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Augustus Caesar (from a statue in the Vatican Museum)

INTRODUCTION 1

by w. e. h. lecky

The history of Gibbon has been described by John Stuart Mill as the only eighteenth-
century history that has withstood nineteenth-century criticism; and whatever
objections modern critics may bring against some of its parts, the substantial justice of
this verdict will scarcely be contested. No other history of that century has been so
often reprinted, annotated, and discussed, or remains to the present day a capital
authority on the great period of which it treats. As a composition it stands
unchallenged and conspicuous among the masterpieces of English literature, while asa
history it covers a space of more than twelve hundred years, including some of the
most momentous events in the annals of mankind.

Gibbon was born at Putney, Surrey, April 27, 1737. Though his father was a member
of Parliament and the owner of a moderate competence, the author of this great work
was essentialy a self-educated man. Weak health and almost constant illnessin early
boyhood broke up his school life, — which appears to have been fitfully and most
imperfectly conducted, — withdrew him from boyish games, but also gave him, asit
has given to many other shy and sedentary boys, an early and inveterate passion for
reading. His reading, however, was very unlike that of an ordinary boy. He has given a
graphic picture of the ardour with which, when he was only fourteen, he flung himself
into serious but unguided study; which was at first purely desultory, but gradually
contracted into historic lines, and soon concentrated itself mainly on that Oriental
history which he was one day so brilliantly to illuminate. “Before | was sixteen,” he
says, “I had exhausted all that could be learned in English of the Arabs and Persians,
the Tartars and Turks; and the same ardour led me to guess at the French of
D’Herbelot, and to construe the barbarous Latin of Pocock’s * Abulfaragius.””

His health, however, gradually improved, and when he entered Magdalen College,
Oxford, it might have been expected that a new period of intellectual development
would have begun; but Oxford had at this time sunk to the lowest depth of stagnation,
and to Gibbon it proved extremely uncongenial. He complained that he found no
guidance, no stimulus, and no discipline, and that the fourteen months he spent there
were the most idle and unprofitable of hislife. They were very unexpectedly cut short
by his conversion to the Roman Catholic faith, which he formally adopted at the age of
Sixteen.

This conversion is, on the whole, the most surprising incident of his calm and



uneventful life. The tendencies of the time, both in England and on the Continent,
were in awholly different direction. The more spiritual and emotional natures were
now passing into the religious revival of Wesley and Whitefield, which was slowly
transforming the character of the Anglican Church and laying the foundations of the
great Evangelical party. In other quarters the predominant tendencies were towards
unbelief, scepticism, or indifference. Nature seldom formed a more sceptical intellect
than that of Gibbon, and he was utterly without the spiritual insight, or spiritual
cravings, or overmastering enthusiasms, that produce and explain most religious
changes. Nor was he in the least drawn towards Catholicism on its aesthetic side. He
had never come in contact with its worship or its professors; and to his unimaginative,
unimpassioned, and profoundly intellectual temperament, no ideal type could be more
uncongenial than that of the saint. He had, however, from early youth been keenly
interested in theological controversies. He argued, like Lardner and Paley, that
miracles are the Divine attestation of orthodoxy. Middleton convinced him that unless
the Patristic writers were wholly undeserving of credit, the gift of miracles continued
in the Church during the fourth and fifth centuries; and he was unable to resist the
conclusion that during that period many of the leading doctrines of Catholicism had
passed into the Church. The writings of the Jesuit Parsons, and still more the writings
of Bossuet, completed the work which Middleton had begun. Having arrived at this
conclusion, Gibbon acted on it with characteristic honesty, and was received into the
Church on the 8th of June, 1753.

The English universities were at this time purely Anglican bodies, and the conversion
of Gibbon excluded him from Oxford. His father judiciously sent him to Lausanne to
study with a Swiss pastor named Pavilliard, with whom he spent five happy and
profitable years. The theological episode was soon terminated. Partly under the
influence of his teacher, but much more through his own reading and reflections, he
soon disentangled the purely intellectual ties that bound him to the Church of Rome;
and on Christmas Day, 1754, he received the sacrament in the Protestant church of

L ausanne.

Hisresidence at Lausanne was very useful to him. He had access to booksin
abundance, and his tutor, who was a man of great good sense and amiability but of no
remarkable capacity, very judicioudly left hisindustrious pupil to pursue his studiesin
his own way. “Hiving wisdom with each studious year,” as Byron so truly says, he
speedily amassed a store of learning which has seldom been equalled. His insatiable
love of knowledge, his rare capacity for concentrated, accurate, and fruitful study,
guided by a singularly sure and masculine judgment, soon made him, in the true sense
of the word, one of the best scholars of histime. His learning, however, was not
altogether of the kind that may be found in a great university professor. Though the
classical languages became familiar to him, he never acquired or greatly valued the
minute and finished scholarship which is the boast of the chief English schools; and
careful students have observed that in following Greek books he must have very



largely used the Latin trandations. Perhaps in his capacity of historian this deficiency
was rather an advantage than the reverse. It saved him from the exaggerated value of
classical form, and from the neglect of the more corrupt literatures, to which English
scholars have been often prone. Gibbon always valued books mainly for what they
contained, and he had early learned the lesson which all good historians should learn:
that some of his most valuable materials will be found in literatures that have no
artistic merit; in writers who, without theory and almost without criticism, simply
relate the facts which they have seen, and express in unsophisticated language the
beliefs and impressions of their time.

L ausanne and not Oxford was the real birthplace of hisintellect, and he returned from
it amost aforeigner. French had become as familiar to him as his own tongue; and his
first book, a somewhat superficial essay on the study of literature, was published in the
French language. The noble contemporary French literature filled him with delight,
and he found on the borders of the Lake of Geneva a highly cultivated society to which
he was soon introduced, and which probably gave him more real pleasure than any in
which he afterwards moved. With Voltaire himself he had some dlight acquaintance,
and he at one time looked on him with profound admiration; though fuller knowledge
made him sensible of the flaws in that splendid intellect. | am here concerned with the
life of Gibbon only in asfar asit discloses the influences that contributed to his master
work, and among these influences the foreign element holds a prominent place. There
was little in Gibbon that was distinctively English; his mind was essentially
cosmopolitan. His tastes, ideals, and modes of thought and feeling turned instinctively
to the Continent.

In one respect this foreign type was of great advantage to his work. Gibbon excels all
other English historians in symmetry, proportion, perspective, and arrangement, which
are also the preéminent and characteristic merits of the best French literature. We find
in his writing nothing of the great miscal culations of space that were made by such
writers as Macaulay and Buckle; nothing of the awkward repetitions, the confused
arrangement, the semi-detached and digjointed episodes that mar the beauty of many
other histories of no small merit. Vast and multifarious as are the subjects which he
has treated, hiswork is agreat whole, admirably woven in al its parts. On the other
hand, his foreign taste may perhaps be seen in his neglect of the Saxon element, which
Is the most vigorous and homely element in English prose. Probably in no other
English writer does the Latin element so entirely predominate. Gibbon never wrote an
unmeaning and very seldom an obscure sentence; he could always paint with sustained
and stately eloquence an illustrious character or a splendid scene: but he was wholly
wanting in the grace of simplicity, and a monotony of glitter and of mannerism isthe
great defect of his style. He possessed, to a degree which even Tacitus and Bacon had
hardly surpassed, the supreme literary gift of condensation, and it gives an admirable
force and vividness to his narrative; but it is sometimes carried to excess. Not
unfrequently it is attained by an excessive allusiveness, and a wide knowledge of the



subject is needed to enable the reader to perceive the full import and meaning
conveyed or hinted at by a mere turn of phrase. But though his styleis artificial and
pedantic, and greatly wanting in flexibility, it has arare power of clinging to the
memory, and it has profoundly influenced English prose. That excellent judge,
Cardinal Newman, has said of Gibbon, “I seem to trace his vigorous condensation and
peculiar rhythm at every turn in the literature of the present day.”

It is not necessary to relate here in any detail the later events of the life of Gibbon.
There was his enlistment as captain in the Hampshire militia. It involved two and a
half years of active service, extending from May, 1760, to December, 1762; and as
Gibbon afterwards acknowledged, if it interrupted his studies and brought him into
very uncongenial duties and societies, it at least greatly enlarged his acquaintance with
English life, and also gave him a knowledge of the rudiments of military science,
which was not without its use to the historian of so many battles. There was along
journey, lasting for two years and five months, in France and Italy, which greatly
confirmed his foreign tendencies. In Paris he moved familiarly in some of the best
French literary society; and in Rome, as he tells us in awell-known passage, while he
sat “musing amidst the ruins of the Capitol while the barefooted friars were singing
vespersin the Temple of Jupiter” (which is now the Church of the AraCadi), — on
October 15, 1764, — hefirst conceived the idea of writing the history of the decline
and fall of Rome.

There was also that very curious episode in hislife, lasting from 1774 to 1782, — his
appearance in the House of Commons. He had declined an offer of hisfather’ sto
purchase a seat for him in 1760; and fourteen years later, when his father was dead,
when his own circumstances were considerably contracted, he received and accepted
at the hands of afamily connection the offer of a seat. His Parliamentary career was
entirely undistinguished, and he never even opened his mouth in debate, — afact
which was not forgotten when very recently another historian was candidate for a seat
in Parliament. In truth, this somewhat shy and reserved scholar, with his fastidious
taste, his eminently judicial mind, and his highly condensed and elaborate style, was
singularly unfit for the rough work of Parliamentary discussion. No one can read his
books without perceiving that his English was not that of a debater; and he has
candidly admitted that he entered Parliament without public spirit or seriousinterest in
politics, and that he valued it chiefly as leading to an office which might restore the
fortune which the extravagance of hisfather had greatly impaired. His only real public
service was the composition in French of areply to the French manifesto which was
issued at the beginning of the war of 1778. He voted steadily and placidly asa Tory,
and it is not probable that in doing so he did any violence to his opinions. Like Hume,
he shrank with an instinctive dislike from all popular agitations, from all turbulence,
passion, exaggeration, and enthusiasm; and a temperate and well-ordered despotism
was evidently hisideal. He showed it in the well-known passage in which he extols the
benevolent despotism of the Antonines as without exception the happiest period in the



history of mankind, and in the unmixed horror with which he looked upon the French
Revolution that broke up the old landmarks of Europe. For three years he held an
office in the Board of Trade, which added considerably to hisincome without adding
greatly to hislabours, and he supported steadily the American policy of Lord North
and the Coalition ministry of North and Fox; but the loss of his office and the
retirement of North soon drove him from Parliament, and he shortly after took up his
residence at Lausanne.

But before this time a considerable part of his great work had been accomplished. The
first quarto volume of the “Decline and Fall” appeared in February, 1776. Asis usually
the case with historical works, it occupied a much longer period than its successors,
and was the fruit of about ten years of labour. It passed rapidly through three editions,
received the enthusiastic eulogy of Hume and Robertson, and was no doubt greatly
assisted in its circulation by the storm of controversy that arose about his Fifteenth and
Sixteenth Chapters. In April, 1781, two more volumes appeared, and the three
concluding volumes were published together on the 8th of May, 1788, being the fifty-
first birthday of the author.

A work of such magnitude, dealing with so vast a variety of subjects, was certain to
exhibit some flaws. The controversy at first turned mainly upon its religious tendency.
The complete scepticism of the author, his aversion to the ecclesiastical type which
dominated in the period of which he wrote, and his unalterable conviction that
Christianity, by diverting the strength and enthusiasm of the Empire from civic into
ascetic and ecclesiastical channels, was a main cause of the downfall of the Empire
and of the triumph of barbarism, gave him a bias which it was impossible to overlook.
On no other subject is hisirony more bitter or his contempt so manifestly displayed.
Few good critics will deny that the growth of the ascetic spirit had alarge part in
corroding and enfeebling the civic virtues of the Empire; but the part which it played
was that of intensifying a disease that had aready begun, and Gibbon, while
exaggerating the amount of the evil, has very imperfectly described the great services
rendered even by a monastic Church in laying the basis of another civilisation and in
mitigating the calamities of the barbarian invasion. The causes he has given of the
spread of Christianity in the Fifteenth Chapter were for the most part true causes, but
there were others of which he was wholly insensible. The strong moral enthusiasms
that transform the character and inspire or accelerate al great religious changes lay
wholly beyond the sphere of his realisations. His language about the Christian martyrs
Is the most repulsive portion of hiswork; and his comparison of the sufferings caused
by pagan and Christian persecutions is greatly vitiated by the fact that he only takes
account of the number of deaths, and lays no stress on the profuse employment of
atrocious tortures, which was one of the most distinct features of the pagan
persecutions. At the same time, though Gibbon displaysin thisfield amanifest and a
distorting bias, he never, like some of his French contemporaries, sinks into the mere
partisan, awarding to one side unqualified eulogy and to the other unqualified



contempt. Let the reader who doubts this examine and compare his masterly portraits
of Julian and of Athanasius, and he will perceive how clearly the great historian could
recogni se weaknesses in the characters by which he was most attracted, and elements
of true greatness in those by which he was most repelled. A modern writer, in treating
of the history of religions, would have given alarger space to comparative religion,
and to the gradual, unconscious, and spontaneous growth of mythsin the twilight
periods of the human mind. These, however, were subjects which were scarcely
known in the days of Gibbon, and he cannot be blamed for not having discussed them.

Another class of objections which has been brought against him is that he is weak
upon the philosophical side, and deals with history mainly as a mere chronicle of
events, and not as a chain of causes and consequences, a series of problemsto be
solved, agradual evolution which it isthe task of the historian to explain. Coleridge,
who detested Gibbon and spoke of him with gross injustice, has put this objection in
the strongest form. He accuses him of having reduced history to a mere collection of
splendid anecdotes; of noting nothing but what may produce an effect; of skipping
from eminence to eminence without ever taking his readers through the valleys
between; of having never made a single philosophical attempt to fathom the ultimate
causes of the decline and fall of the Roman Empire, which isthe very subject of his
history. That such charges are grossly exaggerated will be apparent to any one who
will carefully read the Second and Third Chapters, describing the state and tendencies
of the Empire under the Antonines; or the chapters devoted to the rise and character of
the barbarians, to the spread of Christianity, to the influence of monasticism, to the
jurisprudence of the republic, and of the Empire; nor would it be difficult to collect
many acute and profound philosophical remarks from other portions of the history.
Still, it may be admitted that the philosophical sideis not its strongest part. Social and
economical changes are sometimes inadequately examined and explained, and we
often desire fuller information about the manners and life of the masses of the people.
Asfar as concerns the age of the Antonines, this want has been amply supplied by the
great work of Friedlander.

History, like many other things in our generation, has fallen largely into the hands of
specialists; and it isinevitable that men who have devoted their lives to a minute
examination of short periods should be able to detect some deficiencies and errorsin a
writer who traversed a period of more than twelve hundred years. Many generations of
scholars have arisen since Gibbon; many new sources of knowledge have become
available, and archamlogy especially has thrown aflood of new light on some of the
subjects he treated. Though his knowledge and his narrative are on the whole
admirably sustained, there are periods which he knew less well and treated less fully
than others. His account of the Crusades is generally acknowledged to be one of the
most conspicuous of these, and within the last few years there has arisen a school of
historians who protest against the low opinion of the Byzantine Empire which was
held by Gibbon, and was almost universal among scholars till the present generation.



That these writers have brought into relief certain merits of the Lower Empire which
Gibbon had neglected, will not be denied; but it is perhaps too early to decide whether
the reaction has not, like most reactions, been carried to extravagance, and whether in
its general features the estimate of Gibbon is not nearer the truth than some of those
which are now put forward to replaceit.

Much must no doubt be added to the work of Gibbon in order to bring it up to the level
of our present knowledge; but there is no sign that any single work is likely to
supersede it or to render it useless to the student; nor does its survival depend only or
even mainly on its great literary qualities, which have made it one of the classics of the
language. In some of these qualities Hume was the equal of Gibbon and in others his
superior, and he brought to his history a more penetrating and philosophical intellect
and an equally calm and unenthusiastic nature; but the study which Hume bestowed on
his subject was so superficial and his statements were often so inaccurate, that his
work is now never quoted as an authority. With Gibbon it is quite otherwise. His
marvellous industry, his aimost unrivalled accuracy of detail, his sincere love of truth,
his rare discrimination and insight in weighing testimony and in judging character,
have given him a secure place among the greatest historians of the world.

Hislife lasted only fifty-six years; he died in London on January 15, 1794. Gibbon’'s
autobiography is one of the best specimens of self-portraiture in the language,
reflecting with pellucid clearness both the life and character, the merits and defects, of
its author. He was certainly neither a hero nor a saint; nor did he possess the moral and
intellectual qualities that dominate in the great conflicts of life, sway the passions of
men, appeal powerfully to the imagination, or dazzle and impress in social intercourse.
He was alittle low, alittle pompous, alittle affected and pedantic. In the general type
of his mind and character he bore much more resemblance to Hume, Adam Smith, or
Reynolds, than to Johnson or Burke. A reserved scholar, who was rather proud of
being a man of the world; a confirmed bachelor, much wedded to his comforts though
caring nothing for luxury, he was eminently moderate in his ambitions, and there was
not atrace of passion or enthusiasm in his nature. Such a man was not likely to inspire
any strong devotion. But his temper was most kindly, equable, and contented; he was a
steady friend, and he appears to have been always liked and honoured in the cultivated
and uncontentious society in which he delighted. Hislife was not agreat one, but it
was in all essentials blameless and happy. He found the work which was most
congenial to him. He pursued it with admirable industry and with brilliant success, and
he left behind him a book which is not likely to be forgotten while the English
language endures.

Endnotes

[1] Copyright, 1877, by R. S. Pealeand J. A. Hill.



PREFACE OF THE AUTHOR

It is not my intention to detain the reader by expatiating on the variety, or the
importance of the subject, which | have undertaken to treat; since the merit of the
choice would serve to render the weakness of the execution still more apparent, and
still less excusable. But, as | have presumed to lay before the Public afirst volume
only1l of the History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, it will perhaps be

expected that | should explain, in afew words, the nature and limits of my general plan.

The memorable series of revolutions, which, in the course of about thirteen centuries,
gradually undermined, and at length destroyed, the solid fabric of human greatness,
may, with some propriety, be divided into the three following periods:

I. Thefirst of these periods may be traced from the age of Trajan and the Antonines,
when the Roman monarchy, having attained its full strength and maturity, began to
verge towards its decline; and will extend to the subversion of the Western Empire, by
the barbarians of Germany and Scythia, the rude ancestors of the most polished nations
of modern Europe. This extraordinary revolution, which subjected Rome to the power
of a Gothic congueror, was completed about the beginning of the sixth century.

I1. The second period of the Decline and Fall of Rome may be supposed to commence
with the reign of Justinian, who by his laws, aswell as by his victories, restored a
transient splendour to the Eastern Empire. It will comprehend the invasion of Italy by
the Lombards; the conquest of the Asiatic and African provinces by the Arabs, who
embraced the religion of Mahomet; the revolt of the Roman people against the feeble
princes of Constantinople; and the elevation of Charlemagne, who, in the year 800,
established the second, or German Empire of the West.

[11. The last and longest of these periods includes about six centuries and a half; from
the revival of the Western Empiretill the taking of Constantinople by the Turks and
the extinction of a degenerate race of princes, who continued to assume the titles of
Caesar and Augustus, after their dominions were contracted to the limits of asingle
city; in which the language, as well as manners, of the ancient Romans had been long
since forgotten. The writer who should undertake to relate the events of this period
would find himself obliged to enter into the general history of the Crusades, asfar as
they contributed to the ruin of the Greek Empire; and he would scarcely be able to
restrain his curiosity from making some enquiry into the state of the city of Rome
during the darkness and confusion of the middle ages.

As | have ventured, perhaps too hastily, to commit to the press awork, which, in every
sense of the word, deserves the epithet of imperfect, | consider myself as contracting



an engagement to finish, most probably in a second volume,1 the first of these
memorable periods; and to deliver to the Public the complete History of the Decline
and Fall of Rome, from the age of the Antonines to the subversion of the Western
Empire. With regard to the subsequent periods, though | may entertain some hopes, |
dare not presume to give any assurances. The execution of the extensive plan which |
have described would connect the ancient and modern history of the World; but it
would require many years of health, of leisure, and of perseverance.

Bentinck Street, February 1, 1776.

P.S. — The entire History, which is now published, of the Decline and Fall of the
Roman Empire in the West abundantly discharges my engagements with the Public.
Perhaps their favourable opinion may encourage me to prosecute a work, which,
however laborious it may seem, is the most agreeable occupation of my leisure hours,

Bentinck Street, March 1, 1781.

An Author easily persuades himself that the public opinion is still favourable to his
labours; and | have now embraced the serious resolution of proceeding to the last
period of my original design, and of the Roman Empire, the taking of Constantinople
by the Turks, in the year one thousand four hundred and fifty-three. The most patient
reader, who computes that three ponderous volumesl have been already employed on

the events of four centuries, may, perhaps, be alarmed at the long prospect of nine
hundred years. But it is not my intention to expatiate with the same minuteness on the
whole series of the Byzantine history. At our entrance into this period, the reign of
Justinian and the conquests of the Mahometans will deserve and detain our attention,
and the last age of Constantinople (the Crusades and the Turks) is connected with the
revolutions of Modern Europe. From the seventh to the eleventh century, the obscure
interval will be supplied by a concise narrative of such facts as may still appear either
Interesting or important.

Bentinck Street, March 1, 1782.

Endnotes

[1] Thefirst volume of the quarto, which is now contained in the two first volumes of
the octavo edition.

[1] The Author, as it frequently happens, took an inadequate measure of his growing
work. The remainder of the first period has filled two volumes in quarto, being the



third, fourth, fifth and sixth volumes of the octavo edition.

[1] [Containing chaps. i. to Xxxxviii.]

ADVERTISEMENT TO THE NOTES 1

Diligence and accuracy are the only merits which an historical writer may ascribe to
himself; if any merit indeed can be assumed from the performance of an indispensable
duty. I may therefore be allowed to say that | have carefully examined all the origina
materials that could illustrate the subject which | had undertaken to treat. Should | ever
complete the extensive design which has been sketched out in the preface, | might
perhaps conclude it with a critical account of the authors consulted during the progress
of the whole work; and, however such an attempt might incur the censure of
ostentation, | am persuaded that it would be susceptible of entertainment as well as
information.

At present | shall content myself with a single observation. The Biographers, who,
under the reigns of Diocletian and Constantine, composed, or rather compiled, the
lives of the emperors, from Hadrian to the sons of Carus, are usually mentioned under
the names of Aius Spartianus, Julius Capitolinus, Alius Lampridius, Vulcatius
Gallicanus, Trebellius Pollio, and Flavius V opiscus. But there is so much perplexity in
the titles of the M SS., and so many disputes have arisen among the critics (see
Fabricius Biblioth. Latin. I. iii. c. 6) concerning their number, their names and their
respective property, that for the most part | have quoted them without distinction,
under the general and well-known title of the Augustan History.

Endnotes

[1] [Whichin thefirst quarto edition of vol. i. were printed at the end of the volume.]

ADVERTISEMENT TO THE FIRST OCTAVO EDITION

The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire is now delivered to the
public in a more convenient form. Some alterations and improvements had presented
themselves to my mind, but | was unwilling to injure or offend the purchasers of the
preceding editions. The accuracy of the corrector of the press has been already tried
and approved; and perhaps | may stand excused if, amidst the avocations of a busy
writer, | have preferred the pleasures of composition and study to the minute diligence
of revising aformer publication.



Bentinck Street, April 20, 1783.

PREFACE TO THE FOURTH VOLUME OF THE
QUARTO EDITION

I now discharge my promise, and complete my design, of writing the History of the
Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, both in the West and the East. The whole
period extends from the age of Trgjan and the Antonines to the taking of
Constantinople by Mahomet the Second; and includes areview of the Crusades and
the state of Rome during the middle ages. Since the publication of the first volume,
twelve years have elapsed; twelve years, according to my wish, “of health, of leisure
and of perseverance.” | may now congratulate my deliverance from along and
laborious service, and my satisfaction will be pure and perfect, if the public favour
should be extended to the conclusion of my work.

It was my first intention to have collected under one view the numerous authors, of
every age and language, from whom | have derived the materials of this history; and |
am still convinced that the apparent ostentation would be more than compensated by
real use. If | have renounced thisidea, if | have declined an undertaking which had
obtained the approbation of a master-artist,1 my excuse may be found in the extreme

difficulty of assigning a proper measure to such a catalogue. A naked list of names and
editions would not be satisfactory either to myself or my readers: the characters of the
principal Authors of the Roman and Byzantine History have been occasionally
connected with the events which they describe; a more copious and critical enquiry
might indeed deserve, but it would demand, an elaborate volume, which might swell
by degreesinto ageneral library of historical writers. For the present | shall content
myself with renewing my serious protestation, that | have always endeavoured to draw
from the fountain-head; that my curiosity, as well as a sense of duty, has always urged
me to study the originals; and that, if they have sometimes eluded my search, | have
carefully marked the secondary evidence, on whose faith a passage or afact were
reduced to depend.

| shall soon visit the banks of the lake of Lausanne, a country which | have known and
loved from my early youth. Under a mild government, amidst a beauteous landskip, in
alife of leisure and independence, and among a people of easy and elegant manners, |
have enjoyed, and may again hope to enjoy, the varied pleasures of retirement and
society. But | shall ever glory in the name and character of an Englishman: | am proud
of my birth in afree and enlightened country; and the approbation of that country is
the best and most honourable reward for my labours. Were | ambitious of any other
Patron than the Public, | would inscribe this work to a Statesman, who, inalong, a
stormy, and at length an unfortunate administration, had many political opponents,



almost without a personal enemy: who has retained, in hisfall from power, many
faithful and disinterested friends; and who, under the pressure of severe infirmity,
enjoysthe lively vigour of his mind, and the felicity of hisincomparable temper. Lord
North will permit me to express the feelings of friendship in the language of truth: but
even truth and friendship should be silent, if he still dispensed the favours of the crown.

In aremote solitude, vanity may still whisper in my ear that my readers, perhaps, may
enquire whether, in the conclusion of the present work, I am now taking an everlasting
farewell. They shall hear al that | know myself, al that | could reveal to the most
intimate friend. The motives of action or silence are now equally balanced; nor can |
pronounce, in my most secret thoughts, on which side the scale will preponderate. |
cannot dissemble that twelve ample octavos must have tried, and may have exhausted,
the indulgence of the Public; that, in the repetition of similar attempts, a successful
Author has much more to lose, than he can hope to gain; that | am now descending
into the vale of years; and that the most respectable of my countrymen, the men whom
| aspire to imitate, have resigned the pen of history about the same period of their
lives. Yet | consider that the annals of ancient and modern times may afford many rich
and interesting subjects; that | am still possessed of health and leisure; that by the
practice of writing some skill and facility must be acquired; and that in the ardent
pursuit of truth and knowledge | am not conscious of decay. To an active mind,
indolence is more painful than labour; and the first months of my liberty will be
occupied and amused in the excursions of curiosity and taste. By such temptations |
have been sometimes seduced from the rigid duty even of a pleasing and voluntary
task: but my time will now be my own; and in the use or abuse of independence | shall
no longer fear my own reproaches or those of my friends. | am fairly entitled to ayear
of jubilee: next summer and the following winter will rapidly pass away; and
experience only can determine whether | shall still prefer the freedom and variety of
study to the design and composition of aregular work, which animates, while it
confines, the daily application of the Author. Caprice and accident may influence my
choice; but the dexterity of self-love will contrive to applaud either active industry or
philosophic repose.

Downing Street, May 1, 1788.

P. S — | shall embrace this opportunity of introducing two verbal remarks, which
have not conveniently offered themselves to my notice. 1. As often as| use the
definitions of beyond the Alps, the Rhine, the Danube, &c., | generally suppose myself
at Rome, and afterwards at Constantinople: without observing whether this relative
geography may agree with the local, but variable, situation of the reader or the
historian. 2. In proper names of foreign, and especially of Oriental, origin, it should be
always our aim to express in our English version afaithful copy of the original. But
thisrule, which isfounded on ajust regard to uniformity and truth, must often be
relaxed; and the exceptions will be limited or enlarged by the custom of the language



and the taste of the interpreter. Our a phabets may be often defective: a harsh sound,
an uncouth spelling, might offend the ear or the eye of our countrymen; and some
words, notoriously corrupt, are fixed, and, asit were, naturalised in the vulgar tongue.
The prophet Mohammed can no longer be stripped of the famous, though improper,
appellation of Mahomet: the well-known cities of Aleppo, Damascus and Cairo would
amost be lost in the strange descriptions of Haleb, Demashk and Al Cahira: the titles
and offices of the Ottoman empire are fashioned by the practice of three hundred
years, and we are pleased to blend the three Chinese monosyllables Con-fi-tzee in the
respectable name of Confucius, or even to adopt the Portuguese corruption of
Mandarin. But | would vary the use of Zoroaster and Zerdusht, as | drew my
information from Greece or Persia: since our connection with India, the genuine
Timour isrestored to the throne of Tamerlane: our most correct writers have
retrenched the Al, the superfluous article, from the Koran; and we escape an
ambiguous termination by adopting Moslem instead of Musulman, in the plural
number. In these, and in a thousand examples, the shades of distinction are often
minute; and | can feel, where | cannot explain, the motives of my choice.

Endnotes

[1] See Dr. Robertson’s Preface to his History of America

INTRODUCTION

by the editor

Gibbon is one of those few writers who hold as high a place in the history of literature
asintheroll of great historians. He concerns us here as an historian; our businessisto
consider how far the view which he has presented of the decline and fall of the Roman
Empire can be accepted as faithful to the facts, and in what respects it needs correction
in the light of discoveries which have been made since he wrote. But the fact that his
work, composed more than a hundred years ago, is still successful with the general
circle of educated people, and has not gone the way of Hume and Robertson, whom
we laud as “classics’ and leave on the cold shelves, is due to the singularly happy
union of the historian and the man of letters. Gibbon thus ranks with Thucydides and
Tacitus, and is perhaps the clearest example that brilliance of style and accuracy of
statement — in Livy’s case conspicuously divorced — are perfectly compatible in an
historian.

His position among men of |etters depends both on the fact that he was an exponent of
important ideas and on his style. The appreciation of his style devolves upon the
history of literature; but it may be interesting to illustrate how much attention he paid



to it, by aterations which he made in histext. The first volume was published, in
quarto form, in 1776, and the second quarto edition of this volume, which appeared in
1782, exhibits a considerable number of variants. Having carefully collated the two
editions throughout the first fourteen chapters, | have observed that, in most cases, the
changes were made for the sake not of correcting misstatements of fact, but of
improving the turn of a sentence, rearranging the dactyls and cretics, or securing
greater accuracy of expression. Some instances may be interesting.

P. 2.

P.12.

P. 67.

P. 75.

p.77.

P. 79.

First edition

Instead of exposing his person and his
legions to the arrows of the Parthians,
he satisfied himself with the restitution
of the standards and prisoners which
were taken in the defeat of Crassus.

The peasant or mechanic, imbibed the
useful pregudice. . . that, although the
prowess of a private soldier, might
escape the notice of fame, it would be
in his power to confer glory or
disgrace on the company, the legion,
or even the army, to whose honours
he was associated.

The olive, in the western world, was
the companion as well as the symbol
of peace.

The general definition of a monarchy
seems to be that of a state, &c.

The present greatness of the Roman

state, the corruption of manners, and
the licence of the soldiers added new
weight to the advocates of monarchy.

On the most important occasions,
peace and war were seriously debated
in the senate.

Second edition

Instead of exposing his person and his
legions to the arrows of the Parthians
he obtained, by an honourable treaty,
the restitution of the standards and
prisoners which had been taken in the
defeat of Crassus.

The peasant, or mechanic imbibed the
useful prejudice. . . that although the
prowess of a private soldier must
often escape the notice of fame, his
own behaviour might sometimes
confer glory or disgrace on the
company, the legion, or even the
army, to whose honours he was
associated.

The olive, in the western world,
followed the progress of peace of
which it was considered as the symbol.

The obvious definition of a monarchy
seemsto be that of a state, &c.

The present greatness of the Roman
state, the corruption of manners, and
the licence of the soldiers supplied
new arguments to the advocates of
monarchy.

The most important resolutions of
peace and war were seriously debated
in the senate.



P. 89.

P.

P. 136.

93.

However the latter [i.e. the name
Caesar], was diffused by adoption and
female alliance, Nero was the last
prince who could claim so noble an
extraction.

Which . . . had just finished the
conguest of Judaea.

To ascend athrone streaming with the
blood of so near arelation.

Severus, who had sufficient greatness

P. 141. of mind to adopt several useful

Institutions from a vanquished enemy.

However the latter was diffused by
adoption and female alliance, Nero
was the last prince who could allege
any hereditary claim to the honours of
the Julian line,

Which . . . had recently achieved the
conquest of Judasa.

To ascend athrone polluted with the
recent blood of so near arelation.

Severus, who afterwards displayed
the greatness of his mind by adopting
several useful institutions from a
vanquished enemy.

These are afew specimens of the numerous cases in which alterations have been made
for the purpose of improving the language. Sometimes, in the new edition, statements
are couched in aless positive form. For example: —

P. 11.

P. 99

The legions themsel ves consisted of
Roman citizens.

And he even condescended to give
lessons of philosophy in amore public
manner than suited the modesty of a
sage or the dignity of an emperor.

The legions themsel ves wer e supposed
to consist of Roman citizens.

And he even condescended to give
lessons of philosophy in amore public
manner than was perhaps consi stent
with the modesty of a sage or the
dignity of an emperor.

There are also cases, where something is added which, without changing the general
sense, renders a statement fuller, more picturesque, or more vivid. Thus, —

p. 31.

P. 61.

A sandy desert skirted along the
doubtful confine of Syria, from the
Euphrates to the Red Sea.

The spirit of improvement had passed
the Alps and been felt even in the
woods of Britain.

A sandy desert, alike destitute of wood
and water, skirts along the doubtful
confine of Syria, from the Euphrates to
the Red Sea.

The spirit of improvement had passed
the Alps and been felt even in the
woods of Britain, which were
gradually leared away to open a free
gpace for convenient and elegant
habitations.



The sciences of physic and astronomy
were successfully cultivated by the
Greeks; the observations of Ptolemy
and the writings of Galen are studied
by those who have improved their
discoveries and corrected their errors,
but if we except the inimitable Lucian,
this age of indolence passed away
without having produced asingle
writer of original genius, or who
excelled in the arts of elegant
composition.

The sciences of physic and astronomy
were cultivated with some degree of
reputation; but if we except the

P. 72. inimitable Lucian, an age of indolence
passed away without producing a
single writer of genius, who deserved
the attention of posterity.

It may be noticed in this connection that at alater period Gibbon set to work to revise
the second edition, but did not get further than p. 32 of the first volume.1 His own

copy with autograph marginal notes was exhibited last year, on the occasion of the
Gibbon Centenary, by the Royal Historical Society, and is to be seen in the British
Museum. The corrections and annotations are as follows. —

(P. 1 =1 of thisedition.) “To describe the prosperous condition of their empire.” Read
times for empire.

“And afterwards from the death of Marcus Antoninus.” The following note is entered:
“Should | not have given the history of that fortunate period which was interposed
between two iron ages? Should | not have deduced the decline of the Empire from the
Civil Wars that ensued after the Fall of Nero, or even from the tyranny which
succeeded the reign of Augustus? Alas! | should: but of what avail isthistardy
knowledge? Where error isirreparable, repentance is useless.”

(P. 2=1.) “To deduce the most important circumstances of its decline and fall: a
revolution which will ever be remembered, and is still felt by the nations of the earth.”
These words are erased and the following are substituted: “ To prosecute the decline
and fall of the empire of Rome: of whose language, religion and laws the impression
will be long preserved in our own and the neighbouring countries of Europe.” To
which an observation is appended: “N.B. Mr. Hume told me that, in correcting his
history, he always laboured to reduce superlatives, and soften positives. Have Asiaand
Africa, from Japan to Morocco, any feeling or memory of the Roman Empire?’

(P. 2 =2.) On the words “rapid succession of triumphs,” note: “Excursion |. on the
succession of Roman triumphs.”

(P. 3=3.) On “bulwarks and boundaries,” note: “Incertum metd an per invidiam



(Tacit. Annal. i. 11). Why must rational advice be imputed to a base or foolish motive?
To what cause, error, malevolence, or flattery shall | ascribe the unworthy aternative?
Was the historian dazzled by Trgjan’s conquests?’

(P. 6 =6.) “On the immortality and transmigration of soul” (compare footnote). Note:
“Julian assigns this Theological cause, of whose power he himself might be conscious
(Caesares, p. 327). Yet | am not assured that the religion of Zamolxis subsisted in the
time of Trajan; or that his Dacians were the same people with the Getae of Herodotus.
The transmigration of the soul has been believed by many nations, warlike as the
Celts, or pusillanimous like the Hindoos. When speculative opinion is kindled into
practical enthusiasm, its operation will be determined by the previous character of the
man or the nation.”

(P. 7=7.) “On their destroyers than on their benefactors.” Note: “Thefirst place in the
temple of fame is due and is assigned to the successful heroes who had struggled with
adversity; who, after signalising their valour in the deliverance of their country, have
displayed their wisdom and virtue in foundation or government of aflourishing state.
Such men as Moses, Cyrus, Alfred, Gustavus Vasa, Henry V. of France, &c.”

“Thethirst of military glory will ever be the vice of the most exalted [characters. . .
but he] lamented with a sigh that his advanced age, &c.” All included within the
bracketsis erased, and the following substituted: “the most exalted minds. Late
generations and far distant climates may impute their calamities to the immortal author
of the Iliad. The spirit of Alexander was inflamed by the praises of Achilles: and
succeeding Heroes have been ambitious to tread in the footsteps of Alexander. Like
him the Emperor Trajan aspired to the conquest of the East; but the Roman lamented
withasigh,” &c.

(P. 11 =12.) “A just preference was given to the climates of the north over those of the
south.” Note: “The distinction of North and South isreal and intelligible; and our
pursuit is terminated on either side by the poles of the Earth. But the difference of East
and West is arbitrary and shifts round the globe. Asthe men of the North, not of the
West, the legions of Gaul and Germany were superior to the South-Eastern natives of
Asiaand Egypt. It is the triumph of cold over heat; which may, however, and has been
surmounted by moral causes.”

(P. 15=15.) “A correspondent number of tribunes and centurions.” Note: “The
composition of the Roman officers was very faulty. 1. It was |late before a Tribune was
fixed to each cohort. Six tribunes were chosen from the entire legion, which two of
them commanded by turns (Polyb. I. vi. p. 526, edit. Schwelghaeuser), for the space of
two months. 2. One long subordination from the Colonel to the Corpora was
unknown. | cannot discover any intermediate ranks between the Tribune and the



Centurion, the Centurion and the manipularis or private leginary [sic]. 3. Asthe
tribunes were often without experience, the centurions were often without education,
mere soldiers of fortune who had risen from the ranks (eo immitior quiatoleraverat,
Tacit. Annal. i. 20). A body equal to eight or nine of our battalions might be
commanded by half a dozen young gentlemen and fifty or sixty old sergeants. Like the
legions, our great ships of war may seemill provided with officers: but in both cases
the deficiency is corrected by strong principles of discipline and rigour.”

(P. 17, footnote 53 = 18, footnote 55.) “As in the instance of Horace and Agricola.”
These words are erased. Note: “quod mihi pareret legio Romana Tribuno (Horat.
Serm. |. i. vi. 45), aworthy commander of three and twenty from the school of Athens!
Augustus was indulgent to Roman birth, liberis Senatorum . . . militiam. auspicantes
non tribunatum modo legionum sed et praefecturas alarum dedit (Sueton. c. 38).”

(P. 32, footnote 86 = 33, footnote 94.) “A league and a half above the surface of the
sea.” Note: “More correctly, according to Mr. Bouguer, 2500 toises (Buffon,
Supplement, tom. v. p. 304). The height of Mont Blanc is now fixed to 2416 toises
(Saussure, Voyage dans les Alpes, tom. i. p. 495): but the lowest ground from whence
it can be seenisitself greatly elevated above the level of the sea. He who sails by the
isle of Teneriff, contemplates the entire Pike, from the foot to the summit.”

But Gibbon has his place in literature not only as the stylist, who never lays aside his
toga when he takes up his pen, but as the expounder of alarge and striking ideain a
sphere of intense interest to mankind, and as a powerful representative of certain
tendencies of hisage. The guiding idea or “mora” of his history is briefly stated in his
epigram: “| have described the triumph of barbarism and religion.” In other words, the
historical development of human societies, since the second century after Christ, was a
retrogression (according to ordinary views of “progress’), for which Christianity was
mainly to blame. This conclusion of Gibbon tended in the same direction as the
theories of Rousseau; only, while Rousseau dated the decline from the day when men
left Arcadia, Gibbon’s erawas the death of Marcus Aurelius.

We are thus taken into a region of speculation where every traveller must make his
own chart. But to attempt to deny a general truth in Gibbon's point of view isvain; and
it isfeeble to deprecate his sneer. We may spare more sympathy than he for the
warriors and the churchmen; but all that has since been added to his knowledge of
facts has neither reversed nor blunted the point of the “Decline and Fall.” Optimism of
temperament may shut the eyes; faith, wedded to some “one increasing purpose”
which it shrinks from grasping, may divert from the path of facts. But for an inquirer
not blinded by religious prepossessions, or misled by comfortable sophistries, Gibbon
really expounded one of the chief data with which the philosophy of history hasto
reckon. How are we to define progress? how recognise retrogression? What is the end
in relation to which such words have their meaning, and is there alaw which will



explain “the triumph of barbarism and religion” as a necessary moment in a reasonable
process towards that end, whatever it may be? Answers have been given since

Gibbon’ s day, engaging to the intellect, but always making some demand on the faith
— answers for which he would have the same smile as for Leo’s Dogmatic Epistle.
Thereis certainly some reason for thinking these questions insoluble. We may say at
least that the meaning of the philosophy of history is misapprehended until itis
recognised that its function is not to solve problems but to transform them.

But, though the moral of Gibbon’s work has not lost its meaning yet, it is otherwise
with the particular treatment of Christian theology and Christian institutions. Our point
of view has altered, and, if Gibbon were writing now, the tone of his“candid and
rational inquiry” would certainly be different. His manner would not be that of
sometimes open, sometimes transparently veiled, dislike; he would rather assume an
attitude of detachment. He would be affected by that merely historical point of view,
which is anote of the present century and its larger tolerances; and more than half
disarmed by that wide diffusion of unobtrusive scepticism among educated people,
which seems to render offensive warfare superfluous. The man of letters admires the
fine edge of subtle sarcasm, wielded by Gibbon with such skill and effect; while the
historian isinterested in an historical standpoint of the last century. Neither the
historian nor the man of letters will any longer subscribe, without a thousand reserves,
to the theological chapters of the “Decline and Fall,” and no discreet inquirer would go
there for his ecclesiastical history. Y et we need not hide the fact that Gibbon’ s success
has in alarge measure been due to his scorn for the Church; which, most emphatically
expressed in the theological chapters, has, as one might say, spiced his book. The
attack of aman, equipped with erudition, and of perfectly sober judgment, on
cherished beliefs and revered institutions, must always excite the interest, by irritating
the passions, of men. Gibbon's classical moderation of judgment, his temperate mood,
was responsible, as well as foreign education and the influence of French thought, for
his attitude to Christianity and to Mahometanism. He hated excess, and the
immoderation of the multitude. He could suffer the tolerant piety of alearned abbé or
“the fat slumbers of the Church”; but with the religious faith of afanatical populace or
the ardour of its demagogues his reason was unable to sympathise. In the spirit of
Cicero or Tacitus he despised the superstitions of the vulgar, and regarded the
unmeasured enthusiasm of the early Christians as many sober Churchmen regard the
fanaticism of Islam. He dealt out the same measure to the opposite enthusiasm of
Julian the Apostate.2 His work was all the more effective, because he was never
dogmatic himself. His irony should not be construed as insincerity, but rather as
showing that he was profoundly — one might say, constitutionally — convinced of the
truth of that sceptical conclusion which has been, in adifferent spirit, formulated
precisely by the Bishop of Oxford; “there is no room for sweeping denunciations or
trenchant criticisms in the dealings of a world whose fal sehoods and veracities are
separated by so very thin abarrier.”



Thus Gibbon’ s attitude to religion, while it was conditioned by the intellectual
atmosphere of Europe in that age, was also the expression of the man. When Dean
Milman spoke of his“bold and disingenuous attack on Christianity,” 3 he made one of
those futile charges which it would be impossible to prove and impossible to disprove;
such imputations as are characteristic of theologiansin the heat of controversy and
may be condoned to politicians in the heat of electioneering, but in an historical critic
are merely an impertinence.

It has sometimes been remarked that those histories are most readable which are
written to prove athesis. The indictment of the Empire by Tacitus, the defence of
Caesarianism by Mommsen, Grote’s vindication of democracy, Droysen’s advocacy of
monarchy, might be cited as examples. All these writers intended to present the facts
as they took place, but all wrote with prepossessions and opinions, in the light of
which they interpreted the events of history. Arnold deliberately advocated such
partiality on the ground that “the past is reflected to us by the present and the partyman
feelsthe present most.” Another Oxford Regius Professor remarked that “without
some infusion of spiteit seemsasif history could not be written.” On the other side
stands the formula of Ranke as to the true task of the historian: “Ich will bloss sagen
wie es eigentlich gewesen ist.” The Greek History of Bishop Thirlwall, the English
Constitutional History of Bishop Stubbs himself, were written in this spirit. But the
most striking instances perhaps, because they tread with such light feet on the
treacherous ashes of more recent history, are Ranke and Bishop Creighton. Thucydides
Is the most ancient example of this historical reserve. It cannot be said that Gibbon sat
down to write with any ulterior purpose, but, as we have seen, he allowed his
temperament to colour his history, and used it to prove a congenial thesis. But, while
he put things in the light demanded by thisthesis, he related his facts accurately. If we
take into account the vast range of hiswork, his accuracy is amazing. He laboured
under some disadvantages, which are set forth in his own Memoirs. He had not
enjoyed that school and university training in the languages and literatures of Greece
and Rome which is probably the best preparation for historical research. His
knowledge of Greek was imperfect; he was very far from having the “ scrupulous ear
of the well-flogged critic.” He has committed errors of translation, and was capable of
writing “Gregory of Nazianzen.” But such dlips are singularly few. Nor is he
accustomed to take lightly quotations at second hand; like that famous passage of
Eligius of Noyon — held up by Arnold as awarning — which Robertson and Hallam
successively copied from Mosheim, where it had appeared in a garbled form, to prove
exactly the opposite of its true meaning.

From one curious inaccuracy, which neither critics nor editors seem to have observed,
he must | think be acquitted. In his account of the disturbancesin Africaand Egypt in
the reign of Diocletian, we meet the following passage (vol. ii. chap. xiii. p. 160): —

“Julian had assumed the purple at Carthage. Achilleus at Alexandria,



and even the Blemmyes, renewed, or rather continued their incursions
into the Upper Egypt.”

Achilleus arose at thistime (295-6 a.d.) asatyrant at Alexandria; but that he made
either at this date or at any previous date an incursion into the Upper Egypt, thereis
not atrace of evidence in our authorities. | am convinced however that this error was
not originally due to the author, but merely a treacherous misprint, which was
overlooked by him in correcting the proof sheets, and has also escaped the notice of
his editors. By a slight change in punctuation we obtain a perfectly correct statement
of the situation: —

“Julian had assumed the purple at Carthage, Achilleus at Alexandria;
and even the Blemmyes renewed, or rather continued, their incursions
into the Upper Egypt.”

| have no doubts that this was the sentence originally meant and probably written by
Gibbon, and have felt no scruple in extirpating the inveterate error from the text.4

Gibbon’ s diligent accuracy in the use of his materials cannot be over-praised, and it
will not be diminished by giving the due credit to his French predecessor Tillemont.
The Histoire des Empereurs and the Mémoires ecclésiastiques, laborious and
exhaustive collections of material, were addressed to the special student and not to the
general reader, but scholars may still consult them with profit. It isinteresting to find
Mommsen in hislater years retracting one of his earlier judgments and reverting to a
conclusion of Tillemont. In his recent edition5 of the Laterculus of Polemius Silvius,

he writes thus: —

“L’auteur de la Notice — peritissimi Tillemontii verba sunt (hist. 5,
699) — vivoit en Occident et ne savoit pastrop I’ état ou estoit |’ Orient;
e iuvenis contradixi hodie subscribo.”

It isone of Gibbon’'s meritsthat he made full use of Tillemont, “whose inimitable
accuracy almost assumes the character of genius,” asfar as Tillemont guided him, up
to thereign of Anastasius |.; and it is only just to the mighty work of the Frenchman to
impute to him alarge share in the accuracy which the Englishman achieved. From the
historical, though not from the literary, point of view, Gibbon, deserted by Tillemont,
distinctly declines, though he is well sustained through the wars of Justinian by the
clear narrative of Procopius.

Recognising that Gibbon was accurate, we do not acknowledge by implication that he
was always right; for accuracy isrelative to opportunities. The discovery of new
materials, the researches of numerous scholars, in the course of a hundred years, have



not only added to our knowledge of facts, but have modified and upset conclusions
which Gibbon with his materials was justified in drawing. Compare a chapter or two
of Mr. Hodgkin's Italy and her Invaders with the corresponding episode in Gibbon,
and many minor points will appear in which correction has been needful. If Gibbon
were alive and writing now, his history would be very different. Affected by the
intellectual experiences of the past century he could not adopt quite the same historical
attitude; and we should consequently lose the colouring of his brilliant attack on
Christianity. Again, he would have found it an absolute necessity to learn what he
insolently called that “barbarousidiom,” the German language; and this might have
affected his style asit would certainly have affected his matter. We dare not deplore
Gibbon'’slimitations, for they were the conditions of his great achievement.

Not the least important aspect of the Decline and Fall isitslesson in the unity of
history, the favourite theme of Mr. Freeman. Thetitle displays the cardinal fact that
the Empire founded by Augustus fell in 1461, that all the changes which transformed
the Europe of Marcus Aureliusinto the Europe of Erasmus had not abolished the name
and memory of the Empire. And whatever names of contempt — in harmony with his
thesis — Gibbon might apply to the institution in the period of its later decline, such as
the “Lower Empire,” or “Greek Empire,” histitle rectified any false impressions that
such language might cause. On the continuity of the Roman Empire depended the
unity of hiswork. By the emphasis laid on this fact he did the same kind of serviceto
the study of history in England, that Mr. Bryce has done in his Holy Roman Empire by
tracing the thread which connects the Europe of Francis the Second with the Europe of
Charles the Great.

Gibbon read widely, and had alarge general knowledge of history, which supplied him
with many happy illustrations. It is worth pointing out that the gap in his knowledge of
ancient history was the period of the Diadochi and Epigoni. If he had been familiar
with that period, he would not have said that Diocletian was the first to give to the
world the example of aresignation of sovereignty. He would have referred to the
conspicuous case of Ptolemy Soter; Mr. Freeman would have added Lydiadas, the
tyrant of Megalopolis. Of the earlier example of Asarhaddon Gibbon could not have
known.

To pass from scope and spirit to method, Gibbon's historical sense kept him constantly
right in dealing with his sources, but he can hardly be said to have treated them
methodically. The growth of German erudition is one of the leading features of the
intellectual history of the nineteenth century; and one of its most important
contributions to historical method liesin the investigation of sources. German scholars
have indeed pressed this “ Quellenkunde” further than it can safely be pressed. A
philologist, writing his doctoral dissertation, will bring plausible reasonsto prove
where exactly Diodorus ceased to “write out” Ephorus, whose work we do not possess,
and began to write out somebody else, whose work is also lost to us. But, though the



method lends itself to the multiplication of vain subtleties, it is absolutely
indispensable for scientific historiography. It isin fact part of the science of evidence.
The distinction of primary and derivative authorities might be used as atest. The
untrained historian fails to recognise that nothing is added to the value of a statement
of Widukind by its repetition by Thietmar or Ekkehard, and that arecord in the
Continuation of Theophanes gains no further credibility from the fact that it likewise
occurs in Cedrenus, Zonaras or Glycas.

While evidence is more systematically arranged, greater care is bestowed on sifting
and probing what our authorities say, and in distinguishing contemporary from | ater
witnesses. Not a few important results have been derived from such methods; they
enable us to trace the growth of stories. The evidence against Faustina shrinks into
nothing; the existence of Pope Joan is exploded. It isirrelevant to condemn a statement
of Zonaras as made by a“modern Greek.” The question is, where did he get it?6

The difficult questions connected with the authorship and compilation of the Historia
Augusta have produced a chestful of German pamphlets, but they did not trouble
Gibbon. The relationships of the later Greek chronicles and histories are more difficult
and intricate even than the questions raised by the Historia Augusta, but he did not
even formulate a prudent interrogation. Ferdinand Hirsch, twenty years ago, cleared
new roads through this forest, in which George the Monk and the L ogothete who
continued him, Leo Grammaticus and Simeon Magister, John Scylitzes, George
Cedrenus and Zonaras, lived in promiscuous obscurity. Buttner-Wobst on one side, C.
de Boor on the other, have been working effectually on the same lines, clearing up the
haze which surrounds George the Monk — the time has gone by for calling him
George Hamartolus. Another formidable problem, that of John Malalas— with his
namesake John of Antioch, so hard to catch, — having been grappled with by Jeep,
Sotiriades and others, is now being more effectively treated by Patzig.

Criticism, too, has rejected some sources from which Gibbon drew without suspicion.
In the interest of literature we may perhaps be glad that like Ockley he used with
confidence the now discredited Al Wakidi. Before such maintained perfection of
manner, to choose is hard; but the chapter on the origin of Mahometanism and its first
triumphs against the Empire would alone be enough to win perpetual literary fame.
Without Al Wakidi’ s romance they would not have been written; and the historian,
compelled to regard Gibbon'’s description as he would a Life of Charles the Great
based on the monk of St. Gall, must refer the inquirer after factsto Sprenger’s Life of
Mahomet and Well’ s History of the Caliphs.7

In connection with the use of materials, reference may be made to a mode of
proceeding which Gibbon has sometimes adopted and which modern method
condemns. It is not legitimate to blend the evidence of two different periodsin order to



paint a complete picture of an institution. Great caution, for example, isneeded in
using the Greek epics, of which the earliest and latest parts differ by along interval,
for the purpose of portraying a so-called Homeric or heroic age. A notice of
Fredegarius will not be necessarily applicable to the age of the sons and grandsons of
Chlodwig, and a custom which was familiar to Gregory or Venantius may have
become obsolete before the days of the last Merwings. It is instructive to compare
Gibbon'’ s description of the social and political institutions of our Teutonic forefathers
with that of Bishop Stubbs. Gibbon blends together with dexterity the evidence of
Caesar and Tacitus, between whom a century had elapsed, and composes asingle
picture; whereas Bishop Stubbs keeps the statements of the two Romans carefully
apart, and by comparing them is able to show that in certain respects the Germans had
developed in the interval. Gibbon's account of the military establishment of the
Empire, in the first chapter of hiswork, isopen to alike objection. He has blended,
without due criticism, the evidence of Vegetius with that of earlier writers.8

In the study of sources, then, our advance has been great, while the labours of an
historian have become more arduous. It leads us to another advance of the highest
importance. To use historical documents with confidence, an assurance that the words
of the writer have been correctly transmitted is manifestly indispensable. It generally
happens that our texts have come down in several MSS., of different ages, and there
are often various discrepancies. We have then to determine the relations of the MSS. to
each other and their comparative values. To the pure philologist thisis part of the
aphabet of his profession; but the pure historian takes time to redlise it, and it was not
realised in the age of Gibbon asit isto-day. Nothing forces upon the historian the
necessity of having a sound text so impressively as the process of comparing different
documents in order to determine whether one was dependent on another, — the
process of investigating sources. In this respect we have now to be thankful for many
blessings denied to Gibbon and — so recent is our progress — denied to Milman and
Finlay. We have Mommsen's editions of Jordanes and the Variseof Cassiodorius, his
Chronica Minora (still incomplete), including, for instance, |datius, the Prospers,
Count Marcellinus; we have Peter’ s Historia Augusta, Gardthausen’s Ammianus,

L uetjohann’s Sidonius Apollinaris; Duchesne' s Liber Pontificalis, and alarge number
of critical texts of ecclesiastical writers might be mentioned.9 The Greek historians
have been less fortunate. The Bonn edition of the “Byzantine Writers,” issued under
the auspices of Niebuhr and Bekker in the early part of this century, was the most
lamentably feeble production ever given to the world by German scholars of great
reputation. It marked no advance on the older folio edition, except that it was cheaper,
and that one or two new documents were included. But there is now areasonable
prospect that we shall by degrees have a complete series of trustworthy texts. De Boor
showed the way by his splendid edition of Theophanes and his smaller texts of
Theophylactus Simocatta and the Patriarch Nicephorus. Mendelssohn’s Zosimus, and
Reifferscheid’ s Anna Comnena stand beside them. Haury promises a Procopius, and
we are expecting from Seger along-desired John Scylitzes, the greater part of whose



text, though existing inaMS. at Paris, has never been printed and can only be inferred
by a comparison of the Latin translation of Gabius with the chronicle of Cedrenus,
who copied him with faithful servility.

The legends of the Saints, though properly outside the domain of the historian proper,
often supply him with valuable help. For “ Culturgeschichte” they are a direct source.
Finlay observed that the Acta Sanctorum contain an unexplored mine for the social life
of the Eastern Empire. But before they can be confidently dealt with, trained criticism
must do its will on the texts; the relations between the various versions of each legend
must be defined and the tradition in each case made clear. The task is huge; the
libraries of Europe and Hither Asiaare full of these holy tales. But Usener has made a
good beginning and Krumbacher has rendered the immense service of pointing out
precisely what the problems are.10

Besides improved methods of dealing with the old material, much new material of
various kinds has been discovered, since the work of Gibbon. To take one department,
our coins have increased in number. It seems a pity that he who worked at his
Spanheim with such diligence was not able to make use of Eckhel’s great work on
Imperial coinage which began to appear in 1792 and was completed in 1798. Since
then we have had Cohen, and the special works of Saulcy and Sabatier. M.
Schlumberger’ s splendid study of Byzantine sigillography must be mentioned in the
same connection.11

The constitution and history of the Principate, and the provincial government of the
early Emperors, have been placed on an entirely new basis by Mommsen and his
school.12 The Romisches Staatsrecht is a fabric for whose rearing was needed not only
improved scholarship but an extensive collection of epigraphic material. The Corpus
of Latin Inscriptionsis the keystone of the work.

Hence Gibbon'’ s first chapters are somewhat “out of date.” But on the other hand his
admirable description of the change from the Principate to absolute Monarchy, and the
system of Diocletian and Constantine, is still most valuable. Here inscriptions are less
Illustrative, and he disposed of much the same material as we, especialy the Codex
Theodosianus. New light is badly wanted, and has not been to any extent forthcoming,
on the respective contributions of Diocletian and Constantine to the organisation of the
new monarchy. As to the arrangement of the provinces we have indeed a precious
document in the Verona List (published by Mommsen), which, dating from 297 a.d.,
shows Diocletian’ s reorgani sation. The modifications which were made between this
year and the beginning of the fifth century when the Notitia Dignitatum was drawn up,
can be largely determined not only by listsin Rufus and Ammianus, but, asfar asthe
Eastern provinces are concerned, by the Laterculus of Polemius Silvius. Thus, partly
by critical method applied to Polemius, partly by the discovery of a new document, we



are enabled to rectify the list of Gibbon, who adopted the simple plan of ascribing to
Diocletian and Constantine the detailed organisation of the Notitia. Otherwise our
knowledge of the changes of Diocletian has not been greatly augmented; but our
clearer conception of the Principate and its steady development towards pure
monarchy has reflected light on Diocletian’ s system; and the tendencies of the third
century, though still obscure at many points, have been made more distinct. The year
of the Gordiansis still as great a puzzle as ever; but the dates of Alexandrine coins
with the tribunician years give us here, as elsewhere, limits of which Gibbon was
ignorant. While speaking of the third century, | may add that Calpurnius Siculus,
whom Gibbon claimed as a contemporary of Carinus, has been restored by modern
criticism to the reign of Nero, and this error has vitiated some of Gibbon’s pages.

The constitutional history of the Empire from Diocletian forward has still to be written
systematically. Some noteworthy contributions to this subject have been made by
Russian scholars.

Gibbon'’ s forty-fourth chapter is still not only famous, but admired by jurists as a brief
and brilliant exposition of the principles of Roman law. To say that it isworthy of the
subject isthe best tribute that can be paid to it. A series of foreign scholars of acute
legal ability has elaborated the study of the science in the present century; | need only
refer to such names as Savigny and Jhering. A critical edition of the Corpusjuris
Romani by Mommsen himself has been one of the chief contributions. The manuscript
of Gaiusisthe new discovery to be recorded; and we can imagine with what interest
Gibbon, were he restored to earth, would compare in Gneist’s parallel columns the
Institutions with the elder treatise.

But whoever takes up Gibbon’ s theme now will not be content with an exposition of
the Justinianean Law. He must go on to its later development in the subsequent
centuries, in the company of Zacharida von Lingenthal and Heimbach. Such a study has
been made possible and comparatively easy by the magnificent works of Zacharig,
among whose achievements | may single out his restoration of the Ecloga, which used
to be ascribed to Leo V1., to itstrue author Leo |11.; adiscovery which illuminated in a
most welcome manner the | saurian reformation. It isinteresting to observe that the last
work which engaged him even on his death-bed was an attempt to prove exactly the
same thing for the military treatise known as the Tactics of Leo VI. Here too Zacharia
thinks that Leo was the Isaurian, while the received view is that he was the
“Philosopher.”

Having illustrated by examples the advantages open to an historian of the present day,
which were not open to Gibbon, for dealing with Gibbon’ s theme, — improved and
refined methods, a closer union of philology with history, and ampler material, — we
may go on to consider agenera defect in histreatment of the Later Empire, and here
too exhibit, by afew instances, progress made in particular departments.



Gibbon ended the first half of hiswork with the so-called fall of the Western Empirein
476 a.d. — adate which has been fixed out of regard for Italy and Rome, and should
strictly be 480 a.d. in consideration of Julius Nepos. Thus the same space is devoted to
the first three hundred years which is allowed to the remaining nine hundred and
eighty. Nor does the inequality end here. More than a quarter of the second half of the
work deals with the first two of these ten centuries. The mere statement of the fact
shows that the history of the Empire from Heraclius to the last Grand Comnenus of
Trebizond is merely a sketch with certain episodes more fully treated. The personal
history and domestic policy of al the Emperors, from the son of Heracliusto |saac
Angelus, are compressed into one chapter. This mode of dealing with the subject isin
harmony with the author’ s contemptuous attitude to the “Byzantine” or “Lower”
Empire.

But Gibbon’s account of the internal history of the Empire after Heracliusis not only
superficial: it gives an entirely false impression of the facts. If the materials had been
then as well sifted and studied as they are even to-day, he could not have failed to see
that beneath the intrigues and crimes of the Palace there were deeper causes at work,
and beyond the revolutions of the Capital City wider issuesimplied. The cause for
which the I conoclasts contended involved far more than an ecclesiastical rule or usage:
it meant, and they realised, the regeneration of the Empire. Or, to take another
instance: the key to the history of the tenth and eleventh centuriesis the struggle
between the Imperial throne and the great landed interest of Asia Minor;13 the

accession of Alexius Comnenus marked the final victory of the latter. Nor had Gibbon
any conception of the great ability of most of the Emperors from Leo the I saurian to
Basil 1., or, we might say, to Constantine the conqueror of Armenia. The designation
of the story of the later Empire as a“uniform tale of weakness and misery” 14 is one of
the most untrue, and most effective, judgments ever uttered by a thoughtful historian.
Before the outrage of 1204, the Empire was the bulwark of the West.15

Against Gibbon's point of view there has been a gradual reaction which may be said to
have culminated within the last ten years. It was begun by Finlay, whose unprosperous
speculations in Greece after the Revolution prompted him to seek for the causes of the
insecurity of investmentsin land, and, leading him back to the year 146 b.c., involved
him in a history of the “Byzantine Empire” which embedded a history of Greece.16
The great value of Finlay’swork liesnot only in its impartiality and in histrained
discernment of the commercial and financial facts underlying the superficia history of
the chronicles, but in its full and trustworthy narration of the events. By the time that
Mr. Tozer’s edition appeared in 1876, it was being recognised that Gibbon’s word on
the later Empire was not the last. Meanwhile Hertzberg was going over the ground in
Germany, and Gfrorer, whose ecclesiastical studies had taken him into those regions,
had written agood deal of various value. Hirsch’'s Byzantinische Studien had just



appeared, and Rambaud’' s I’ Empire grec au x™ siécle. M. Sathas was bringing out his
Bibliotheca Grasca medii aevi — including two volumes of Psellus— and was
beginning his Documents inédits. Professor Lambros was working at his Athensin the
Twelfth Century and preparing his editio princeps of the great Archbishop
Akominatos. Hopf had collected a mass of new materials from the archives of southern
cities. In England, Freeman was pointing out the true position of New Rome and her
Emperorsin the history of Europe.

These tendencies have increased in volume and velocity within the last twenty years.
They may be said to have reached their culminating point in the publication of
Professor Krumbacher’s History of Byzantine Literature.17 The importance of this

work, of vast scope and extraordinary accuracy, can only be fully understood by the
specialist. It has already promoted and facilitated the progress of the study in an
incal culable measure; and it was soon followed by the inauguration of ajournal,
entirely devoted to works on “Byzantine” subjects, by the same scholar. The
Byzantinische Zeitschrift would have been impossible twenty-five years ago, and
nothing shows more surely the turn of the tide. Professor Krumbacher’ s work seems
likely to form as important an epoch as that of Ducange.

Meanwhile in a part of Europe which deemsitself to have received the torch from the
Emperors asit has received their torch from the Patriarchs, and which has always had
aspecia regard for the city of Constantine, some excellent work was being done. In
Russia, Muralt edited the chronicle of George the monk and his Continuers, and
compiled Byzantine Fasti. The Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction isthe
storehouse of along series of most valuable articles dealing, from various sides, with
the history of the later Empire, by those indefatigable workers Uspenski and
Vasilievski. At length, in 1894, Krumbacher’s lead has been followed, and the
Vizantiski Vremennik, a Russian counterpart of the Byzantinische Zeitschrift, has been
started under the joint editorship of Vasilievski and Regel, and is clearly destined, with
the help of Veselovski, Kondakov, Bieliaiev and the rest of agoodly fellowship, to
make its mark.

After this general sketch of the new prospects of later Imperia history, it will be useful
to show by some examples what sort of progressis being made, and what kind of work
has to be done. | will first take some special points of interest connected with
Justinian. My second example shall be the topography of Constantinople; and my third
the large field of literature composed in colloquial Greek. Lastly, the capital defect of
the second half of Gibbon’swork, hisinadequate treatment, or rather his neglect, of
the Slavs, will serveto illustrate our historical progress.

New light has been cast, from more than one side, on the reign of Justinian where there
are so many uncertain and interesting places. The first step that methodical history had



to take was a thoroughgoing criticism of Procopius, and this was more than half done
by Dahn in his elaborate monograph. The double problem of the “ Secret History” has
stimulated the curiosity of the historian and the critic. Was Procopius the author? and
in any case, are the statements credible? Gibbon has inserted in his notes the worst bits
of the scandals which far outdid the convivium quinquaginta meretricum described by
Burchard, or the feast of Sophonius Tigellinus, and he did not hesitate to believe them.
Their credibility is now generally questioned, but the historian of Caesareais a much
more interesting figure if it can be shown that he was the author. From a careful
comparison of the Secret History with the works of Procopian authorship, in point of
style, Dahn concluded that Procopius wrote it. Ranke argued against this view and
maintained that it was the work of a malcontent who had obtained possession of a
private diary of Procopius, on which framework he constructed the scandal ous
chronicle, imitating successfully the Procopian style.18

The question has been placed on a new footing by Haury;19 and it is very interesting

to find that the solution depends on the right determination of certain dates. The result
isbriefly asfollows. —

Procopius was a mal content who hated Justinian and all hisworks. He set himself the
task of writing a history of histime, which, as the secretary of Belisarius, he had good
opportunities of observing. He composed a narrative of the military events, in which
he abstained from committing himself, so that it could be safely published in his own
lifetime. Even here his critical attitude to the government is sometimes clear. He
allowsit to be read between the lines that he regarded the reconquest of Africa and
Italy as calamities for those countries; which thus came under an oppressor, to be
stripped by his governors and tax gatherers. But the domestic administration was more
dangerous ground, on which Procopius could not tread without raising a voice of bitter
indignation and hatred. So he dealt with thisin a book which was to be kept secret
during his own life and bequeathed to friends who might be trusted to give it to the
world at a suitable time. The greater part of the Military History, which treated in
seven Books the Persian, Vandalic, and Gothic wars, was finished in 545 a.d., and
perhaps read to a select circle of friends; at alater time some additions were made, but
no changes in what had been already written. The Secret History, as Haury has proved
from internal evidence, was written in 550.20 About three years later the Military
History received an eighth Book, bringing the story down to the end of the Gothic war.
Then the work came under the notice of Justinian, who saw that a great historian had
arisen; and Procopius, who had certainly not described the wars for the purpose of
pleasing the Emperor, but had sailed as close to the wind as he dared, was called upon
to undertake the disagreeable task of lauding the oppressor. An Imperial command was
clearly the origin of the De Adificiis (560 a.d.), in which the reluctant writer adopted
the plan of making adulation so fulsome, that, except to Justinian’s vanity, he might
appear to be laughing in his sleeve. At the very beginning of the treatise he hasa gy



alusion to the explosives which were lying in his desk, unknown to the Imperial spies.

Such isthe outline of the literary motives of Procopius as we must conceive them, now
that we have a practical certainty that he, and no other, wrote the Secret History. For
Haury’ s dates enable us, as he points out, to argue as follows: If Procopius did not
write the book, it was obviously written by aforger, who wished it to passas a
Procopian work. But in 550 no forger could have had the close acquaintance with the
Military History which is exhibited by the author of the Anecdota. And moreover the
identity of the introduction of the eighth Book of the Military History with that of the
Secret History, which was urged by Ranke as an objection to the genuineness of the
latter work, now tells decisively in favour of it. For if Procopius composed it in 553,
how could aforger, writing in 550, have anticipated it? And if the forger composed it
in 550, how are we to explain its appearance in alater work of Procopius himself?
These considerations put it beyond all reasonable doubt that Procopius was the author
of the Secret History; for this assumption is the only one which supplies an intelligible
explanation of the facts.

Another puzzle in connection with Justinian lay in certain biographical details relating
to that emperor and his family; which Alemanni, in his commentary on the Secret
History, quoted on the authority of aLife of Justinian by a certain Abbot Theophilus,
said to have been the Emperor’s preceptor. Of these biographical notices, and of
Justinian’ s preceptor Theophilus, we otherwise knew nothing; nor had any one, since
Alemanni, seen the Biography. Gibbon and other historians accepted without question
the statements quoted by Alemanni; though it would have been wiser to treat them
with more reserve, until some data for criticising them were discovered. The puzzle of
Alemanni’ s source, the Life of Theophilus, was solved by Mr. Bryce, who discovered
in the library of the Barberini palace at Rome the original text from which Alemanni
drew hisinformation.21 It professes to be an extract from a Slavonic work, containing
the Life of Justinian up to the thirtieth year of hisreign, composed by Bogomil, abbot
of the monastery of St. Alexander in Dardania. This extract was translated by
Marnavich, Canon of Sebenico (afterwards Bishop of Bosnia, 1631-1639), afriend of
Alemanni, and some notes were appended by the same scholar. Bogomil is the
Slavonic equivalent of the Greek Theophilus, which was accordingly adopted by
Alemanni in his references. Mr. Bryce has shown clearly that this document,
interesting asitisinillustrating how Slavonic legends had grown up round the name
of Justinian, is worthless as history, and that there is no reason to suppose that such a
person as the Dardanian Bogomil ever existed. We are indeed met by a new problem,
which, however, is of no serious concern to the practical purposes of history. How did
Marnavich obtain a copy of the original Life, from which he made the extract, and
which he declares to be preserved in the library of the monks who profess the rule of
St. Basil on Mount Athos? Does the original still exist, on Mount Athos or el sewhere?
or did it ever exist?



The wars of Justinian22 in the west have been fully and admirably related by Mr.

Hodgkin, with the exception of the obscure conquest of Spain, on which there is too
little to be said and nothing further seems likely to cometo light. In regard to the
ecclesiastical policy of Justinian thereis still afield for research.

Asfor the study of the great work of Anthemius, which brings us to the general subject
of Byzantine art, much has been done within the last half century. Gibbon had nothing
to help him for the buildings of Constantinople that could compare with Adam'’s
splendid work which he consulted for the buildings of Spalato. We have now
Salzenberg' s luxurious work, Alt-christliche Baudenkmale von Constantinopel,
published just fifty years ago by the Prussian government, with plates which enable us
to make afull study of the architecture of St. Sophia. A few months ago a complete
and scholarly English study of this church by Messrs. L ethaby and Swainson appeared.
Other churches, too, especially those at Ravenna, have received careful attention; De
Vogue’ s admirable work on the architecture of Syriaiswell known; but Strzygovski
has only too good reason for complaining that the study of Byzantine architecture, as a
whole, has not yet properly begun. A large work on the churches of Greece, which two
English scholars are preparing, ought to do much to further the cause which
Strzygovski has at heart, and to which he has made val uable contributions himself.23
More progress is perhaps being made in the study of miniature painting and
iconography; and in thisfield the work of the Russian student Kondakov is the most
noteworthy.

The study of works of architecture in ancient cities, like Athens, Rome, or
Constantinople, naturally entails a study of the topography of the town; and in the case
of Constantinople this study is equally important for the historian. Little progress of a
satisfactory kind can be made until either Constantinople passes under a European
government, or a complete change comes over the spirit of Turkish administration.
The region of the Imperial Palace and the ground between the Hippodrome and St.
Sophia must be excavated before certainty on the main points can be attained.
Labarte’sa priori reconstruction of the plan of the palace, on the basis of the
Cerimonies of Constantine Porphyrogennetos and scattered notices in other Greek
writers, was wonderfully ingenious and a certain part of it is manifestly right, though
there is much which is not borne out by a more careful examination of the sources.
The next step was taken by a Russian scholar Bieliaiev who has recently published a
most valuable study on the Cerimonies,24 in which he has tested the reconstruction of

L abarte and shown us exactly where we are, — what we know, and what with our
present materials we cannot possibly know. Between Labarte and Bieliaiev the whole
problem was obscured by the unscholarly work of Paspatés, the Greek antiquarian;
whose sole merit was that he kept the subject before the world. Asthe acropolisisthe
scene of so many great events in the history which Gibbon recorded, it iswell to warn
the reader that our sources make it absolutely certain that the Hippodrome adjoined the



Palace; there was no public space between them. The Augusteum did not lie, as
Paspatés asserted, between the Pal ace and the Hippodrome, 25 but between the north

side of the Hippodrome and St. Sophia.

On the trades and industries of the Imperial City, on the trade corporations and the
minute control exercised over them by the government, new light has been thrown by
M. Nicole s discovery and publication of the Prefect’ s Book, a code of regulations
drawn up by Leo VI. The demes of Constantinople are a subject which needs
investigation. They are certainly not to be regarded as Gibbon and his successors have
regarded them, as mere circus parties. They must represent, as Uspenski pointsout in
the opening number of the new Vizantiski Vremennik, organised divisions of the
population.

A field in which the historian must wander to breathe the spirit and learn the manner of
the mediaaval Greek world isthat of the romance, both prose and verse, written in the
vulgar tongue. This field was closed to Gibbon, but the labours of many scholars,
above all Legrand, have rendered it now easily accessible. Out of alarge number of
interesting things | may refer especially to two. Oneisthe epic of Digenes Akritas, the
Roland or Cid of the Later Empire, a poem of the tenth century, which illustrates the
life of Armatoli and the border warfare against the Saracens in the Cilician mountains.
The other isthe Book of the Conquest of the Morea,26 a mixture of fiction and fact,
but invaluable for realising the fascinating though complicated history of the “Latin”
settlements in Greece. That history was set aside by Gibbon, with the phrase, “1 shall
not pursue the obscure and various dynasties that rose and fell on the continent or in
theides,” though he deigns to give a page or two to Athens.27 But it is a subject with
unusual possibilities for picturesque treatment, and out of which, Gibbon, if he had
apprehended the opportunity, and had possessed the materials, would have made a
brilliant chapter. Since Finlay, who entered into this episode of Greek history with
great fulness, the material has been largely increased by the researches of Hopf.28

As| have aready observed, it is perhaps on the Slavonic side of the history of the
Empire that Gibbon is most conspicuously inadequate. Since he wrote, various causes
have combined to increase our knowledge of Slavonic antiquity. The Slavs themselves
have engaged in methodical investigation of their own past; and, since the entire or
partial emancipations of the southern Slavs from Asiatic rule, a general interest in
Slavonic things has grown up throughout Europe. Gibbon dismissed the history of the
First Bulgarian Kingdom, from its foundation in the reign of Constantine Pogonatus to
its overthrow by the second Basil, in two pages. To-day the author of a history of the
Empire on the same scale would find two hundred a strict limit. Gibbon tells us
nothing of the Slavonic missionaries, Cyril and Methodius, round whose names an
extensive literature has been formed. It is only in recent years that the geography of the
[llyrian peninsula has become an accessible subject of study.



The investigation of the history of the northern peoples who came under the influence
of the Empire has been stimulated by controversy, and controversy has been animated
and even embittered by national pride. The question of Slavonic settlements in Greece
has been thoroughly ventilated, because Fallmerayer excited the scholarship of
Hellenes and Philhellenes to refute what they regarded as an insulting paradox.29 So,

too, the pride of the Roumanians was irritated by Roesler, who denied that they were
descended from the inhabitants of Trgjan's Dacia and described them as later
immigrants of the thirteenth century. Pie arose against him; then Hermuzaki argued for
an intermediate date. The best Hungarian scholar of the day joined the fray, on the
other side; and the contention became bitter between Vlach and Magyar, the
Roumanian pretensions to Siebenbiirgen — “Daciairredenta’ — sharpening the lances
of the foes. The Roumanians have not come out of their “question” as well asthe
Hellenes. Hungary too hasits own question. Are the Magyars to be ethically

associated with the Finns or given over to the family of the Turks, whom as champions
of Christendom they had opposed at Mohécz and Varna? It was a matter of pride for
the Hungarian to detach himself from the Turk; and the evidence is certainly on his
side. Hunfalvy’ s conclusions have successfully defied the assaults of Vambéry.30

Again in Russia there has been along and vigorous contest, — the so-called Norman
or Varangian question. No doubt is felt now by the impartial judge as to the
Scandinavian origin of the princes of Kiev, and that the making of Russiawas due to
Northmen or Varangians. Kunik and Pogodin were reinforced by Thomsen of
Denmark; and the pure Slavism of Ilovaiski31 and Gedeonov, though its champions

were certainly able, isalost cause.

From such collisions sparks have flown and illuminated dark corners. For the Slavs the
road was first cleared by Safarik. The development of the comparative philology of the
Indo-Germanic tongues has had its effect; the Slavonic languages have been brought
into line, chiefly by the lifework of Miklosich; and the science is being devel oped by
such scholars as Jagie and Leskien. The several countries of the Balkan lands have
their archasol ogists and archasological journals, and the difficulty which now meets the
historian is not the absence but the plenitude of philological and historical literature.

A word may be added about the Hungarians, who have not been so successful with
their early history asthe Slavs. Until the appearance of Hunfalvy, their methods were
antediluvian, and their temper credulous. The special work of Jaszay, and the first
chapters of Szalay’s great History of Hungary, showed no advance on Katéna and
Pray, who were consulted by Gibbon. All believed in the Anonymous Scribe of King
Béla; Jaszay simply transcribed him. Then Roesler came and dispelled the illusion.
Our main sources now are Constantine Porphyrogennetos, and the earlier Asiatic
traveller Ibn Dasta, who has been rendered accessible by Chwolson.32 The linguistic
researches of Ahlquist, Hunfalvy and othersinto Vogul, Ostjak and the rest of the
Ugro-Finnic kindred, must be taken into account by the critic who is dealing with



those main sources. The Chazars, to whom the Hungarians were once subject, the
Patzinaks, who drove the Magyars from “Lebedia’ to “Atelkuzu” and from “Atelkuzu”
to Pannonia, and other peoples of the same kind, have profited by these investigations.

The foregoing instances will serveto give ageneral idea of the respectsin which
Gibbon'’s history might be described as behind date. To follow out all the highways
and byways of progress would mean the usurpation of at least a volume by the editor.
What more has to be said, must be said briefly in notes and appendices. That Gibbon is
behind date in many details, and in some departments of importance, smply signifies
that we and our fathers have not lived in an absolutely incompetent world. But in the
main things heis still our master, above and beyond “date.” It is needless to dwell on
the obvious qualities which secure to him immunity from the common lot of historical
writers, — such as the bold and certain measure of his progress through the ages; his
accurate vision, and histact in managing perspective; his discreet reserves of judgment
and timely scepticism; the immortal affectation of his unigue manner. By virtue of
these superiorities he can defy the danger with which the activity of successors must
always threaten the worthies of the past. But there is another point which was touched
onin an earlier page and to which here, in adifferent connection, we may briefly
revert. It iswell to realise that the greatest history of modern times was written by one
in whom adistrust of enthusiasm was deeply rooted.33 This cynicism was not
inconsistent with partiality, with definite prepossessions, with a certain spite. In fact it
supplied the antipathy which the artist infused when he mixed his most effective
colours. The conviction that enthusiasm isinconsistent with intellectual balance was
engrained in his mental constitution, and confirmed by study and experience. It might
be reasonably maintained that zeal for men or causesis an historian’s marring, and that
“reserve sympathy” — the principle of Thucydides — isthe first lesson he has to
learn. But without venturing on any generalisation we must consider Gibbon'’s zealous
distrust of zeal as an essential and most suggestive characteristic of the “Decline and
Fall.”

Endnotes

[1] Itisstated that there are also unimportant annotationsin vols. iv. and vi.

[2] Theinfluence of Gibbon’s picture of Julian can be discerned in Ibsen’s “Emperor
and Galilaaan.”

[3] In afootnote to the Autobiography.

[4] In some other cases | have corrected the text in this and the following volume. (1)
vol. i. p. 69, n. 109; Sumelpur for Jumelpur, see Appendix 9. (2) vol. ii. p. 29, |. 8 from



top; the reading of the received text “public’ is surely a printer’s error, which escaped
detection, for “republic,” which | have ventured to restore. (3) vol. ii. p. 55, |. 6 from
foot, | have assumed an instance of “lipography.” (4) vol. ii. n. 35, “Lycius’ had been
aready corrected (see Smith’sed.) to “Lydius.” Probably Gibbon had his Zosimus
open before him when he wrote this note, and his pen traced Lycius because Lycia
happened to occur in the very next line of his authority. | have followed Sir William
Smith’s precedent in dealing freely with the punctuation, and in modernising the
spelling of afew words.

[5] Inthe Chronica Minora (M.G.H.), val. i. 512 sqg. Seeval. ii. p. 360.

[6] Gibbon had a notion of this, but did not apply it methodically. Seeinval. ii. p.
227, note 59: “but those modern Greeks had the opportunity of consulting many
writers which have since been lost.” And see, in general, his Preface to the fourth
volume of the quarto ed.

[7] In Mahometan history in general, it may be added, not only has advance been

made by access to new literary oriental documents, but its foundations have been more
surely grounded by numismatic researches, especially those of Mr. Stanley Lane-
Poole. This scholar’s recently published handbook containing tables and lists of the
“Mohammadan” Dynasties is a guerdon for which students of history must be most
deeply grateful. The special histories of Mahometan Sicily and Spain have been
worked out by Amari and Dozy. For the Mongols we have the overwhelming results of
Sir Henry Howorth’ s learning and devotion to his “vasty” subject.

[8] It may be said for Gibbon, however, that even Mommsen, in his volume on the
Provinces, has adopted this practice of blending evidence of different dates. For the
historical artist, it is very tempting, when the evidence for any particular period is
scanty; but in the eyes of the scientific historian it isindefensible.

[9] Especialy the Corpus Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum.

[10 ] Usener, Der heilige Theodosios, 1890. Krumbacher, Studien zu den Legenden

des heiligen Theodosios, 1892. It isworth while to state briefly what the chief problem
Is. The legends of the saints were collected, rehandled, cleansed of casual heresy, and
put into literary form in the tenth century (towards its close according to Vasilievski)
by Symeon Metaphrastes. Most of our MSS. are derived from the edition of Symeon;
but there are also extant, some, comparatively few, containing the original pre-
Symeonic versions, which formed the chief literary recreation of ordinary men and
women before the tenth century. The problem is to collect the materials for acritical
edition of as many legends as have been preserved in their original form. When that is
done, we shall have the data for fully appreciating the methods of Symeon. Asfor the



text Krumbacher points out that what we want is a thoroughgoing study of the
Grammar of the MSS

[11] M. Schlumberger followed up this work by an admirable monograph on

Nicephorus Phocas, luxuriously illustrated; and we are looking forward to the
appearance of acompanion work on Basil 1.

[12] Thefirst volume of Mr. Pelham’s history of the Empire, which is expected

shortly, will show, when compared with Merivale, how completely our knowledge of
Roman institutions has been transformed within avery recent period.

[13] This has been best pointed out by C. Neumann.

[14 ] Chap. xlviii. ad init., where afull statement of hisview of the later Empire will
be found.

[15] I need not repeat here what | have said elsewhere, and what many others have

said (recently Mr. Frederic Harrison in two essaysin his volume entitled The Meaning
of History), asto the various services of the Empire to Europe. They are beginning to
be generally recognised and they have been brought out in Mr. C. W. Oman’s brief
and skilful sketch of the “Byzantine Empire” (1892).

[16 ] Since then a Greek scholar, K. Paparrigopulos, has covered the whole history of

Greece from the earliest times to the present century, in his Totopea to#% ‘EAAnviko
i £08vouc. The same gigantic task, but in a more popular form, has been undertaken
and begun by Professor Lambros, but is not yet finished.

[17 ] Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur (565-1453), 1891.

[18] I was seduced by this hypothesis of Ranke (Later Roman Empire, i. 363), but no
longer believeinit.

[19] Procopiana, 1891.

[20 ] One of the author’ s pointsis that Justinian was the real ruler during the nominal
reign of Justin, who was an “ass.” Hence he dates Justinian’s administration (not of
course his Imperial years) from 518. The consequence of thisimportant discovery of
Haury, which he has proved up to the hilt, is that the work was written in 550 (not, as
before believed, in 559) — the thirty-second year of Justinian’s administration.



[21] The Life of Justinian by Theophilus, in the English Historical Review. Vasil’ev
has given an account of Mr. Bryce' s article in the Vizantiski Vremennik, i. 469 sqg.

[22 ] The Persian and Lazic wars have been related in detail in my Later Roman
Empire, val. i.

[23 ] His new work on the reservoirs of Constantinople may be specially mentioned.

[24 ] Byzantina. Ocherki, materialy, i. zamietki po Vizantiskim drevnostiam. 1891-3.

| must not omit to mention Dr. Mordtmann’s val uable Esquisse topographique (1892),
and N. Destunis has made noteworthy contributions to the subject.

[25 ] With blameworthy indiscretion | accepted this false view of Paspatés, in my
Later Roman Empire, without having gone methodically into the sources. | was misled
by the fame won by the supposed “topographical discoveries’ of this diligent
antiquarian and by his undeservedly high reputation; this, however, is no excuse, and
unfortunately the error has vitiated my account of the Nikarevolt. | have gone into the
theory of Paspatés in the Scottish Review (April, 1894), where he is treated too
leniently. His misuse of authoritiesis simply astounding. | may take the opportunity of
saying that | hope to rewrite the two volumes of my Later Roman Empire and correct,
so far as| may be able, its many faults. A third volume, dealing with the ninth century,
will, I hope, appear at a not too distant date.

[26 ] The Greek and the French versions were published by Buchon, uncritically. A
new edition of the Greek text is promised by Dr. John Schmitt.

[27] The history of mediaaval Athens has been recorded at length in an attractive
work by Gregorovius, the counterpart of his great history of mediaaval Rome.

[28] For afull account of Vulgar-griechische Litterature, | may refer to
Krumbacher’s Gesch. der Byz. Litt. Hereit is unnecessary to do more than indicate its
existence and importance. | may add that the historian cannot neglect the devel opment
of the language, for which these romances (and other documents) furnish ample data.
Here the Greeks themsel ves have an advantage, and scholars like Hatzidakeés,
Psicharés, and Jannarés are in this field doing work of the best kind.

[29 ] Fallmerayer’ sthesis that there was no pure Hellenic blood in Greece was
triumphantly refuted. No one denies that there was alarge Slavonic element in the

country parts, especialy of the Peloponnesus.

[30] Inapaper entitled, The Coming of the Hungarians, in the Scottish Review of



July, 1892, | have discussed the questions connected with early Magyar history, and
criticised Hunfalvy’s Magyarorszag Ethnographigja (1876) and Vambéry's A
magyarok eredete (1882). One of the best works dealing with the subject has been
written by a Slav (C. Grot).

[31] lHovaiski’swork Istorija Rossii, val. i. (Kiev period), is, though hismain thesisis
amistake, most instructive.

[32 ] Chwolson, |zviestiia o0 Chozarach, Burtasach, Bolgarach, Madiarach,
Slavaniach, i Rusach.

[33 ] And who regarded history as “little more than the register of the crimes, follies
and misfortunes of mankind” (see below, p. 98).

THE HISTORY OF THE DECLINE AND FALL OF THE
ROMAN EMPIRE

CHAPTER |

The Extent and Military Force of the Empire in the Age of the Antonines

In the second century of the Christian era, the empire of Rome comprehended the
fairest part of the earth, and the most civilised portion of mankind. The frontiers of that
extensive monarchy were guarded by ancient renown and disciplined valour. The
gentle, but powerful, influence of laws and manners had gradually cemented the union
of the provinces. Their peaceful inhabitants enjoyed and abused the advantages of
wealth and luxury. The image of afree constitution was preserved with decent
reverence. The Roman senate appeared to possess the sovereign authority, and
devolved on the emperors all the executive powers of government. During a happy
period of more than fourscore years, the public administration was conducted by the
virtue and abilities of Nerva, Trgjan, Hadrian, and the two Antonines. It is the design
of this and of the two succeeding chapters, to describe the prosperous condition of
their empire; and afterwards, from the death of Marcus Antoninus, to deduce the most
important circumstances of its decline and fall: arevolution which will ever be
remembered, and is till felt by the nations of the earth.

The principal conquests of the Romans were achieved under the republic; and the
emperors, for the most part, were satisfied with preserving those dominions which had



been acquired by the policy of the senate, the active emulation of the consuls, and the
martial enthusiasm of the people. The seven first centuries were filled with arapid
succession of triumphs; but it was reserved for Augustus to relinquish the ambitious
design of subduing the whole earth, and to introduce a spirit of moderation into the
public councils. Inclined to peace by his temper and situation, it was easy for him to
discover that Rome, in her present exalted situation, had much less to hope than to fear
from the chance of arms; and that, in the prosecution of remote wars, the undertaking
became every day more difficult, the event more doubtful, and the possession more
precarious and less beneficial. The experience of Augustus added weight to these
salutary reflections, and effectually convinced him that, by the prudent vigour of his
counsels, it would be easy to secure every concession which the safety or the dignity
of Rome might require from the most formidable barbarians. Instead of exposing his
person and his legions to the arrows of the Parthians, he obtained, by an honourable
treaty, the restitution of the standards and prisoners which had been taken in the defeat
of Crassus.1

His generals, in the early part of hisreign, attempted the reduction of Athiopiaand

Arabia Felix. They marched near athousand miles to the south of the tropic; but the
heat of the climate soon repelled the invaders and protected the unwarlike natives of
those sequestered regions.2 The northern countries of Europe scarcely deserved the

expense and labour of conquest. The forests and morasses of Germany were filled with
a hardy race of barbarians, who despised life when it was separated from freedom; and
though, on the first attack, they seemed to yield to the weight of the Roman power,
they soon, by asignal act of despair, regained their independence, and reminded
Augustus of the vicissitude of fortune.3 On the death of that emperor his testament
was publicly read in the senate. He bequeathed, as a valuable legacy to his successors,
the advice of confining the empire within those limits which nature seemed to have
placed as its permanent bulwarks and boundaries; on the west the Atlantic Ocean; the
Rhine and Danube on the north; the Euphrates on the east; and towards the south the
sandy deserts of Arabiaand Africa4

Happily for the repose of mankind, the moderate system recommended by the wisdom
of Augustus was adopted by the fears and vices of hisimmediate successors. Engaged
in the pursuit of pleasure or in the exercise of tyranny, the first Caesars seldom showed
themselves to the armies, or to the provinces; nor were they disposed to suffer that
those triumphs which their indolence neglected should be usurped by the conduct and
valour of their lieutenants. The military fame of a subject was considered as an
insolent invasion of the Imperial prerogative; and it became the duty, as well as
interest, of every Roman general, to guard the frontiers intrusted to his care, without
aspiring to conguests which might have proved no less fatal to himself than to the
vanquished barbarians.5



The only accession which the Roman empire received during the first century of the
Christian erawas the province of Britain. In this single instance the successors of
Caesar and Augustus were persuaded to follow the example of the former, rather than
the precept of the latter. The proximity of its situation to the coast of Gaul seemed to
invite their arms; the pleasing, though doubtful, intelligence of a pearl fishery attracted
their avarice;6 and as Britain was viewed in the light of a distinct and insulated world,

the conquest scarcely formed any exception to the general system of continental
measures. After awar of about forty years, undertaken by the most stupid,7 maintained
by the most dissolute, and terminated by the most timid of al the emperors, the far
greater part of the island submitted to the Roman yoke.8 The various tribes of Britons
possessed valour without conduct, and the love of freedom without the spirit of union.
They took up arms with savage fierceness, they laid them down, or turned them
against each other with wild inconstancy; and while they fought singly, they were
successively subdued. Neither the fortitude of Caractacus, nor the despair of Boadicea,
nor the fanaticism of the Druids, could avert the slavery of their country, or resist the
steady progress of the Imperia generals, who maintained the national glory, when the
throne was disgraced by the weakest or the most vicious of mankind. At the very time
when Domitian, confined to his palace, felt the terrors which he inspired, his legions,
under the command of the virtuous Agricola, defeated the collected force of the
Caledonians at the foot of the Grampian hills;9 and his fleets, venturing to explore an

unknown and dangerous navigation, displayed the Roman arms round every part of the
island. The conquest of Britain was considered as already achieved; and it was the
design of Agricolato complete and ensure his success by the easy reduction of Ireland,
for which, in his opinion, one legion and afew auxiliaries were sufficient.10 The
western isle might be improved into a valuable possession, and the Britons would wear
their chains with the less reluctance, if the prospect and example of freedom was on
every side removed from before their eyes.

But the superior merit of Agricola soon occasioned his removal from the government
of Britain; and for ever disappointed this rational, though extensive, scheme of
conquest. Before his departure the prudent general had provided for security as well as
for dominion. He had observed that the island is almost divided into two unequal parts
by the opposite gulfs or, as they are now called, the Friths of Scotland. Across the
narrow interval of about forty miles he had drawn aline of military stations, which
was afterwards fortified, in the reign of Antoninus Pius, by aturf rampart, erected on
foundations of stone.11 Thiswall of Antoninus, at asmall distance beyond the modern

cities of Edinburgh and Glasgow, was fixed as the limit of the Roman province. The
native Caledonians preserved, in the northern extremity of the island, their wild
independence, for which they were not less indebted to their poverty than to their
valour. Their incursions were frequently repelled and chastised; but their country was
never subdued.12 The masters of the fairest and most wealthy climates of the globe

turned with contempt from gloomy hills assailed by the winter tempest, from lakes



concealed in ablue mist, and from cold and lonely heaths, over which the deer of the
forest were chased by atroop of naked barbarians.13

Such was the state of the Roman frontiers, and such the maxims of Imperial policy,
from the death of Augustus to the accession of Tragjan. That virtuous and active prince
had received the education of a soldier, and possessed the talents of ageneral.14 The
peaceful system of his predecessors was interrupted by scenes of war and conquest;
and the legions, after along interval, beheld a military emperor at their head. The first
exploits of Trgjan were against the Dacians, the most warlike of men, who dwelt
beyond the Danube, and who, during the reign of Domitian, had insulted, with
impunity, the majesty of Rome.15 To the strength and fierceness of barbarians they

added a contempt for life, which was derived from awarm persuasion of the
immortality and transmigration of the soul.16 Decebal us, the Dacian king, approved
himself arival not unworthy of Tragjan; nor did he despair of his own and the public
fortune, till, by the confession of his enemies, he had exhausted every resource both of
valour and policy.17 This memorable war, with a very short suspension of hostilities,
lasted five years; and as the emperor could exert, without control, the whole force of
the state, it was terminated by the absolute submission of the barbarians.18 The new

province of Dacia, which formed a second exception to the precept of Augustus, was
about thirteen hundred milesin circumference. Its natural boundaries were the
Dniester, the Theiss, or Tibiscus, the Lower Danube, and the Euxine Sea. The vestiges
of amilitary road may still be traced from the banks of the Danube to the
neighbourhood of Bender, a place famous in modern history, and the actual frontier of
the Turkish and Russian Empires.19

Trajan was ambitious of fame; and as long as mankind shall continue to bestow more
liberal applause on their destroyers than on their benefactors, the thirst of military
glory will ever be the vice of the most exalted characters. The praises of Alexander,
transmitted by a succession of poets and historians, had kindled a dangerous emulation
in the mind of Tragjan. Like him, the Roman emperor undertook an expedition against
the nations of the east, but he lamented with a sigh that his advanced age scarcely |eft
him any hopes of equalling the renown of the son of Philip.20 Y et the success of
Trajan, however transient, was rapid and specious. The degenerate Parthians, broken
by intestine discord, fled before his arms. He descended the river Tigrisin triumph,
from the mountains of Armeniato the Persian gulf. He enjoyed the honour of being the
first, as he was the last, of the Roman generals, who ever navigated that remote sea.
His fleets ravished the coasts of Arabia; and Trgjan vainly flattered himself that he was
approaching towards the confines of India.21 Every day the astonished senate received

the intelligence of new names and new nations that acknowledged his sway. They
were informed that the kings of Bosphorus, Colchos, Iberia, Albania, Osrhaane, and
even the Parthian monarch himself, had accepted their diadems from the hands of the
emperor; that the independent tribes of the Median and Carduchian hills had implored



his protection; and that the rich countries of Armenia, Mesopotamia, and Assyria, were
reduced into the state of provinces.22 But the death of Trgjan soon clouded the

splendid prospect;23 and it was justly to be dreaded that so many distant nations would

throw off the unaccustomed yoke, when they were no longer restrained by the
powerful hand which had imposed it.

It was an ancient tradition that, when the Capitol was founded by one of the Roman
kings, the god Terminus (who presided over boundaries, and was represented
according to the fashion of that age by alarge stone) alone, among all the inferior
deities, refused to yield his place to Jupiter himself. A favourable inference was drawn
from his obstinacy, which was interpreted by the augurs as a sure presage that the
boundaries of the Roman power would never recede.24 During many ages, the
prediction, asit is usual, contributed to its own accomplishment. But though Terminus
had resisted the majesty of Jupiter, he submitted to the authority of the emperor
Hadrian.25 The resignation of all the eastern conquests of Tragjan was the first measure

of hisreign. He restored to the Parthians the election of an independent sovereign;
withdrew the Roman garrisons from the provinces of Armenia, Mesopotamia, and
Assyria; and, in compliance with the precepts of Augustus, once more established the
Euphrates as the frontier of the empire.26 Censure, which arraigns the public actions
and the private motives of princes, has ascribed to envy a conduct which might be
attributed to the prudence and moderation of Hadrian. The various character of that
emperor, capable, by turns, of the meanest and the most generous sentiments, may
afford some colour to the suspicion. It was, however, scarcely in his power to place the
superiority of his predecessor in a more conspicuous light, than by thus confessing
himself unequal to the task of defending the conquests of Trajan.

The martial and ambitious spirit of Trgjan formed avery singular contrast with the
moderation of his successor. The restless activity of Hadrian was not less remarkable
when compared with the gentle repose of Antoninus Pius. The life of the former was
almost a perpetual journey; and as he possessed the various talents of the soldier, the
statesman, and the scholar, he gratified his curiosity in the discharge of his duty.
Careless of the difference of seasons and of climates, he marched on foot, and
bareheaded, over the snows of Caledonia, and the sultry plains of the Upper Egypt; nor
was there a province of the empire which, in the course of his reign, was not honoured
with the presence of the monarch.27 But the tranquil life of Antoninus Pius was spent
in the bosom of Italy; and, during the twenty-three years that he directed the public
administration, the longest journeys of that amiable prince extended no farther than
from his palace in Rome to the retirement of his Lanuvian villa.28

Notwithstanding this difference in their persona conduct, the general system of
Augustus was equally adopted and uniformly pursued by Hadrian and by the two
Antonines. They persisted in the design of maintaining the dignity of the empire,



without attempting to enlarge its limits. By every honourable expedient they invited
the friendship of the barbarians; and endeavoured to convince mankind that the Roman
power, raised above the temptation of conquest, was actuated only by the love of order
and justice. During along period of forty-three yearstheir virtuous labours were
crowned with success; and, if we except afew dight hostilities that served to exercise
the legions of the frontier, the reigns of Hadrian and Antoninus Pius offer the fair
prospect of universal peace.29 The Roman name was revered among the most remote

nations of the earth. The fiercest barbarians frequently submitted their differencesto
the arbitration of the emperor; and we are informed by a contemporary historian that
he had seen ambassadors who were refused the honour which they came to solicit, of
being admitted into the rank of subjects.30

Theterror of the Roman arms added weight and dignity to the moderation of the
emperors. They preserved peace by a constant preparation for war; and while justice
regulated their conduct, they announced to the nations on their confines that they were
as little disposed to endure as to offer an injury. The military strength, which it had
been sufficient for Hadrian and the elder Antoninus to display, was exerted against the
Parthians and the Germans by the emperor Marcus. The hostilities of the barbarians
provoked the resentment of that philosophic monarch, and, in the prosecution of ajust
defence, Marcus and his generals obtained many signal victories, both on the
Euphrates and on the Danube.31 The military establishment of the Roman empire,

which thus assured either its tranquillity or success, will now become the proper and
important object of our attention.

In the purer ages of the commonwealth, the use of arms was reserved for those ranks
of citizens who had a country to love, a property to defend, and some share in enacting
those laws which it was their interest, as well as duty, to maintain. But in proportion as
the public freedom was lost in extent of conquest, war was gradually improved into an
art, and degraded into atrade.32 The legions themselves, even at the time when they

were recruited in the most distant provinces, were supposed to consist of Roman
citizens. That distinction was generally considered either as alegal qualification or asa
proper recompense for the soldier; but a more serious regard was paid to the essential
merit of age, strength, and military stature.33 In all levies, ajust preference was given
to the climates of the north over those of the south; the race of men born to the
exercise of arms was sought for in the country rather than in cities, and it was very
reasonably presumed that the hardy occupations of smiths, carpenters, and huntsmen
would supply more vigour and resolution than the sedentary trades which are
employed in the service of luxury.34 After every qualification of property had been
laid aside, the armies of the Roman emperors were still commanded, for the most part,
by officers of aliberal birth and education; but the common soldiers, like the
mercenary troops of modern Europe, were drawn from the meanest, and very
frequently from the most profligate, of mankind.



That public virtue, which among the ancients was denominated patriotism, is derived
from a strong sense of our own interest in the preservation and prosperity of the free
government of which we are members. Such a sentiment, which had rendered the
legions of the republic almost invincible, could make but a very feeble impression on
the mercenary servants of a despotic prince; and it became necessary to supply that
defect by other motives, of a different, but not less forcible nature, — honour and
religion. The peasant, or mechanic, imbibed the useful prejudice that he was advanced
to the more dignified profession of arms, in which his rank and reputation would
depend on his own valour; and that, although the prowess of a private soldier must
often escape the notice of fame, his own behaviour might sometimes confer glory or
disgrace on the company, the legion, or even the army, to whose honours he was
associated. On hisfirst entrance into the service, an oath was administered to him with
every circumstance of solemnity. He promised never to desert his standard, to submit
his own will to the commands of his leaders, and to sacrifice hislife for the safety of
the emperor and the empire.35 The attachment of the Roman troops to their standards

was inspired by the united influence of religion and of honour. The golden eagle,
which glittered in the front of the legion, was the object of their fondest devotion; nor
was it esteemed less impious than it was ignominious, to abandon that sacred ensignin
the hour of danger.36 These motives, which derived their strength from the

Imagination, were enforced by fears and hopes of a more substantial kind. Regular
pay, occasional donatives, and a stated recompense, after the appointed term of
service, alleviated the hardships of the military life,37 whilst, on the other hand, it was
impossible for cowardice or disobedience to escape the severest punishment. The
centurions were authorised to chastise with blows, the generals had a right to punish
with death; and it was an inflexible maxim of Roman discipline, that a good soldier
should dread his officers far more than the enemy. From such laudable arts did the
valour of the Imperial troops receive a degree of firmness and docility, unattainable by
the impetuous and irregular passions of barbarians.

And yet so sensible were the Romans of the imperfection of valour without skill and
practice, that, in their language, the name of an army was borrowed from the word
which signified exercise.38 Military exercises were the important and unremitted
object of their discipline. The recruits and young soldiers were constantly trained, both
in the morning and in the evening, nor was age or knowledge allowed to excuse the
veterans from the daily repetition of what they had completely learnt. Large sheds
were erected in the winter-quarters of the troops, that their useful labours might not
receive any interruption from the most tempestuous weather; and it was carefully
observed, that the arms destined to this imitation of war should be of double the weight
which was required in real action.39 It is not the purpose of this work to enter into any
minute description of the Roman exercises. We shall only remark that they

comprehended whatever could add strength to the body, activity to the limbs, or grace
to the motions. The soldiers were diligently instructed to march, to run, to leap, to



swim, to carry heavy burdens, to handle every species of arms that was used either for
offence or for defence, either in distant engagement or in a closer onset; to form a
variety of evolutions; and to move to the sound of flutesin the Pyrrhic or martia
dance.40 In the midst of peace, the Roman troops familiarised themselves with the

practice of war; and it is prettily remarked by an ancient historian who had fought
against them, that the effusion of blood was the only circumstance which distinguished
afield of battle from afield of exercise.41 It was the policy of the ablest generals, and
even of the emperors themselves, to encourage these military studies by their presence
and example; and we are informed that Hadrian, aswell as Tragjan, frequently
condescended to instruct the inexperienced soldiers, to reward the diligent, and
sometimes to dispute with them the prize of superior strength or dexterity.42 Under the
reigns of those princes, the science of tactics was cultivated with success; and as long
as the empire retained any vigour, their military instructions were respected as the
most perfect model of Roman discipline.

Nine centuries of war had gradually introduced into the service many alterations and
improvements. The legions, as they are described by Polybius,43 in the time of the
Punic wars, differed very materially from those which achieved the victories of Caesar,
or defended the monarchy of Hadrian and the Antonines. The constitution of the
Imperial legion may be described in afew words.44 The heavy-armed infantry, which
composed its principal strength,45 was divided into ten cohorts, and fifty-five

companies, under the orders of a correspondent number of tribunes and centurions.
Thefirst cohort, which always claimed the post of honour and the custody of the eagle,
was formed of eleven hundred and five soldiers, the most approved for valour and
fidelity. The remaining nine cohorts consisted each of five hundred and fifty-five; and
the whole body of legionary infantry amounted to six thousand one hundred men.
Their arms were uniform, and admirably adapted to the nature of their service: an open
helmet, with alofty crest; a breast-plate, or coat of mail; greaves on their legs, and an
ample buckler on their left arm. The buckler was of an oblong and concave figure, four
feet in length, and two and a half in breadth, framed of alight wood, covered with a
bull’ s hide, and strongly guarded with plates of brass. Besides a lighter spear, the
legionary soldier grasped in his right hand the formidable pilum, a ponderous javelin,
whose utmost length was about six feet, and which was terminated by a massy
triangular point of steel of eighteen inches.46 This instrument was indeed much
inferior to our modern fire-arms; since it was exhausted by a single discharge, at the
distance of only ten or twelve paces. Y et, when it was launched by a firm and skilful
hand, there was not any cavalry that durst venture within its reach, nor any shield or
cordlet that could sustain the impetuosity of its weight. As soon as the Roman had
darted his pilum, he drew his sword, and rushed forwards to close with the enemy. It
was a short well-tempered Spanish blade, that carried a double edge, and was alike
suited to the purpose of striking or of pushing; but the soldier was always instructed to
prefer the latter use of hisweapon, as his own body remained less exposed, whilst he



inflicted a more dangerous wound on his adversary.47 The legion was usually drawn

up eight deep; and the regular distance of three feet was left between the files as well
asranks.48 A body of troops, habituated to preserve this open order, in along front

and arapid charge, found themselves prepared to execute every disposition which the
circumstances of war, or the skill of their leader, might suggest. The soldier possessed
afree space for his arms and motions, and sufficient intervals were allowed, through
which seasonabl e reinforcements might be introduced to the relief of the exhausted
combatants.49 The tactics of the Greeks and Macedonians were formed on very
different principles. The strength of the phalanx depended on sixteen ranks of long
pikes, wedged together in the closest array.50 But it was soon discovered, by reflection
aswell as by the event, that the strength of the phalanx was unable to contend with the
activity of the legion.51

The cavalry, without which the force of the legion would have remained imperfect,
was divided into ten troops or squadrons; the first, as the companion of the first cohort,
consisted of an hundred and thirty-two men; whilst each of the other nine amounted
only to sixty-six. The entire establishment formed aregiment, if we may use the
modern expression, of seven hundred and twenty-six horse, naturally connected with
its respective legion, but occasionally separated to act in the line, and to compose a
part of the wings of the army.52 The cavalry of the emperors was no longer composed,
like that of the ancient republic, of the noblest youths of Rome and Italy, who, by
performing their military service on horseback, prepared themselves for the offices of
senator and consul; and solicited, by deeds of valour, the future suffrages of their
countrymen.53 Since the ateration of manners and government, the most wealthy of

the equestrian order were engaged in the administration of justice, and of the
revenue;54 and whenever they embraced the profession of arms, they were
immediately intrusted with atroop of horse, or a cohort of foot.55 Trajan and Hadrian
formed their cavalry from the same provinces, and the same class of their subjects,
which recruited the ranks of the legion. The horses were bred, for the most part, in
Spain or Cappadocia. The Roman troopers despised the complete armour with which
the cavalry of the East was encumbered. Their more useful arms consisted in a helmet,
an oblong shield, light boots, and a coat of mail. A javelin, and along broad sword,
were their principal weapons of offence. The use of lances and of iron maces they
seem to have borrowed from the barbarians.56

The safety and honour of the empire was principally intrusted to the legions, but the
policy of Rome condescended to adopt every useful instrument of war. Considerable
levies were regularly made among the provincials, who had not yet deserved the
honourable distinction of Romans. Many dependent princes and communities,
dispersed round the frontiers, were permitted, for awhile, to hold their freedom and
security by the tenure of military service.57 Even select troops of hostile barbarians

were frequently compelled or persuaded to consume their dangerous valour in remote



climates, and for the benefit of the state.58 All these were included under the general
name of auxiliaries; and howsoever they might vary according to the difference of
times and circumstances, their numbers were seldom much inferior to those of the
legions themselves.59 Among the auxiliaries, the bravest and most faithful bands were
placed under the command of prefects and centurions, and severely trained in the arts
of Roman discipline; but the far greater part retained those arms, to which the nature of
their country, or their early habits of life, more peculiarly adapted them. By this
institution, each legion, to whom a certain proportion of auxiliaries was allotted,
contained within itself every species of lighter troops, and of missile weapons; and was
capable of encountering every nation with the advantages of its respective arms and
discipline.60 Nor was the legion destitute of what, in modern language, would be

styled atrain of artillery. It consisted in ten military engines of the largest, and fifty-
five of asmaller size; but al of which, either in an oblique or horizontal manner,
discharged stones and darts with irresistible violence.61

The camp of a Roman legion presented the appearance of afortified city.62 As soon as

the space was marked out, the pioneers carefully levelled the ground, and removed
every impediment that might interrupt its perfect regularity. Its form was an exact
guadrangle; and we may calculate, that a square of about seven hundred yards was
sufficient for the encampment of twenty thousand Romans; though a similar number of
our own troops would expose to the enemy afront of more than treble that extent. In
the midst of the camp, the pragorium, or general’ s quarters, rose above the others; the
cavalry, theinfantry, and the auxiliaries occupied their respective stations; the streets
were broad and perfectly straight, and a vacant space of two hundred feet was left on
all sides, between the tents and the rampart. The rampart itself was usually twelve feet
high, armed with aline of strong and intricate palisades, and defended by a ditch of
twelve feet in depth as well asin breadth. Thisimportant labour was performed by the
hands of the |legionaries themselves; to whom the use of the spade and the pick-axe
was no less familiar than that of the sword or pilum. Active valour may often be the
present of nature; but such patient diligence can be the fruit only of habit and
discipline.63

Whenever the trumpet gave the signal of departure, the camp was amost instantly
broken up, and the troops fell into their ranks without delay or confusion. Besides their
arms, which the legionaries scarcely considered as an encumbrance, they were laden
with their kitchen furniture, the instruments of fortification, and the provision of many
days.64 Under this weight, which would oppress the delicacy of a modern soldier, they
were trained by aregular step to advance, in about six hours, near twenty miles.65 On

the appearance of an enemy, they threw aside their baggage, and, by easy and rapid
evolutions, converted the column of march into an order of battle.66 The slingers and
archers skirmished in the front; the auxiliaries formed the first line, and were seconded
or sustained by the strength of the legions; the cavalry covered the flanks, and the



military engines were placed in therear.

Such were the arts of war, by which the Roman emperors defended their extensive
conguests, and preserved a military spirit, at atime when every other virtue was
oppressed by luxury and despotism. If, in the consideration of their armies, we pass
from their discipline to their numbers, we shall not find it easy to define them with any
tolerable accuracy. We may compute, however, that the legion, which was itself a
body of six thousand eight hundred and thirty-one Romans, might, with its attendant
auxiliaries, amount to about twelve thousand five hundred men. The peace
establishment of Hadrian and his successors was composed of no less than thirty of
these formidabl e brigades; and most probably formed a standing force of three
hundred and seventy-five thousand men. Instead of being confined within the walls of
fortified cities, which the Romans considered as the refuge of weakness or
pusillanimity, the legions were encamped on the banks of the great rivers, and along
the frontiers of the barbarians. Astheir stations, for the most part, remained fixed and
permanent, we may venture to describe the distribution of the troops. Three legions
were sufficient for Britain. The principal strength lay upon the Rhine and Danube, and
consisted of sixteen legions, in the following proportions: two in the Lower, and three
in the Upper Germany; one in Rhadia, one in Noricum, four in Pannonia, three in
Maesia, and two in Dacia. The defence of the Euphrates was intrusted to eight legions,
six of whom were planted in Syria, and the other two in Cappadocia. With regard to
Egypt, Africa, and Spain, as they were far removed from any important scene of war, a
single legion maintained the domestic tranquillity of each of those great provinces.
Even Italy was not left destitute of amilitary force. Above twenty thousand chosen
soldiers, distinguished by the titles of City Cohorts and Pragorian Guards, watched
over the safety of the monarch and the capital. As the authors of amost every
revolution that distracted the empire, the Pragorians will very soon and very loudly
demand our attention; but, in their arms and institutions, we cannot find any
circumstance which discriminated them from the legions, unless it were amore
splendid appearance, and alessrigid discipline.67

The navy maintained by the emperors might seem inadequate to their greatness; but it
was fully sufficient for every useful purpose of government. The ambition of the
Romans was confined to the land; nor was that warlike people ever actuated by the
enterprising spirit which had prompted the navigators of Tyre, of Carthage, and even
of Marseilles, to enlarge the bounds of the world, and to explore the most remote
coasts of the ocean. To the Romans the ocean remained an object of terror rather than
of curiosity;68 the whole extent of the Mediterranean, after the destruction of Carthage
and the extirpation of the pirates, was included within their provinces. The policy of
the emperors was directed only to preserve the peaceful dominion of that sea, and to
protect the commerce of their subjects. With these moderate views, Augustus stationed
two permanent fleets in the most convenient ports of Italy, the one at Ravenna, on the
Adriatic, the other at Misenum, in the bay of Naples. Experience seems at length to



have convinced the ancients that, as soon as their galleys exceeded two, or at the most
three ranks of oars, they were suited rather for vain pomp than for real service.
Augustus himself, in the victory of Actium, had seen the superiority of his own light
frigates (they were called Liburnians) over the lofty but unwieldy castles of his
rival.69 Of these Liburnians he composed the two fleets of Ravenna and Misenum,

destined to command, the one the eastern, the other the western division of the
Mediterranean; and to each of the squadrons he attached a body of several thousand
marines. Besides these two ports, which may be considered as the principal seats of the
Roman navy, avery considerable force was stationed at Frejus, on the coast of
Provence, and the Euxine was guarded by forty ships, and three thousand soldiers. To
al these we add the fleet which preserved the communication between Gaul and
Britain, and a great number of vessels constantly maintained on the Rhine and Danube,
to harass the country, or to intercept the passage of the barbarians.70 If we review this
genera state of the Imperia forces, of the cavalry as well asinfantry, of the legions,
the auxiliaries, the guards, and the navy, the most liberal computation will not allow us
to fix the entire establishment by sea and by land at more than four hundred and fifty
thousand men: amilitary power which, however formidable it may seem, was equalled
by a monarch of the last century, whose kingdom was confined within asingle
province of the Roman empire.71

We have attempted to explain the spirit which moderated, and the strength which
supported, the power of Hadrian and the Antonines. We shall now endeavour, with
clearness and precision, to describe the provinces once united under their sway, but, at
present, divided into so many independent and hostile states.72

Spain, the western extremity of the empire, of Europe, and of the ancient world, has, in
every age, invariably preserved the same natural limits; the Pyrenean mountains, the
Mediterranean, and the Atlantic Ocean. That great peninsula, at present so unequally
divided between two sovereigns, was distributed by Augustus into three provinces,
Lusitania, Badica, and Tarraconensis.73 The kingdom of Portugal now fills the place
of the warlike country of the Lusitanians; an