and there are centuries during which no one but monks did write — or who may only have insisted too sternly on his own just rights, goes down in the pages of history as the antichrist in person, however beneficial to the land as a whole his reign may have been. And vice versa. The Frankish king, Clovis, wholesale fratricide, and breaker of every kind of sacred oath and treaty, marches forth in the pages of the pious Gregory of Tours as a God-sent champion to fight the just fight of Trinitarianism against the Arian heresy.




  The historian’s task would be lighter, indeed, if all chroniclers were as honest and as transparent as Luitprand of Cremona, a tenth century bishop. In his case it is comparatively easy to tell what to believe and what to attribute to wounded feelings. Luitprand informs us at the very beginning that he is going to punish the King and Queen of Northern Italy for wrongs inflicted on himself. With this end in view he calls his chronicle of the times the Antapodosis, or “Book of Retribution.”




  Apart from the characters and the prejudices of ancient writers there are certain peculiarities, the discovery of which vastly alters the trust and confidence that we are justified in placing in them. It has always been known, for example, that mediaeval historians have borrowed much of their phraseology from the ancient classics: Ovid and Virgil, Livy and Sallust are the forcing-houses whence all the fairest flowers of mediaeval rhetoric have been culled.




  It is only within the last ten or fifteen years that this propensity has been systematically investigated. How far has the truth suffered by being crushed into this classic garb — that is the question that is now everywhere being asked and answered. Einhard’s characterizations of Charles the Great are taken in great part direct from Suetonius; Ragewin, the historian of Frederick Barbarossa, describes the siege of Milan in the very words in which Josephus tells of the conquest of Jerusalem, yet applies those words with singular skill and aptitude. There is a detailed description, for instance, of an octagonal tower which we find from independent sources to tally exactly with the true state of affairs.




  A famous example is Lambert of Hersfeld’s vivid description of the hardships which the Emperor Henry IV. endured while crossing the Alps in winter to humble himself before Gregory VII. at Canossa. What a picture we are given of the king sliding down the icy slopes on ox-hides, of his in intense sufferings from cold and hunger! yet the account is taken bodily from Livy, the name of Hannibal being altered to that of Henry.




  One may say — Lambert undoubtedly did say to himself — that the fatigues and dangers of a winter journey over the Alps are much. the same in all ages. The poet Angilbert, whose verses deal with many of the events of Charlemagne’s time, was not so consistent in his description of Aix-la-Chapelle. He borrows Virgil’s account of Carthage and, forgetting that Aix lies inland, boasts of her splendid harbour!




  This analyzing of the language and peculiarities of style of mediaeval authors, taken in connection with other criterions, has led, often, to the discovery that writings were spurious. There are expressions in the forged Isidorian decretals — that gigantic swindle on which the popes, from Nicholas I. down, based many of their most exalted claims — that were copied from works which appeared three centuries after the dates claimed for some of the several documents.




  It is in great part through methods here touched upon that the famous Florentine chronicle of Malaspini has been proved to be a forgery, compiled at a time much later than its professed date for the purpose of glorifying the ancestors of a certain family.




  It is this same criticism and comparison of original historical sources that has led to the discarding of many a pleasant anecdote, many a stirring incident that had long been believed.




  Take the old German tradition of the faithful wives of Weinsberg. You will find it told in many history books how King Conrad III., in 1140, besieged this town and finally took it; how he declared the men guilty of death but allowed the women to depart with all that they could carry on their shoulders. Of course they carried their husbands: — a beautiful legend, which, by the way, is claimed by nearly thirty different towns as an episode of their own past history. But unfortunately the originator of the story has been traced, and has been found to have had the anecdote “on the brain” as it were. He repeats almost the same tale in connection with the siege of Crema in 1160, on which occasion it is well known that such wifely devotion was quite unnecessary, the whole garrison being allowed, as it was, to withdraw in peace.




  And William Tell, in spite of Schiller and the chapel on the Lake of Lucerne, has had to step down from his high pedestal as liberator of Switzerland. One may well believe that Swiss patriots have searched the archives, and eagerly sought some proof of the existence of their hero. But in vain. No Hapsburg can he found to have interfered at this period in Uri, no bailiff Gessler appears in any local register, and no historian of the time, local or foreign, mentioned the occurrence.




  One hundred and fifty years had passed before a chronicler came upon the idea of embellishing his work with this romantic story which he stated to have taken place in the fourteenth century. Nor was there anything new in the episode that he chose. It bears certainly more than a chance resemblance to an incident related by Saxo Grammaticus, a writer of the twelfth century. Saxo tells us of a certain Toko who lived in the tenth century at the court of Harold Blotan, a Danish king.




  The king commands Toko to shoot an apple from his son’s head. Toko prepares to obey but lays down beside him two extra arrows. The king asks him why he does this. “If the first fails I shall take vengeance on you with the other two,” was the answer. The arrow did not miss, but later the king’s tyranny became unbearable, and Toko, concealed in a bush, shot him as he passed by.




  It must not be supposed that the modern historical method is purely destructive in its tendencies. On the contrary, never before has there been such a search as in our own generation for every available piece of historical evidence from a peculiarly shaped furrow in the ground to a series of ambassador’s reports on the complete correspondence of popes and emperors. Never before have there been given to the world such marvellous books of reference, such labour-saving aids to those who are engaged in the work of research.




  A digest has been made, for instance, of the subject-matter of forty thousand papal writings and decrees drawn up before the year 1300. In the case of each single document one is told in what printed collection, or in what archive of manuscripts, the original may be found.




  The same work is in progress, and has been for twenty years, for the correspondence of all the early German emperors, and a number of large and carefully-edited volumes have already appeared. The whole is so arranged that one can cast the eye through the summaries of a thousand or so of letters during the course of a single day’s work, and find which of them require more special investigation. The examples of such comprehensive works that save one years of labour might be multiplied to almost any extent. One enterprising writer, Gams, has published a large volume containing the names of all the Roman Catholic bishops that ever lived in any part of the world, together with references to such books as will in each case give further information. A Frenchman, Chevalier, has printed a dictionary of all the names of note in the Middle Ages, in this case, too, with full lists of the works treating of each given personage.




  Wattenbach, a noted professor in Berlin, has written a critical account of each and all of the historical sources in the Middle Ages relating to Germany. Here one can find at a glance the relative scope and value of a given chronicle, and also the latest and best editions.




  A great mark of progress in the present century, and a further proof of the constructive tendency of the work of modern historians, is the systematic employment of charters, deeds, and legal documents as historical sources.




  Every gift, every privilege granted in earlier times, almost every transaction of any kind was duly certified by a deed signed and sealed in the presence of witnesses. Probably a hundred thousand such pieces of parchment have come down to us from the Middle Ages alone. The single monastery of St. Gall, to-day, possesses in its archives about seven hundred and fifty originals of the eighth and ninth centuries.




  It is only the last two generations of scholars that have known how to make extensive and proper use of these rich sources of information, and to control by means of them the assertions of the chroniclers.




  Such documents often furnish us with new and important facts. The whole history of the feudal system — indeed the whole of the constitutional history of Germany — would be a hopeless riddle did we not have the charters granted by lords to their vassals, by kings to their cities and nobles. By a comparison of the dates and localities of royal charters we can often follow the progress of a potentate from one end of his domains to the other. The mediaeval German king has no fixed abode: he is always on the march. To-day he confers a privilege on this or that town, to-morrow invests a bishop or noble with a fief of the realm, and the next day hurries to a given monastery to confirm to it the jurisdiction over the thieves and robbers in the vicinity.




  What were the conditions of land-holding, what the commercial relations between one district and another; what contingents did that man, or that institution, or corporate body send to the army; what taxes could a territorial lord impose; who were the bondsmen, who the half-free, and who the free: to all such questions, and to infinitely more, charters, if rightly interrogated, will give a full and satisfactory answer.




  Enough has been said to give a faint insight into the methods and labours of modern German historians. It will not surprise the reader to find that in constructing this history the author has made it his aim to choose his authorities, other things being equal, among the most recent writers on a given period or subject.




  

    A WORD CONCERNING THE MORE IMPORTANT AUTHORITIES CONSULTED FOR THE SUBJECT-MATTER OF THIS BOOK


  




  FOR the sake of those who wish a complete bibliography of German history it may be as well to mention the work of Dahlmann (continued by Waitz),1 the yearly report of historical science,2 and the weekly catalogue of Hinrich.3




  The first of these books gives a list of some three thousand works on German history arranged according to periods. All the more important writings that appeared before 1883 are here to be found.




  The “Jahresbericht” is a grand co-operative work in which scholars all over the world take part, and which attempts to review systematically each year all the writings which deal with historical subjects.




  By the aid of Hinrich’s catalogue one can follow the new books as they appear. All those on history are in a section by themselves.




  The great historical reviews of Sybel4 and Quidde5 give exhaustive accounts of the more important works that have been published.




  The work in two staunch, closely-printed volumes which goes under the name of “Bruno Gebhardt’s6 Handbook of German History” is, in reality, one composed by twelve different well-known historians, each of whom writes on the special period for which he is considered an authority. A feature of the book is the rich literary references. The work has been of great use to the writer of the present history. It is safe to say that never have so many well- authenticated facts concerning the history of any land been contracted into so small a compass.




  On the other hand the book is more than dull for the ordinary reader. A book of which three volumes have already appeared, and which in a way marks an era in history writing is Lamprecht’s.7 It is altogether the work of a great historian, and the political history is made to recede behind a detailed account of social, agrarian, literary, and artistic developments. The narrative is brought as yet down to the year 1300.




  Somewhat similar to Lamprecht, and indeed the work which seems to have given the latter his inspiration, is Nitzsch’s8 “German History,” which extends from the earliest times to the Reformation period. It is an extremely suggestive book, but one which suffers under the peculiar circumstances attending its origin. Nitzsch died before it was put into proper form, and one of his pupils compiled it from the great scholar’s notes and lectures.




  Schroder’s9 “Constitutional History,” without possessing the originality of the works of Waitz10 and Brunner,11 is the best general handbook for the subject. It is clear and systematic, and embraces the latest results of historical investigation. The last part, concerning the history of modern times, is treated in too short a compass, the author having been unwilling to extend his book beyond the limit of one volume.




  Scherer’s12 “History of German Literature” is a delightfully-written book, by a great scholar and a great master of his subject. It extends from the earliest times to the end of the time of Goethe. Scherer brings the history of the literature into connection with the general history and culture of the time.




  Ranke’s13 “History of the World,” which extends only to the eleventh century, is particularly important for the masterly grouping of facts and the bringing of them into their proper connection. It presupposes in the reader a considerable amount of previous knowledge of the subject.




  Kaufmann’s14 book extends to the end of the reign of Charles the Great. Kaufmann was known for many excellent monographs on special subjects concerning the ancient German tribes, and at last embodied the results of his investigations in the form of a narrative history. His work is excellent, almost exhaustive. Hoyns’s15 book covers about the same period as Kaufmann, extending, however, to 911. It is a clear, readable, and reliable account, without, indeed, being of great independent value.




  In Muhlbacher’s16 “History of the Carolingians” we have a truly important work. Every scrap of contemporary evidence is made use of by one who has known better than any living man where to find it. Muhlbacher has for years been engaged in making a, digest of letters and other public acts of the Carolingians for Bohmer’s regesta imperii.




  Giesebrecht’s17 history, which was intended to extend to 1250, and which fills five large volumes without having nearly reached its completion, covers the period from 911 to 1180. It is a favourite habit of lecturers on German history to find flaws in this work; it is nevertheless a work of prime importance, and possesses the further advantage of being written in a pleasant and readable style. It has done more than any other book to rouse a wide interest in the study of mediaeval history, and also to instil thoroughness of methods of investigation. The amount of material that Giesebrecht has worked over for a period covering more than two hundred and fifty years is simply astounding.




  Manitius’18 book, covering the period from 911 to 1125, is naturally largely based on Giesebrecht, but the author has been able to make use of later investigations. Manitius is conscientious and reliable, but it must be confessed that the work is heavy, and that the mass of detail prevents one from gaining any clear picture of the time.




  For the Hohenstaufen period there lacks as yet any general and comprehensive work up to the requirements of the day. Jastrow, in Berlin, is treating the period for the “Bibliothek deutscher Gesohichte,” and his book is sure to be excellent; but it will probably be two or three years before it is completed.




  Raumer’s19 history of the Hohenstaufens made a great stir in its day, but is now completely out of date. De Cherrier’s20 history is still of value, but parts of it are also antiquated. For special reigns there are a number of useful works.




  Prutz’s history21 of Frederick Barbarossa is very learned and exhaustive, and Toeche’s Henry VI.22 is the model of what such an investigation should be.




  Winkelmann’s works on Philip of Hohenstaufen and Otto IV.,23 and on Frederick II.,24 are immensely learned and exhaustive, but thoroughly to be avoided by the general reader. They also form part of the collection of year books of German history, in which the treatment is chronological.




  Schirrmacher’s25 “Frederick II. and the Last Hohenstaufens” is a shorter and a later treatment of the period covered by the author’s more voluminous work on the same subject. It is reliable on the whole.




  Zeller’s26 “Frederick II.” is more or less of a compilation, but gives all the main facts of Frederick’s reign correctly, and is altogether an attractive treatment of the subject. It is one of a series of works written on early German history. Zeller is a Frenchman, and has the French grace of style.




  Kempf,27 in his history of the Interregnum, has carefully and conscientiously performed a thankless but needful task. The period from 1245 to 1272 is most utterly dreary and uninteresting, and has never before been made the subject of a separate work.




  In concluding, the author may be allowed to mention a work of his own,28 which was undertaken as a direct preparation for the present history. It is a collection of original documents translated from the mediaeval Latin, and made accessible to the general reader. The author’s belief is that no one should attempt to write a popular history who is not thoroughly at home in the primal historical sources.




  A HISTORY OF GERMANY
IN THE MIDDLE AGES




  To my Friend and Fellow Student




  JOHN OSBORNE SUMNER.




  

    CHAPTER I




    GERMANS AND ROMANS.


  




  IT is as enemies of the Romans that the Germans first meet us in history; but there was a time far back in the ages when the people of the two races were friends and brothers. The modern science of comparative philology has shown beyond a doubt that Germans and Celts, Greeks and Romans, Indians and Persians, once formed part of the same great family, and that their languages are derived at bottom from one primaeval tongue.




  By means of a careful sifting of roots and derivations a grammar and dictionary of this Indo-Germanic mode of speech have been constructed, and on these and on a comparison of the earliest known customs of the chief descendant tribes, a history of the habits of this primaeval race has been based.




  The names of the trees, flowers, and animals that were known to them suggest, as does also an old tradition, the plains of Russia as their home. They were a nomad people and lived on meat and milk, at times indulging in a fermented, intoxicating drink, which was made from honey and was called medhu (mead). They clothed themselves, for the most part, in the skins of wild beasts, but also knew the use of wool, plucking instead of shearing their sheep.




  In summer they lived in tent-wagons, in winter in holes in the earth. If one pictures a season passed in such an abode. with its impure air and its vermin, one will not be astonished to find that words signifying “coughing” and “consumption,” not to speak of “itch,” have been proved to exist in the Indo-Germanic vocabulary.




  The records of the family life of these our progenitors are far more creditable than one might expect. They have words for “father,” “mother,” “brother,” “sister.” Marriage was a well-known institution, the bride being either bought or carried off by force. If she failed in bearing offspring she was passed on to a friend. Should she, on the other hand, have properly fulfilled her vocation, hers was the privilege on her lord’s decease, in common with the latter’s favourite horse and his favourite slave, of seeking death on his funeral pyre, and accompanying him to the abodes of the blessed.




  The Germans — it is Julius Caesar, however, who first calls them by this name — seem to have left their original home very much later than the Greeks, Romans, and Celts. Already in 330 B.C., nevertheless, they were firmly settled on the amber-producing shores of the North Sea. Pytheas, of Marseilles, the Christopher Columbus of Germany, visited them there in that year. On the shores of the Baltic, too, the numerous stone implements that have been found, the most perfect specimens known, tell of extensive settlements.




  When, in the second century before Christ, the wanderings of the Germans brought them southward — a people dependent on agriculture, and with no knowledge of how to economize and improve land, must, as the population increases, spread out in all directions — they found Greece and Rome with a century-long history behind them, while Gaul and Northern Italy were completely peopled by Celtic tribes.




  It was the Cimbrians and Teutons who opened the long line of demonstrations against Rome, which finally were to rob that power of all her provinces. The annals of Roman history tell of two victories gained by the great Marius in the years 102 and 101 B.C., the one over the Teutons at Aquae Sextiae (Aix in Provence), the other over the Cimbrians in Northern Italy.




  For eleven years and more these two tribes in common had been harassing the Celts, and, in spite of their naive and probably most true assertion that they only wanted land upon which to settle, making the Romans tremble for their capital. But in Marius, with the extraordinary powers that had been bestowed upon him, in view of the impending danger, and with the army which he had been able to reorganize, they found their master.




  A few details of the two battles have come down to us, which show that the barbarians were completely outwitted by the superior tactics of their adversaries, who were able to fall upon them simultaneously in the front and in the rear. The burning sun of the south helped to weaken their power of resistance, and in both cases defeat was synonymous with annihilation.




  It is related that in both battles the women at last offered a desperate resistance from the camp of wagons, and that at Aquae Sextiae no combatants were finally left on the field but the dogs, who defended the corpses of those who had fallen. Poseidonias, a historian of this time, tells us that the land around Aix was so fertilized as to bear fruit in astounding quantities, and that the people hedged in their vineyards with the bones of the slain.




  The next great conflict between the Germans and Romans took place in the time of Julius Caesar on the confines of Gaul. This time on the side of the Germans we meet, not as in the Cimbrian-Teuton War, with a few shadowy heroes of whom we only know their names and that they fought hard and died, but with a real leader, the head and king of seven tribes.




  Ariovistus was the first organizer and the first political thinker among the Germans. His name was known far and wide, and in 72 B.C. the Celts called in his assistance against Rome. When Caesar’s troops found that they were to march against him, they were so terrified that they all but renounced their obedience. Only the threat of their commander that he would march forward with the tenth legion alone shamed them back into order and discipline. In the end the Roman skill and training conquered; Ariovistus was put to flight and we soon hear of him no more.




  The relations later became more friendly between the warriors of the north and the warriors of the south. Germans entered the Roman service — Augustus had a bodyguard of them — and learned there valuable lessons which they were soon able to turn to account in their own land.




  The subjugation and reorganization of Gaul by the Romans brought them into closer contact with the Germans; the old culture and the new courage were now of the greatest influence on each other. In the year 39 B.C. the powerful tribe of the Ubii was allowed by Agrippa to settle on the left bank of the Rhine; here in their midst, in due time, an altar was erected in honour of Augustus, and around it German priests performed the Roman rites. It was among the Ubii that, less than three generations later, the city of Cologne was founded, Agrippina, the mother of Nero, having sent thither a colony of Roman veterans.




  The Sigambrians were the next Germans to begin a series of wars with the Romans. They had been exasperated by the oppressions of the Roman commander Marcus Lollius. In the year 16 B.C. they seized and crucified several Romans, and made an inroad into Gaul in which they were joined by other tribes. They defeated the Roman legate and even secured the eagle of the fifth legion. It is about this time that the poet Horace wishes Augustus a victory over the Sigambrians as the greatest triumph that he could have in his life.




  The Sigambrians were soon induced or compelled to make peace, but Augustus determined that his provinces should never again be exposed to a similar danger. He came himself to Gaul to survey the field, and to prepare for an invasion of Germany on a large scale, but in 13 B.C. transferred to his stepson, Drusus, the direction of the undertaking.




  Drusus built fortifications along the Rhine, and between the Main and the Lippe. The most famous of his fortresses are the Saalburg, near Homburg, in the Taunus mountains, and Castle Aliso, the site of which is only approximately known. Drusus also constructed a canal that proved of great assistance in later campaigns, allowing Roman fleets to sail into the heart of Germany. It led through the land of the friendly Batavians from the Rhine to the Yssel, and from there through the present Zuydersee, then an inland lake, into the North Sea.




  Every year, until his death in 9 B.C., Drusus undertook an expedition through the deep morasses and primaeval forests of Germany. His bravery and perseverance won for him the highest possible marks of esteem at Rome. The Senate gave the name Germanicus to him and his offspring; a triumphal arch which still remains was erected in his honour on the Appian Way, and a monument which Tiberius raised to him on the Eichelstein, near Mayence, lasted for seventeen centuries, and was finally destroyed by the French.




  Great, however, as were the successes of Drusus, he was unable to lay lasting fetters on tribes so numerous and so widely dispersed.




  Tiberius, who succeeded his brother in the conduct of the war, was able in the year 8 B.C. to inflict a fearful punishment on the Sigambrians. Their chiefs were taken prisoners while on a peace-embassy to Rome, and nearly the whole tribe, bereft of its leaders, was transplanted to the left bank of the Rhine.




  We have accounts of further expeditions of Tiberius in the years 4, 5, and 6 A.D. In the latter year he determined to annihilate the power of a certain Marobod, leader of the Marcomanni, who had defeated the Boiers in the present Bohemia, and had raised up for himself a power such as never before had been seen in Germany. The most varied tribes, from the Goths in the east to the Thuringians in the west, looked up to him as their king. He had himself been in Roman service and knew the tactics of the enemy with which he had to cope.




  The army that Tiberius raised for this expedition was the largest that had ever marched against any one single enemy of Rome. Twelve legions took the field, but they never came in sight of the object of their attack. A revolt in the recently subjected Pannonia broke out and detained Tiberius for three full years. By that time a more dangerous antagonist even than Marobod had appeared upon the scene.




  On the river Weser the Cheruscans played much the same role that the Sigambrians had once played on the Rhine. But with more success. Their leader, Arminius, fell upon the Roman proconsul, P. Quinctilius Varus, in the Teutoberg forest in the year 9 A.D., and destroyed those splendid legions, the loss of which Augustus is stated to have bemoaned in the famous “oire, vare, redde mihi legiones meas!”




  Varus had tried to emulate the oppressions of a Lollius, and to tread underfoot the Germans as he had, in his former proconsular district, the Syrians. But he had not calculated on the organized opposition by which he had been met; he had not expected to find a patriot like Arminius — one, too, who had been trained at Rome.




  When Varus finally saw that the battle was going against him, he threw himself on his own sword. Arminius sent his head to Marabod, seeking an alliance against the common enemy. Marabod, however, had already made a treaty of peace with Augustus, and felt no inclination to join hands with the victor.




  The exact locality of the battle in the Teutoburg Forest, which took place, however, somewhere in the hilly district between the Ems, the Weser and the Lippe, has not been determined. Germanicus, the son of Drusus, later visited the scene of the disaster, and found there, nailed to trees, the skulls of the centurions and tribunes who had been sacrificed to Wotan. In recent times a large number of Roman coins have been found in the neighbourhood of Barenau. It is assumed, even by an authority like Mommsen, that they came from the pouches of the soldiers of Varus and remained, uninjured by time, long after the bones of those to whom they once belonged had rotted away.




  In Rome the importance of the German victory which, as we even now acknowledge, was one of the decisive ones in the world’s history, was fully recognized. It was even feared that the capital itself might be invaded. The bodyguards of Augustus, as well as all German visitors, were banished from the city, a stricter watch was kept by night and day.




  Tiberius, having ended the war with the Pannonians, again visited the Rhine provinces, but busied himself chiefly with restoring discipline to the Roman army. Becoming emperor in the year 14, he entrusted the command in Gaul and the direction of the German war to the young Germanicus. The latter was able to carry off as captive to Rome Thusnelda, the wife of Arminius. Small credit to the Roman commander, for her own father, Segestes, head of a party hostile to the conqueror of Varus, had brought her into his hands. Thusnelda, and an infant son to whom, she had given birth in captivity, graced the triumph of Germanicus, in which Segestes took part as an honoured guest.




  The campaigns of Germanicus, although not inglorious — in a great battle that was fought on the bank of the Weser Arminius suffered heavy losses — were on the whole fruitless, and Tiberius at last recalled him (16 A.D.). For half a century no more wars were waged with the Germans.




  More was gained by this policy of non-interference than by any number of petty expeditions. The Germans, bereft of a common enemy, and yet accustomed to all the excitements of war, fell to fighting among themselves. Marobod and Arminius became the centres of two rival camps, and a great but indecisive battle was fought between them. Marobod’s subjects finally fell away from him, and the great king himself ended his days as an exile in Ravenna, where the emperor had allowed him to take up his abode. Roman writers reproach him with having cared to live so long.




  Arminius in the end fell a prey to the spirit of faction. He was struck down by the hand of one of his own relatives.




  His exploits have never been forgotten. Tacitus calls him the “liberator haud dubie Germaniae,” and in our own day a grand monument has been erected to him by the German nation.




  The Romans never again attempted the subjugation of Germany. A revolt broke out in 68 A.D. among the hitherto friendly Batavii. It was headed by Claudius Civilis, and was joined by a number of neighbouring tribes. The plans of Claudius seem to have been ambitious enough, but Rome was too strong as yet. The storm soon passed over, and left no lasting results. The Batavii remained, as before, friends and allies of the Roman people.




  The Romans have left us two valuable reminders of their connection with the Germans, the one of a practical the other of a literary nature. The first is the Limes, a broad fortification-wall, flanked at intervals by fortresses and watch-towers, to the very base of which the full tide of Roman culture once flowed. Its course can still be traced almost along its whole length, and a number of scholars, supplied with funds by the German Government, are now engaged in laying it bare. Numerous camps and settlements, not to speak of other remains, have already been brought to light.




  The Limes ran along the Danube from its confluence with the Altmuhl to the monastery of Lorsch on the Wurtemberg frontier, thence along the Rhine and the Main, and around the Taunus mountains. It ended at a point nearly opposite to Bonn.




  The Danube section, the so-called Teufelsmauer, was built for the protection of the agri decumates, those lands which were given over to Romans and barbarians alike for a fixed rent of ten per cent, of their produce. This Limes transdubianus was five feet high and twelve feet broad, and was protected for long distances by a moat and a second wall.




  The Limes transrhenanus was higher, sixteen feet on an average, and was provided along its whole length with a moat twenty feet wide and ten deep.




  Extensive as these fortifications were, they could not have kept off a serious and organized attack on the part of the Germans; but none such was to be dreaded for two centuries after the wall was begun. It was the petty plundering expeditions to which it was intended to put an end, and this object was in the main attained. Behind their wall the Roman veterans, the soldiers and camp-followers, as well as the friendly German settlers, passed a secure and civilized existence. If danger threatened, signals were exchanged from one watch-tower to the other, and the forces concentrated at a given point.




  Beyond the Limes a broad stretch of land was left uncultivated, the trees cut down, the shrubbery burnt away. A considerable commerce was carried on with the Germans, but the barbarian traders were only allowed to approach the Limes at certain points and at stated hours. They were obliged to accept and to pay for an escort of Roman soldiers, and they themselves were not permitted to carry arms.




  The Roman merchants, on the other hand, penetrated far into the German lands. In the present Sweden nearly five thousand Roman denars of the first and second century after Christ have come to light, and Roman productions have been found in the most distant parts of Germany.




  The building of the Limes was begun under Augustus, but more than a century passed before it neared its completion. The line of defence that had to be erected was more than three hundred miles in length!




  It must be remembered in this connection that the men who composed the Roman legions were not merely soldiers, they were also stone-hewers and builders. To them we owe many temples, baths, and amphitheatres on German ground, and many of their peculiarly-constructed roads can still be followed.




  The second great heritage that we have from the Romans is the “Germania” of Tacitus. At a time for which all other sources of information fail us, the Roman historian undertook to write a comprehensive description, to paint a colossal picture, as it were, of the Germany of his day.




  Tacitus tells of a land “bristling with forests, or covered with ugly swamps;” he tells of a people fresh and vigorous, with an unwritten but fixed code of law and honour, and not without their vices and weaknesses. They drink and gamble, and pay their states, if need be, by becoming the slaves of their debtor. War is their chief occupation, the ultimate end and object for which their youths are reared and trained. Cowardice and desertion of the army are the crimes most hateful to them; the usual penalty is suffocation in the mud of the marshes.




  The form of government varies among different tribes: here it is republican, there a liberal monarchy. The land is divided into larger and smaller districts — into counties, if we may call them so, and into hundreds. Already there are different classes of society; the slaves carry on the limited agriculture, and the chieftains, each with his select “following” of youths, lead their people to war, or administer justice in the districts allotted to them by the general assembly. Woman’s respected and honoured, but wifely infidelity is punished by death. Priests conduct the worship of the gods and keep the peace in the army and in the councils.




  The building of the Limes, and the successful defence of it by the Romans — it was the end of the third century before the agri decumates were abandoned, and the fifth before the Rhine boundary altogether fell into disuse — worked a revolution in the inner life of the Germans. Prevented from advancing further, the people ceased to be nomads from very necessity. They began more systematically to till the fields and to lead a less arduous, less warlike existence; but at the same time their numbers grew apace: they were naturally prolific, fond of family life, and untainted as yet by vice or luxury. In the fifth century, Salvianus, contrasting them with the Romans, exclaims regretfully, “they increase daily, and we decrease!”




  But the fertile districts in central Europe are of limited extent. The tribes overflowed their boundaries in all directions, one encroached on another, subdued, annihilated, or drove it away. A double process of suppression and amalgamation took place, which, in a short space of time, reduced the countless little kingdoms and republics to great “stems,” the numbers of which may be counted on one’s fingers.




  We know little of the habits and customs of the Germans during these early centuries, but here and there a scanty notice has come down to us. Their civilization was higher than one might expect, and they had fixed notions of right and wrong, of truth and fidelity. In one respect they were far beyond the level of an ordinary, unthinking savage. “In the kingdom of the Goths there are no unchaste men except the Romans,” writes Salvianus about the year 430. The Vandals, whose name to-day is a by-word for barbarism, having conquered Carthage, compelled all the impure women to marry, and placed a heavy fine on prostitution. According to the law of the Franks, reduced to writing about the year 490, the fine for groundlessly calling a woman unclean is second only to that for attempted murder.




  In our own day hundreds, if not thousands, of graves of ancient Germans have given up their dead. In all the chief museums of Germany one can see the skulls and bones, the weapons, adornments, and implements of these old warriors. They were evidently, as a rule, buried in full state, and some of their belts and dress ornaments have withstood the ravages of time. On their legs, arms, and fingers, and around their necks are found circlets of gold, or of bronze, iron, or copper. Utensils of glass and amber, and vases of clay, usually lie close to their shrivelled bones. Trusted pages and faithful wives often shared the death of their lord; in one of the graves the master’s corpse lay stretched along on the shoulders of eight of his crouching servants.




  The Germans had often enough looked longingly towards the land of promise over the entrance to which the Roman legions kept watch and ward. In the year 166 A.D. a vast A.D. horde of Marcomanni, Quadi, and other tribes, urged forward by the Goths, who shortly before had left their home on the Vistula to found new settlements on the Black Sea, broke their bounds and flooded northern Italy. It was the lifework of the emperor Marcus Aurelius to drive them back. He succeeded in his endeavours, but not without fearful sacrifices. The plague had decimated his army; he filled the broken ranks with slaves, gladiators, and robbers, and such Germans as he could muster. When all other supplies failed, the silver plate from his own table was offered at public auction in the forum of Trajan.




  The importance of the Marcomannic war, however, consists not in the Roman endeavours and victories, but in the fact that by the treaties of peace — the last of these was signed by Commodus on the death of Marcus Aurelius in 180 — many a barrier between the Germans and the Romans was levelled to the ground. Thousands of the former were received into the Roman armies or allowed to settle on Roman lands. It was the beginning of the end.




  From the time of the appearance of the great “stem” of the Allemanni in the district between the Main, Neckar, and Danube — Caracalla was first appealed to against them in the year 213 — the wars along the Limes, although interrupted at intervals, never really ceased. By the end of the century the present Wurtemberg and Baden were lost to Rome, and the region was called henceforward “Allemannia” or “Barbaria.”




  The Goths meanwhile had plundered the Balkan peninsula; in 251, after defeating and slaying the emperor Decius, they ravaged Greece, and showed their scorn of Diana of the Ephesians by laying her temple in ruins. The Emperor Claudius won a great victory over them in 269, and Aurelian drove them back over the Danube, but relinquished to them the province of Dacia — the later Lower Hungary and Transylvania.




  The Goths soon lost to a great extent their character of barbarians, and a number of them accepted the Christianity of which they had heard their Roman captives speak. In a heretical form, indeed, for from the beginning the church had been rent by schisms and the one going on at the time between the Arians and the Athanasians was to prove the most bitter of all. It was the Arian teachings that were adopted by the Goths.




  At the council of Nicea, which was called by Constantine for the purpose of restoring the unity of the faith, and which set forth the doctrine of the Trinity as it is now accepted, the Goths were represented by their own bishop, Theophilus. A few years later Ulfilas unfolded his marvellous talents as a missionary, and made that Gothic translation of the Bible which is the oldest monument of German literature. Fragments of it may still be seen and deciphered in the university library at Upsala.




  It was with no ordinary difficulties that Ufilas had to cope. He had to construct from Greek, Latin, and Runic characters the very alphabet of the tongue in which he wrote. He created a written language for his people; all the other German races took theirs from the hands of the Romans.




  From first to last Ulfilas had the good of his people in view. He is recorded to have left out the Book of Kings from his translation of the Bible because it tells too much of war and bloodshed.




  Already, by this time, the Saxons, the Burgundians, and the Franks had appeared upon the scene. The latter, who were later to become masters of nearly all of Europe, had begun their career in the year 267 with a grand plundering expedition which had brought them as far south as the very foot of the Pyrenees. The Emperors Diocletian and Constantine retarded the approaching fate of Rome. They introduced far-reaching reforms, reorganized the army and the administration, and once more prevented the barbarians from crossing the Limes transrhenanus.




  But within the empire itself the process that began after the Marcomannic war went on unceasingly. Every branch of the administration became Germanized, and the new soldiers and colonists did not hesitate to help in guarding the frontier against those of their own race. Germans married into noble Roman families, became officers in the imperial armies, and often exercised a leading influence at court. Not many years were to pass before they were to be in a condition to raise and depose emperors at will.




  Had the empire been given time it might have peacefully assimilated the German elements that poured so unceasingly into its lands. But the advent of the Huns on the Volga about the year 375 precipitated upon it an avalanche of peoples — flooded it, mined it.




  It is a grim spectacle, this final struggle of western Rome, this repopulating of half a continent. The crowding nations engage with each other in a rushing dance of death. Side by side or face to face they sweep over southern Europe; now forward, now backward, until each falls into its own position, to have and to hold as long as it can be maintained. Within the space of a hundred and sixty years sever great kingdoms arise on the ruins of the Roman provinces. That of the Franks alone was ultimately destined to triumph and survive.




  

    CHAPTER II




    THE WANDERING OF THE NATIONS.


  




  THE Huns were, according to Ammianus Marcellinus, who is trustworthy in the main despite a tendency to make rhetorical effects, “savage beyond measure.” He describes how they scarred and made hideous their children’s faces; how they lived on raw meat which they warmed by placing between their bodies and their horses; how they ate, drank, held their assemblies and, slept on the backs of their tough little steeds. Their mode of attack was terrible, their chief manoeuvre to simulate flight, then suddenly to turn and charge.




  Their first victims were the Alani, a nomad and apparently half-German tribe. The next were the eastern Goths, many of whom were slain, many others reduced to subjection. The western Goths were more fortunate; one of their chiefs, Athanarich, offered a brave resistance and was at last able to make an orderly retreat.




  But the fear and dread of the Huns was overpowering. By hundreds of thousands the western Goths fled to the Danube, convinced that their only hope of rescue lay in the hands of Rome. When Athanarich opposed this view his camp was deserted and the people flocked round other leaders who were soon treating with the Emperor Valens. The Huns meanwhile remained in the vacated lands, in the so-called “Gothia” of the Romans. It was here between the Danube, Theiss, and Dniester, that Ruga, the uncle of Attila, established for himself that monarchy to which, on his death in 435, the “scourge of God” was to become heir.




  The negotiations of the Western Goths led finally to their peaceful reception on Roman territory. Valens was oppressed with the prospect of a war against the Persians, and with the struggle against the orthodox or Athanasian Christians. He was, moreover, at odds with his nephew Gratian, who ruled in the west, and persecuted the Arians. It was, therefore, in the hope of making allies of the Western Goths, among whom Arianism had taken deep root, that Valens permitted them to cross the Danube. When, later, the remnants of the Eastern Goths asked for the same favour they were refused.




  Valens took precautions to secure the good conduct of his new settlers. A number of their noblest youths were surrendered as hostages, and were carried off to Asia Minor. When the revolt broke out, as it did soon enough, they were all put to death.




  This revolt seems to have been called forth simply and purely by the greed and incapacity of the officials whom Valens had appointed to superintend the new colonization; “an evil demon blinded the emperor,” says a contemporary, “when he chose these rascals.” The Goths, forbidden to plunder, were yet left without food and supplies. They sold their slaves, their children, and their wives, to keep themselves from starving. Before the town of Marcianople matters came to a crisis. The Germans had tried to enter the city for the sake of procuring food, and had slain some of the sentinels. The Roman official, Lucinus, caused a number of Goths to be executed, but the result was rebellion not intimidation. It was a costly proceeding for Rome. The Germans declared themselves to be no longer bound by their recent treaty. A time of fighting and plundering began, the Goths being led by their Christian chief, Fritigern. His policy was to waste no time in sieges, but to devastate the open country. “I do not fight with walls,” he is said to have cried out, and therein lay the secret of his success. After a fierce but indecisive battle with troops, which Valens had at last been forced to summon from the Western Empire, Fritigern was able to induce a number of Huns, of Eastern Goths, and of the conquered Alani, to cross the Danube and come to his aid. The further sending of reinforcements from the west was delayed by a fierce inroad of the Allemanni, and Valens, without waiting for the promised troops, engaged in battle with the Goths under the walls of Adrianople. The Roman army was not defeated, but annihilated, and the emperor himself, to the joy of the orthodox Christians, who saw in his fall a judgment against the Arians, perished in an attempt at flight. It was four years before his successor, Theodosius, was able to restore quiet in the Balkan peninsula. But in October, 382, the joyful news was proclaimed that “the whole nation of the Goths have entered into a peace and alliance with the Romans.” So long as Theodosius lived the relations were friendly, and the chief ambition of the barbarians was to gain advancement in the imperial service.




  But under Honorius and Arcadius they again threw off their yoke: a new German hero had arisen, the greatest since Arminius. We first hear of him in 393 as a subordinate commander in the army of Theodosius. For nearly a generation the Goths had been without a king; they now raised Alaric on the shield, and swore to him the oath of their allegiance. Many of the Germans in the Roman army joined his banner. Thrace was plundered, and even Constantinople was in danger. Rufinus, however, the guardian of the boy emperor Arcadius, bought off the invaders. The latter turned to Greece, and penetrated as far as Sparta. Stilicho, the master of the horse and father-in-law of Honorius, hastened eastward with an army, and at last surrounded the Gothic forces. How it happened no one knows, but Alaric was soon free from his pursuer, and, through a treaty with Arcadius, received a part of Illyria, with Dyracchium as his chief seaport. A wedge was thus placed between the eastern and the western empire.




  The campaign in Greece was but the precursor of a more desperate conflict. In Stilicho, however, Alaric found his equal, and, after invading Italy and losing the battle of Pollentia (402), he was glad enough when his great rival offered to close with him a not disadvantageous peace. But for Stilicho himself there was no rest. In 404 a countless horde, consisting chiefly of Eastern Goths, but recruited from various other German tribes, precipitated themselves upon Italy under their leader Rhadagast. The barbarians were already besieging Florence when the Romans fell upon and vanquished them. Stilicho took twelve thousand Gothic warriors into the Roman service, but the rest of the captives were dragged to the slave markets, and, to add to their disgrace, were sold for the most trifling sums. Two years later a new band, consisting of Vandals, Suevi, and Alani, crossed the Rhine in search of adventure. After plundering and ravaging for three years they crossed over into Spain.




  In their wake the Allemanians, Burgundians, and Franks descended upon Gaul, which was harried and desolated to the last degree. Only in the cities could the Roman culture maintain itself at all; and this only for the reason that civic life was distasteful to the Germans, and that fertile fields attracted them more than walled enclosures.




  During this time Stilicho was engaged in warding off the attacks of his private enemies, and in making warlike demonstrations in the name of Honorius against the Eastern Empire. In the year 407 he employed Alaric to lay waste the East Roman province of Epirus.




  The expedition was soon countermanded, but Alaric claimed 4,000 pounds of gold for services already rendered, and Stilicho, acknowledging the justice of the demand, himself laid the claim before the senate. It was finally granted, but with reluctance, and the negotiations showed plainly that Stilicho’s influence, which for years had been supreme, was at last shaken. His fate quickly overtook him. It was whispered in the ear of Honorius that his great general had designs upon the throne. By the emperor’s own command the rescuer of Rome was put to death, and all his friends and allies persecuted. Everywhere the two parties in the Western Empire came into conflict.




  The Roman legions rose against the barbarian auxiliaries that had fought under Stilicho, and stormed the towns and villages where their wives and children were quartered. Nearly 30,000 Germans thereupon marched to Noricum and placed themselves under the banner of Alaric. The latter with his whole army marched straight upon Rome. To the embassy that came out to meet him, and to assure him that the whole Roman people was about to rise in arms, he answered — so says the Roman historian — “the thicker the grass the more easy to mow.” He demanded all the gold and silver in the city, and all the slaves of German race. To the question as to what he intended to leave them, “your lives,” was the terse reply. There seems to have been in these remarks either a mere intention to intimidate, or a certain grim humour, for the truce that Alaric finally made was upon exceedingly moderate terms. He had no thought at the time of harming either the Roman Empire or the Roman people. On the contrary, he desired nothing better than to enter into Rome’s service, and he bade the senate send an embassy to offer peace in his name to the emperor. He demanded the provinces of Venetia, Dalmatia, and Noricum, and the title of magister militum, besides a sum of gold and a quantity of grain. With his whole army, in return, he was to fight Rome’s battles and maintain her glory.




  Considering the state of disorganization at this time in the army, as well as in every branch of the administration, Honorius could not have done better than to accept the offer. But, although Alaric lowered his conditions, although he offered to content himself with Noricum, and to forego the sum of money first demanded, his proposals were rejected. Honorius was surrounded by intriguing courtiers who dreaded the prospect of having anyone at all in authority over them. They drove the weak and foolish emperor to swear an oath that he would never make Alaric magister militum.




  Alaric for his own part was most anxious to come to terms and to secure for his people the blessings of the Roman civilization. He offered at last to forego the dignity that he had demanded; but when, even on these terms, his proffered alliance was not accepted, his patience gave way. He cut off the supplies of Rome, and compelled the people to desert Honorius and to acknowledge as their emperor Attalus, the prefect of the city. Honorius retired to Ravenna, but would neither abdicate nor, when Alaric tired of Attalus and deposed him, would he come to an agreement.




  The plundering of Rome was the last resort of a cautious and determined man, who had tried every other means of providing for the wants of the huge army under his care. From the 24th to the 27th of August, 410, the city was given over to the soldiers, who robbed and despoiled it. “My tongue falters and the words I would dictate to my scribe will not pass my lips,” writes the great Hieronymus; “the city is subjected that once subjected the universe!”




  And yet it was no absolutely indiscriminate ravaging and burning that took place in Rome at this time. The Goths were many of them Christians who reverenced the churches and the sacred relics. Alaric, too, had commanded them to spare human life, and there is every reason to believe that, in the main, he was obeyed.




  The attitude of the, unworthy successor of the Caesars in this emergency is later held up to bitter scorn by Procopius, the historian of these times. The anecdote that he relates may or may not be a pure invention; that such a tale could be told is reason enough for repeating it. “Rome has perished,” announces the guardian of the paultry-yard, who had been the first to hear the news. “He has just been feeding from my hand,” exclaims the Emperor in surprise. The eunuch assures him that nothing has happened to his favourite rooster!




  Alaric’s victorious course came to an untimely end. He attempted to cross over to Africa and cut off the supplies that came from there to Rome, but his ships were wrecked and he was forced to return. Before he could renew the experiment death intervened.




  We have seen what importance the Germans attached to the proper burial of their great men. Now that their leader had died in an enemy’s land they outdid themselves in showing him honour. They forced their Roman captives to divert the current of the river Busento, in order that his grave should he undisturbed. Here in the bed of the stream, with rich treasures heaped around him, they laid him to rest. The water was turned back into its course, and the workmen were slain lest they should betray the secret.




  Athaulf, the new king of the Goths, remained with his forces for two years in Italy, and then led them over into Gaul, carrying with him Placidia, the sister of Honorius. Here he fought first for them against the usurper Jovinus, but did not receive from Honorius the anticipated reward for his services. His demands had been very much the same as those once made of the emperor by Alaric.




  Wallia, however, the successor of Athaulf, at last came to an agreement-with Rome. Placidia was restored to her family the wiser by many experiences. She had been forced by Athaulf to wed him, and the nuptials had been celebrated at Narbonne with great magnificence. In the week of anarchy that had followed on Athaulf’s death, in 415, she had been subjected to every hardship; she had even been forced to walk as a captive in the triumphal procession of a certain Sigerich, who had claimed for himself the rule of the Goths.




  Wallia’s treaty bound him to make war against the Vandals, Alani and Suevi, who had crossed into Spain, where they had at first been treated as allies by Rome. In this task he was successful. He completely subdued one whole branch of the Vandals who dwelt around the present Andalusia — originally Vandalusia — sending their king as a prisoner to Ravenna. As a reward for these services Wallia’s people, in 419, were given settlements in Aquitaine, the land being made over to them by formal deed of gift.




  It was here that the kingdom of Toulouse was founded, here that the homeless and weary Western Goths were at last to find their needed rest. Between the years 463 and 456 they were able to extend their power over parts of Spain.




  King Eurich (466-484) brought the kingdom to its greatest height of prosperity, but under his successor all the original West Gothic possessions in Gaul came into other hands.




  In Spain the Western Goths continued to flourish. Under Reccared (586-601) they gave up Arianism and became Catholics; their king’s conversion began with a religious disputation in 686, and was finally consummated at the Council of Toledo three years later. We shall see how the Arabs finally put an end to the West Gothic power.




  Earlier even than the kingdom of Toulouse another German monarchy had been founded on Roman ground. Already in 409 Honorius had ceded to the Burgundians the so-called province of Upper Germany on the left bank of the Rhine. In 437 the Roman general Aetius, having to punish them for unlawful efforts to enlarge their boundaries, slew their king, Gunther, took their chief city of Worms, and transplanted their tribe to the present Savoy. He was aided- in his undertaking by a number of Huns.




  It is this rout of a whole people that is dealt with in the last part of the “Nibelungenlied,” the famous poem of the thirteenth century, where, however, Attila or Etzel, as he is called, is falsely made the instrument of disaster.




  We have said that seven great kingdoms were founded by the Germans on Roman ground. The third in the list was the Vandal settlement in the province of North Africa. The kingdoms of Odoacer, of Clovis, of Theoderick, and of the Lombards complete the number.




  The so-called Asdingian Vandals, who had crossed over into Spain in 409, had, by agreement with the other tribes that had accompanied them, received settlements in the north-western part of the Peninsula, in the province of Gallicia. In 429, under their leader Genserich, they crossed over into Africa, called in, as the story goes, by the Roman stadtholder, by Bonifacius, the rival of Aetius. Here they managed to found an independent kingdom, and in 439 even Carthage fell into their hands.




  North Africa had been the great grain-reservoir of Rome, and its occupation by the Vandals, who were to hold it for a hundred years, was an irretrievable misfortune. And the new settlers, ambitious as they were and possessed with a love of conquest, were no pleasant neighbours for Italy. In course of time Sicily, Sardinia, Corsica, and the Balearic Isles came into their possession, while Rome itself was occupied and plundered by them for fourteen days (455).




  The strength and the power of resistance of the Western Empire were meanwhile slowly ebbing away, while the fearful onslaughts of extraneous powers showed no signs of ceasing. In 449 the Roman legions were definitively withdrawn from Britain, and the Angles and Saxons began to found the sturdy race that has since done them so much honour.




  In 451 the Huns, led by their powerful king, Attila, and accompanied by numerous remnants of subjected German tribes, marched along the Danube and the Rhine and entered Gaul. Metz was burned and Orleans besieged; the booty from the latter place was already loaded on the waggons when a term was put to further devastations. The fading glories of Rome revived once more; once more and for the last time fortune smiled on one of her endeavours. Aetius was a worthy successor of Stilicho, whose fate, too, he was destined to share. He reinforced his army as best he could from the various German tribes in Gaul; while the Western Goths under the leadership of their king, Theoderick, fought as his allies.




  In the plains of Champagne, in the so-called Catalaunian fields, there was a scene of desperate combat that was only put an end to by the closing in of night. The Gothic king lost his life, but the Roman commander-in-chief maintained the field, and Attila beat a retreat. In the following year he bore down upon Italy, storming the towns of Aquileia, Pavia, and Milan. It was at this time that Venice came into being. The oppressed people fled to the islands and sand-bars of the sea-coast, and Italy, after a season of direst travail, gave birth to the fairest of her daughters.




  Attila spared Rome, induced, we are told, by an embassy sent to him by Pope Leo the Great. Superstitious fears may have done their share; the death of Alaric had been looked upon by many as a judgment of God. The same judgment, indeed, overtook Attila in spite of his leniency. He died suddenly in the following year in the midst of his wedding festivities.




  The fall of Western Rome was meanwhile entering into the last phase of her decay. The Suevian Ricimir now became the ruler of her destinies, and raised five emperors in succession upon her worthless throne. After his death, in 462, four pigmy potentates in turn essayed their fate and, on the fall of the last of them, him whose double name disgraced alike Rome’s founder and her first emperor, the rule of Italy came into the hands of the barbarian Odoacer.




  Tired of the shameful farce, the German mercenaries had raised him to be their king. The title of “patricius” was asked for and obtained from the Eastern Emperor Zeno, but, although of some use to Odoacer in his dealings with the subjected Romans, it made him no whit dependent on the court of Constantinople. That court always regarded him as a usurper, and rejoiced at and promoted his final fall.




  Odoacer’s reign was a rule of moderation; he made no sweeping changes, and engaged in no adventurous undertakings. His German subjects received settlements on a plan which had long been employed when barbarian allies were allowed to encamp on Roman ground. Each soldier was quartered on a Roman, and received one-third of the latter’s land as his share.




  It was a plan that had been adopted by many of the wandering German tribes that had settled on Roman soil. If occasion demanded the fraction could be increased. The unbidden guests were brought more intimately into connection with the culture which they strove to assimilate than could have been the case by any other method of division.




  The new-comers, to be sure, were always regarded as interlopers, and reasons enough were there to prevent anything like a lasting fusion of the two peoples. The most fatal causes of disunion were those relating to religion. The Arianism of the Goths, and of most of the other German tribes, was always a stumbling block to their intercourse with the Romans. This unhallowed difference of dogma ate like a canker worm at the foundations of the new kingdoms; again and again do we find, for instance, the Catholic bishops leading the opposition against their Arian rulers.




  Odoacer did not greatly interfere with the system of administration that had been carried on under the empire. The same officials remained in power, and the land seems to have enjoyed a season of comparative prosperity.




  There was no real strength, however, in the new political creation, and its span of life was a short one. In 489 Theodoric, the king of those Eastern Goths whom the Huns had subjected, but who had regained their independence after Attila’s death, marched to Italy at the instigation of the Eastern Emperor. It was again not merely a warlike expedition, but the descent of one people upon another. It is known, for instance, that a new race of cattle which has never since died out in Italy was introduced at this time.




  Odoacer met the advancing host at the river Isonzo, but suffered a defeat; nor did the battle of Verona end more favourably. Ravenna, however, proved a secure retreat for the oppressed king, and Theodoric for three years besieged it in vain. A treaty was then effected, and it was agreed that the two kings should rule in common over Italy. Theodoric afterwards found an effectual method of removing his rival from his path; he invited him to table and ran him through with the sword.




  Theodoric reigned in Italy fully in accordance with the traditions of the empire. He himself had long served the court of Constantinople, had been made consul, had celebrated a triumph, and had been honoured by the erection of an equestrian statue.




  It was a restoration that he wanted in Italy, a resuscitation of the imperial power that had just died. More than once, in the introductions to his edicts, he says himself that he desires to rule, not like the wild kings of the barbarians, but like Trajan and the great emperors of the past. In a public proclamation the Gauls are bidden to rejoice that after their long separation they have been re-united with the Roman Empire, and the Spaniards are ordered to pay their tribute “as they had formerly paid it under the emperors.”




  Theodoric was the first of the German kings to look beyond the boundaries of his own lands; he developed what may be called a regular foreign policy. His object was to gain a predominating influence over as many as possible of the barbarian powers, and with that end in view he took a bride himself from a royal house, and wedded four of his female relatives to kings, or sons of kings. Over the western Goths he, for a long period, held complete sway, acting as regent for his nephew Amalrich, whom they had chosen to be their king. Their treasure for a time reposed at Ravenna, and a part of their taxes flowed yearly into the coffers of Italy.




  Theodoric’s reign was looked back upon later as a golden age for the lands over which he ruled. It was his pride and ambition to restrain lawlessness and, besides carrying out works of utility, to encourage literature and art. Cassiodorus, the famous historian and the chancellor of Theodoric, has preserved to us in one of his letters an edict of his master’s allowing the senator Decius to drain a portion of the Pontine Marshes, and to keep possession of the lands thus reclaimed. An inscription on stone still exists to show that Decius carried out his good intentions, and drained the land.




  It was in Theodoric’s reign that Boethius — in prison, indeed, and under the shadow of the death that his suspicious king had determined to inflict on him — wrote his well-known book on the consolations of philosophy. It is a search for the grounds of human happiness, in the course of which he rises at last to the proud assertion that man is independent of the blows of fate, and that fortune and misfortune, if rightly accepted, may prove in the end to be equal blessings.




  Of one phase of Theodoric’s activity our own age can judge to no small extent. There are churches and monuments still standing in Ravenna that date from his day; and the tomb that he built for himself, with its circular roof made of one colossal stone — how it was ever raised into its position remains a problem — is in a good state of preservation.




  After Theodoric’s death, his kingdom fell a prey to inward dissensions and intrigues. A boy was made king whose mother was so enamoured of the regency that even after her son’s death she held on to the reins of power, and wedded a noble whom she hated, hoping in him to find a furtherer of her designs. He murdered her and ruled alone, but was later stabbed himself to make room for the next comer.




  But why tarry with these petty despots? Who cares today for Athalarich and Theodatus, for Ildibald and Vitiges and Erarich. Enough that the weakness of the Goths raised the courage of the Eastern Emperor, and induced him to reclaim possession over Italy. His action raised all the spirit that was left in the people of Theodoric.




  In 535 Belisarius was sent by Justinian to attack Dalmatia and Sicily. For five years the great general conducted sieges or withstood them in Italy and was, on the whole, successful. But under Totila the Goths regained most of their strongholds.




  Up to this time, in default of a better effigy, the Goths had always stamped their coins with the face of the Eastern Emperor. The likeness of a barbarian king now shared the surface, if it did not entirely replace the customary image.




  Belisarius, who had been recalled to Constantinople in 540, was sent back to Italy four years later, but accomplished little except to take the city of Rome. On this occasion the statues that adorned the castle of St. Angelo were hurled down upon the Goths, and in the general devastation twelve out of the thirteen great conduits that supplied the city with water were rendered useless. Rome was again lost on the withdrawal of Belisarius in 549.




  Narses, the successor of Belisarius, defeated the Goths in 552, and their king, Totila, fell after performing wonders of heroism. The next king, Teija, shared the same fate before a year had passed; it is of him that his enemy, Procopius, relates that no heroes of the past could boast of greater valour.




  But the role of the Goths in history had now been played to its conclusion. The war ended with the subjugation of Italy, and thousands of able-bodied men were marched off to Constantinople to fight the emperor’s battles. Here they did excellent service, and were so highly valued as warriors, that, in a land where otherwise no heretics were endured, they were allowed to have their own Arian church.




  The Vandal kingdom in Africa had by this time also come leaving behind it few traces save those exasperating tombs in Morocco, which the sultans refuse to have explored on account of passages in the Koran forbidding the dead to be disturbed.




  Belisarius, in 533 and 534, had taken advantage of a revolt in the island of Sardinia, for the suppression of which the Vandals had sent their best forces. He had also been able to mix himself in a dispute between two rival claimants to the Vandal throne itself, and had finally mastered himself of the land.




  The last Vandal king, Gelimer, was made to walk in a triumphal procession through the streets of Constantinople. As he knelt La the circus at the foot of the emperor, he is declared to have frequently repeated the Bible saying, “Vanity of vanities, all is vanity.”




  Even without foreign interference the kingdom would probably have soon enough fallen to pieces. The Romans had by no means fused with their conquerors, and had been the special victims of religious persecution. It was they that had to bear the brunt of revenge for imperial measures that had been passed in general against the Arians; add to this that the Vandals, in ceasing to be a wandering and a warlike nation, had gone to the other extreme. They had been ruined by their warm climate and their life of unwonted luxury.




  

    CHAPTER III




    THE FRANKISH KINGDOM.


  




  IN the present Belgium, five years after the fall of the Western Roman Empire, a child was chosen head of one of the many petty kingdoms of the Salian Franks. It was Clovis, the son of a certain Childeric, of the line of Meroveus.




  Childeric had home the title of “ally of the Roman people,” and as such had fought against the Western Goths. His centre of government had been at Tournay, and here, in 1683, his tomb was found and opened; from it were taken the famous golden bees that later adorned the coronation mantle of the great Napoleon.




  Clovis it was who laid the foundation for a great united Frankish kingdom. That unity for him, indeed, meant the annihilation of all possible rival powers, and one by one he wrought the ruin of all the princes in his neighbourhood. The chief account that we have of him — that of Gregory of Tours — lauds him to the skies on the one hand, but on the other does not conceal the fact that he waded to the neck in blood and treachery. He is known to have incited a Frankish prince to slay his own father, and then to have punished him with death for the deed. He bribed the nobles of a neighbouring people to renounce allegiance to their king, and paid his debt in jewels that were false. When his dupes protested they were laughed to scorn.
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