
LIMES OR STRATEGY? CRITICAL NOTES ON E.N. LUTWAK'S WORK 
"THE GRAND STRATEGY OF THE ROMAN EMPIRE FROM THE 

FIRST CENTURY AD. TO THE THIRD" 

The work, we are revie\ving here (its first edition appeared in 1976 The 
John Hopkin!'; University Press, Baltimore, Maryland, but we have seen 
only the second edition: 1978) tries to include under this title not only 
the strategy as such, but the whole military history of the first three 
centuries of the Roman Empire and even of the later period. As J.F. 
Gillam points out, the author is a specialist in strategic analyses and 
contemporary international relations. He wrote his book because „the 
archaeological, epigraphic and numismatic literature seemed very scanty 
and the comments upon literary sources did not seem satisfactory, as 
they used im1dEquate notions about strategy". His desire to correct the 
opinions and the „ignorance" of specialists in ancient history, the pos
sibility (as the author believes) of direct analogies between the military 
situation of the Roman Empire and the present one, macle him ,vrite this 
book in order to give „the Roman historians what they have not done 
for themselves" as J. F. Gillam says. 

From the very beginning we'd like to underline that the title seems 
rather pretentious for the way and level at which the author deals with, 
what he considers to be, the grand strategy. It is a wellknown fact that 
military history comprises (for a given space or a well determined pe
riod) all the data concerning milifiary art, strategic organisation both 
for attack and defence, tactica! conception and organisation (the number, 
structure and command of the army), as well as the military events. 
Even if the researchers in ancient history are not specialists în the mi
litary history of the present times, they know an amount of theoretical 
elements whose definition in itself hasn't changed from antiquity up to 
the present days. Strategy represents only a part of military art, which 
includes the superior leadership of a defensive or offensive military ac
tion, which determines the main directions of an attack and elaborates 
the plan of a judicious distribution and use of the forces. Tactics repre
sents another component, indissolubly bound to the first, and it suppo
ses the correct organisation, preparation and leading of a battle, it is 
the science which aims at determining for a well defined period the line 
of conduct of a military action. Through its content. E.N.L.'s work, goes 
beyond the simple frame of strategy, trying to cover the whole military 
history of the mentioned period in the title. 

J. F. Gillam's appreciation about E.N.L.'s contribution to the subjcct 
is obviously exaggerated and his affirmation that „to my knowledgc no 
-study comparable to his book exists" puts himself in an awkward posi-



214 NICOLAE GUDEA 

tion. I don't intend, nor do I prcsumc to have identified everything that 
E.N.L.'s book is lacking or ,vhat might be considered the author's mis
takes. I am going to underline some aspects concerning: a. the means 
of information; b. problems dealing with the methods of work, that o:ll 
present.ation; c. some aspects of the author's conception concerning stra
tegy and tactics. While running through the book I found problems that 
I do not agree with, or I noticed matters upon which our opinions are 
quite different. In order to discuss all these aspects I would like to re
view the contents and structure of the book. 

The Foreword (p1. IX-X) is signed by J. F. Gillam; the Preface 
(p. XI-X;II) represents an introductory part, where E.N.L. exposes bis 
ideas, the purpose and mc1nncr ho,v he looks at the problem; the Intro
duction (p. 1-6) is the part where E.N.L. tries to put forward !his, me
thod of work by analogy with modern strategy; Chapter 1. The Julio
Claudio System. Client S'tates and Mobile Army .frorn AueJ-IStUs to Nero 
(p. 7-50); Chapter II. From Flavians to Severi. Scientific Frontiers and 
preclusive defence from Ve!ipasian to M. Aurelius (p. 51-126). Chapter 
III. The defence in d~pth. The great crises of the third century ·and the 
s,trategies (p. 127-190). Epilogue. The three systerns: an evaluation (p. 
191-192). Appendix: Power and force; definitions and implioa'tions (p. 
195-200). Notes (p. 201-232). List of works cited (p. 233-246). Index 
(p. 247-255) comprising place narnes and ancient terms, modern place 
names, narnes of authors and ancient historical characters. 

No doubt that E.N.L. grasped some aspects of the mHitary history 
of the ifirst rthree centuries A. D. We may even say that it is the first 
independent work dealing exdusively with this problem. The fact that 
the author gathered all (or alrnost all) the bibliography systematically 
and followed the evolution of some aspects (chapters) of military his
tory in its ahronologkal evolution, by a method o·f work of his o,vn, 
enabled him to establish some înteresting features. But in spite of this 
so-called order, in spite of some proper terms (some of which are quite 
adequate) the work ·is incomplete and confuse. This is due to the fact 
that E.N.L. is not a specialist in military history of the classical age, he 
doesn't know how to handle archaeologiical and Hterary sources and his 
infcrm .... +ion on andent mîlitary technics and architecture is very limi
ted and rnisinte:rpreted. E.N.L.'s work is bookish in a way showing that 
he built his theory first and then he made use of the bibliography; he 
doesn't know all, or almost all the problems of ancient archaeology 
connected wiih Roman military bis.tory. 

1. Bibliogmphic information. The main ideas, conception and the 
organisation of the defence during the Principate had already 
been deaH with. And, we should say, very weU, as they inoluded all 
the problems that E.N.L., discusses as a novelty. They are found in 
the L. Homo's work "L'Empire Romain" (Le gouvernement du monde), 
Paris, 1923. In the chapter „La defense du monde" p. 143-199: l'armee, 
p. 180-203 le sistem defensif. the author makes a splendid analysis of 
the evolution and changes of these two elements during the Principate. 
This idea was taken again by L. Homo in other works of bis: see. L. 
Homo, Le Haut Empire (Histoire romaine, III, in the collection "Histoire 
generale publie dous la direction de Gustave Glotz". Menrtions shoul.d be 
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made of F. Altheim's work "Le declin du monde antique" Paris, 1953, 
p. 224-263 - d~fense des frontieres; p. 270-311 l'armee, which studies 
especially the influences of ,the "barbarians" upon the changes under
gone in the Roman defense. None of these voluminous works is cited 
by E.N.L. Poor is his knowledge about -the limes both as a pre.per mi
litary terminology (Th. Mommsen, Der Begriff des limes, in Westdeutsche 
Zeitschrift, 13, 1894, p. 134-143 = Historische Schriften, Berlin, 1908, p. 
134; see also footnote 24 for p. 18 where A Piganiol is cited in Limes 5 
Zagreb 1961, p. 119-122 but not understood) and its or:ganisation and 
structure (road-forts-sites-burgi-walls, etc.). A. Piganiol in the already 
quoted work (p. 120) says that already during Trajan's reign, the limes 
meant an oblique way on the boundary and only under Hadrianus with 
his "divinum praeceptum" the -limes changed into an area (parallel with 
the boundary or following its direction). It would be sufficient to exem
plify this only by .the plan of forts on p. 164-165, fig. 3.4. The plan of a 
second century fort. Fig. 3.4.1. is an exemple of the "nes-ciendi ars". 
Unfortunately errors of this kind are numerous, we are going to return 
to them. In this "chapter" of theoretical knowledge, the amount of re
ference works unknown to E.N.L. is so great that we consider useless 
to mention them all. For the theoretical part of the problem the paper by 
J. C. Mann is s'till a valua!ble ccntribut:ion in ANRW, II, 1, 1976, p. 508-
!133) whom E.N.t. .. discovered later and doesn't agree with. As for 
us we don't wholly agree with J. C. Mann's ideas, his hibliographklal 
infornnation being also limited. But we should mention impoI"tant works 
like: V. E. Nash-Williiams, The Roman frontier in Walles (second eidition 
revised by M. G. Jarret), Cardiff, 1969; Anne S. Robertson, A ha.ndbook 
to the Rcmum Wall be,tween Forth and Clyde and a ,guide to its 1S1.Lrviving 
rem.a.ins. The Antonine Wall, Glasgow, 1979: J. Collingwood Bruce, Hand
book to the Roman Wall, Newcastle upon Tyne, 1978; J. E. Booares -

C. B. Ri.iger. Der Niedergermanische Limes, Koln, 1974; D. Baatz, Der 
Romische Limes. Archiiologische ,Auafl,ilge zwischen Rhcin und Donau, 
Berlin, 1975 arai others. He says nothing about the monographs on some 
Roman forts in Britannia (L. Boon, Anne S. Robertson), Germania In
ferior (J. E. Haalebos, H. Muller),Germania Superior (D. Baatz, H. Ja
k~bi, H. Schonberger, S._ von Schnurbein), Raetia (H. SchonbeI"ger, G. 
Ulbert, N. Walke), Dacia (N. Gudea, I. Pop). These monographs would 
have shown E.N.L. the evolution of forts during a certain period. The 
same lack in information is evident for the defence in depth, characte
ristic for the 4th century, which is very of.ten referred to. No mention 
is made of the basic works like: R. Grosse, Romische Militiirgeschchte 
von Gallienus bis zum Beginn des byzantinischen Themenverfassung, 
Berlin, 1920; E. Anthes, Spii.tromische Kastelle und Feststădte in Rhein 
imd Donaugebiet, in 10 BRGK 1917, p. 86-165; L. Văradi, Kesoromai 
hadilgyek es tarsadalmi alapjaik, Buda,pest, 1961; B. Stahlknecht, Unter
suchungen zur romischen Aussenpolitik in der Spiitantike. 306-395 n. 
Chr, Bonn, 1969; ·s. Soproni, Der Spiitromische Limes zwischen Eszter
gom und Szentendre, Budapest, 1978. 

At a close examination of the bibliography, \vhich forms a separate 
list at the end of the work, one can see E.N.L.'s predilection for the li
terature în E·nglish (written especially by English rpeople) and the absence 
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of bibliography in German and the total lack of works concerning the 
East European part of the Empirc (Pannonia, Moesiae, Dacia etc.). All 
these influenced to a great ex~ent his method of work, the presentation 
and even the historical knowledge, the conception of the author and fi
nally the results of his work. 

2. Problems concerning the method of work and presentation 
a. The first and most important observation here îs concerning the 

period of time that the author had studied. From the view-point of the 
history of the Roman Empire the first three centuries .constitute the 
epoch of the Principate. The interna} mechanism of this period (the evo
lution of institutions, the relation be:tween the state - princeps - senat 
~ army) have been much studied. I'd quote here again the work of L. 
Homo. But the period of the Principate shows characteristics which do 
not cover the whole third century, because with Diocletianus another 
period be.gins in the history of thc Roman Empire. The charactedstic 
features of the former period (the Principate) reflected in the rnilitary 
field as well, are not identica! with those from the following period, 
t:he Domin_at. E.N.L. does not make any distinction between these two 
periods, fact that has negative consequences in the interpretation and 
division of the imperial strategy. 

b. Further his maps are rather approximate; each of them suffering 
from errors and lack of precise information; his schemas are purely 
theoretical, which do not rely on the archaeologioal realities. See D. 
Baatz. Der Rornische Limes (whose schemes are presented in details in 
Die Ramer in Baden Wilrtenberg, Stuttgart und Aalen, 1975 (herausge
geben _von. Ph. Philzinger, D. Plank, B. Cămmerer), p. 360. 

c. The author's knowlcdge in military architecture îs not suffident. 
d. The idea of grouping the bibliography in alphabetical order was 

excellent, but it was not fully achieved. Many of the quoted works are 
not included in the list, many \Vorks enlisted are not used as biblio
graphy. 

e. The part played by ·the navy in the defence is not sufficiently 
stressed upon, this wouldn't have happened if E.N.L. had used D. Kie
nast's \Vork Untersuchungen zu den Kriegsflotten der romische Kaiser
zeit, Bonn 1966. 

3. Observations concerning E.N.L.'s c:nception ·about strategy and 
tactics 

It is well known that the entire defence of the Empire during tlw 
Principate was based on one basic principle: the use of natural boun
daries. and to organise the defence of these bcundaries in such a \;vay 
as to make possi:ble a concentration of forces capable to reject any attack 
or danger at any threatened point. The achievement of this conception 
was based an the relation: road - fort - signal and watch system -
troops organised both parallel to the boundary and in cjepth. The instru
ment or rather the result of this conception was the limes. The limes 
means not only the ag,gregate of military works which aim at marking 
the boundaries of the state, together with the troops that secured its 
defence. (G. Forni). This is only the restriicted meaning of the notion. 
The modalities of applying this way of defence were dirfferent, and were 
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determined by the geological fcatures of the boundary, the building re
sources, the fopces of the enemy, etc. The structure and organisation of 
the limes developed according to the same conception during the Prin
cipate in the following way: a. in the first .century AD. it was offen
sive bas·ed on perpendicular roads to the boundaries: b. in the second 
stage ("the end of the first ,century AD. and the whole second century) 
it was linear; c. in the third stage (especially during the third century 
A.D.) it was definitely established and fortified, but important works 
for fortification were dane cnly at spots where they were absolutely 
necessary. We maintain the hypothesis that the limes was rather a 
watchline than a defence propl'r. In spite of its former defensive cha
rncter, during the 2nd and, 3rd eenturies A.D. this had a role of pre
vention, dealing ,vith the enemy outside of the country's boundaries not 
letting it inside the coun~ry. From a strategical point of view the limes 
meant the occupation and forlifkation of some commandin-g posi.tions 
dong the carefully chosen natural boundaries, the setting of tactica! 
forces along them. the ensurance of their mobility by the built roads. 
The "cordon system" (L. Homo) of the limes did not mean an absolute 
standartlisation in the organisation and achievement of the defence. If 
-- as a rule - the process of fortificaition influenced the limes as a 
boundary, and the troops were also concentrated here, this doesn't mean 
that the application of this general rule was not elastic. An evidence is 
given by the evolution of the limes in Britannia, ,vhere the boundary 
was pushed northward in three stages, but this did not mean that all 
o:arrissons moved northward; some of them .remained on the spot, 
Jchieving in this way a defencc "in depth" (D. Breeze - B. Dobson. 
Hadrian's Wall, Bristol 1978; E. Nash-Williams, The Roman Frontier 
in Walles, Cardiff 1969. The situation is the same in Germania Supe
rior (see H. Schonberger, in JRS, 59, 1969, p. 144), Moesia Superior (N. 
Gudea; S. Du~;:,nic, in Limes 11 Szekesfehcrv6.r 1976, p. 223-236; 237-
248) and Dacia (N. Gudea, in ANRvV, II, 6, 1977, p. 851-887). The de
fensive system based on the limes (the defensive conception) resisted 
un-til the barbarian attacks on the bouncfories were not generalised to 
such an extent as to disturb 1.ht.: sys.tem of troop concentration. In addi
tion to this one may say that the limes system resisted as long as the 
Roman taotics, which was based es.pecially on infantry, succeeded to 
bring quickly the military units on the danger area. But this defensive 
c:ystem ha,d two bask drawbacks from the very beginning: a. one con
cerning the system itself - the lack of defence in the interior and along 
the boundaries; b. the second eoncerning the army itself: the lack of 
manpower and their position in the combat disposition. The emperors 
k~pt looking for solution to eliminate these drawbacks either by making 
changes in the architecture and density of the fortifkahons, in the road 
system and in the power of the garrison (L. Homo). or by permanent 
tactica! changes in the army (F. Altheim). 

So I don't think that u.:ithin the period dealt with, three systems 
could have existed as E.N.L. believes, because during this period the 
defence conception remained the same, its purpose, remained unchanged 
only a part of the tmeans for their achievement was modified. Practica.lly 
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there existed ·a single system u;hich developed from a simple stage. to 
a more oomplex one; passing through stages in which only the means 
and forms of fortifications changed on the one hand, and the chraote
ristics of the troops on ,the ,other hand, both in close interdependenoe. 

It has been thought that this traditiona'l defensive scheme was re
volutioned by Gallienus. But Gallienus' reforms did not change the con
ce:ption itself, only the way and means of its achievement, he limiited 
himself only to the reor:gani~mtion of the army. But one must not forge,c 
that Gallienus applied bis reforms to a small area of the Roman Empire 
(whithout Britannia, Gallia, Hispania and Orient) and the cavalry army 
c:reated by him (in a central body) was maintained only up to the mc
ment of thc reunion of the Empire. Thi~ was a momentary, instant so
lution which did not change the conception about the limes. The forti
filoation of the boundaries on the Danube during his reign and further 
under the Illyrian emperors (E. Anthes; the first period), the intensive 
fortification of the boundaries under Diocletianus and the Tetrarchy (E. 
Anthes; seicond period) corroborated- with the disbandment of the cen
tral cavalry army, shows clearly that these arc the last moments of the 
limes, bu't the defence on the boundaries still holds a very important 
posttion. Only Diocletianus and Constantinus partkularly, modified this 
conception. ,The ancient authors (An. Valesianus, 5, 21; ZoSimos, Ir, 34~ 
I. Lydos, IX, 3) criticizerl the ·change of the limes structure made only 
by Constantinus, as the defcnce in depth became a practicai reality and 
brought about deep changes in the traditional organisation of the limes. 
Only at this ,point onc can speak about the existence of the new con
ception which brought about essential modifi'cations in the military ar
chi-tecture, the destination of forts, the position of the garrisons, the or
ganisation of tactical units, etc. 

Inside thc evolution of the system based on the limes, the Roman 
Empire did not abandon any of the oLd elements inherited from the R0-
puiblic. It is true that Augustus abolished the client states, but orily for 
the areas considered boundaries of the Roman state. Outside of thern, 
the system of client states went on on a reduced scate, but in the same 
fcrms and with the same means (the small Pontic kingdoms, Armenia, 
Cokhida, citc.). 

4. For each chapter my observations _are the following: 
For chapter one: it would have becn neces.sary to make a short 

persentait:ion of the way the defence was organised during the Republic. 
In this way the changes made under Augustus would have been more 
evident. Thc abolition of _client statcs system and thcir annexation to 
the Empirc, the turning of the army into a professional one of penna
nent character, the placement of the legions closer to the boundaries 
brought about the coming out of the new system (G. Stevenson, in CAH, 
X. 1936, p. 218), the military reform of Augustus (H. D. Mayer, Die 
Aussenpolitik des Augustus und die augustiiische Dichte, in JRS, 53, 
1963, p. 170-176). One must not forget thc1t roughly the boundaries, as 
settled by Augustus, remained definite and all .thc oth'er conquests (Bri
tannia, Agri Decumates, Dacia, Volubilis, Mesopotamia etc.) represented 
mere strategic guarantees for these old boundaries. 
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I. The system in ontline (p. 12-20). The sentence "the first system 
of imperial security was essentially that of the late Republic" is not 
exact; further, on p. 18, ENL states that the boundaries were nat deli
mited (marked). Then what could be the explanation for the fact that 
the le.gions settled on the Rhine during Augustus' reign, fer instance, 
remained definitely in the same place, and they built their camps (see H. 
von Petrikovits, in Rheinische Geschichte, Bonn, 1978, p. 98-99); and 
~mder Clauldius the system was already ,complete; it is said that already 
under Tiberius the boundary on the Rhine gat its definite shape. The 
same things are said for Moesia by B. Gerov (in ActaAntiqua, 15, 1-4. 
1967, p. 85-105) on the basis of epigraphic finds and lit'erary texts 
(Florus) and Iater by A M6csy (Pannorzia and Upper Moesia. A history 
of the Middle l)arzube Provirzces of the Rcmcm Empire, London, 1974, p. 
43) for Pannonia. 

In the same period the construction of roads bcgan along the Da
nubian limes (T. Pekary, Untersuchungen zu den riimischen Reichssltras
serz, Bonn, 1968, p. 10-12 vbe militares). It is well known that the 
road which started at Carnuntum reached the Iran Gates (on the Da
nu'be) in the year 34 AD. (CIL. III, 1968 = ILS. 2281). On page 19 the 
st.atement: "there was no limes in the latter sense of fcrtified .and guar
ded border" is mis'taken. In fact there was such a limes. The evolution 
of the term (underlined by Th. Mommsen, E. Fabricius, G. Forni) shows 
that already under Augustus the limes _got the sense of a bcurrdary, de
limited through fortification works. This does nat necessarily mean that 
,ve are faced with stam~ \Valls, walls, stane ,valled forts. On the whole 
the term is undear for E.N.L., he even tries to avoid it. 

I. 2. The client states (p. 2!)-30). The men:tioning of the client sta
tes system and subsidies must not be considered as remnants of the Re
public system. The system was maintained where it was still necessary, 
but thc part played by it was insig;nificant. I shou1d add that the status 
of the client states of the Roman Empire underwent slight changes 
(see R. Klose, Roms Klientelrarzdstaaten am Rhein und Donau, Breslau, 
1934). 

I. 5. The strategic deployment of Jorces (p. 46-49) reicrs to a pe
riod of 70 years, but the author treats the subject inadequately and he 
îs far from understarrding completely the strategic deployment of forces. 

II. The characterisation of the period from Severi to Gallienus was 
nat. in the view of the author \vhen he presen:ted in the introduction 
the main features of the period. I think this is a shortcoming. Severus' 
military reforrns, the offensive attempts on severa! sections of the 
Umes, the great age of military constructions (camps) as well as the 
military measures taken by the emperors following Severus, are nat 
to be neglected when one speaks about the strategy and tactics of this 
period. 

11: 1. The system in outline ,(p. 55-60). I don't see the use of a 
long discussion about the „Marschlager" (p. 55-57) in a period when 
this does nat exist any more. He could (eventually) have s.poken here 
about the foix fort (hiberna) which is archaeologically attested. Any
huw, the data about forts are (as we have shown above) simpli'.:,tic, 
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lacking the knowledge about their evolution as components of the stra
tegy. The plan of the camp (Fig. 3.4.1.) is incorrectly reproduced. The 
via principali::; is passing behind the principia. The camp on Fig. 3.4.1. 
is also erranecusly drawn and dated. It is a much corrupted drawing 
of the camp cf Drobeta (Romania) with its interior building dating from 
the II-III centuries AD. and its walls from the 4th century. It is well 
known that the "U" shaped towers appcared only în the fourth century 
A.D. D. Tudor has demonstrated this for the Drobeta fort (see Drobeta, 
Bucureşti, 19ti5: Oltenia romană, Bucureşti, 1978, p. 448-450). S. So
proni (în .A.rchErt, 96, 1969, p. 43) has demonstrated the same for the 
period of Constantinus I in Pannonia. Fig. 3.4.3. is not at all late fourth, 
but sure the sixth century A.D. Even more, it is similar with the plan 
of the fortification at Dinogetia (Garvăn; Romania) (see R. Vulpe - I. 
Barnea, Din isteria Dobrogei, Bucureşti, 1968, p. 503, fig. 2). Of course 
8.N.L. doesn't indicate where he has borrowed the plans from ,and what 
he has considered as a basis for his dating. But as a principle I won
der why E.N.L had to create artificial forts instead of presenting some 
well excavat0d forts from Britannia, Germania Inferior and Superior. 
On p. 60 he failed to mention Antoninus Pius' wall from Scotland, a 
wall that belongs to the same family. Mention should have been made 
of the fact that the building of the wall in Germany had three stages 
(Domitianus--Taunus; A. Pius-Odenwald; S. Severus-Raetia). The wall 
(turf and stone) which passes through Dobrogea does nat belong to the 
period which E.N.L. dealt with; it is a later one (see R. Vulpe - I Bar
r.e:1, Din istoriri Dobrogei, Bucureşti, 1968). On map 21 the wall called 
"Transalutanus" is not represented (see D. Tudor, Oltenia romană, Bu
cureşti, 1978): this wall measures 235 km, it dates from the period be~
ween 106-205, but E.N.L. doesn't seem to have heard about it. 

II. 2. Border defense: the tactica! dimension (p. 61-80). On p. 60 
the terms (formulae) "closed limes" and "open limes" for the sections 
with or withoul wall seem at least useless to me. The walls from 
Taunus and Oder,wald are presented as closed limes, while the dacian, 
transcarpathian boundary, is open limes. For anybody who had seen two 
sections of the limes of the Empire, it is obvious that Dacia, even without 
walls had a more "closed" aspect in the entire transylvanian .plateau and 
gave it more security and it was stronger than the limes în Germania. 
On p. 66 th2 exemples taken from the towers on Hadrian's Wall from 
Britannia are nat correct. The statement "watch towers were usually 
built into thc bc,rrier element" is not true. This is rather characterisitc 
for thf' systern in Germania (see D. Batz, Wacht-tiirme am Limes, in 
Limesmuseum Aalen (Kleine Schriften), nr. 15, Stuttgart, 1976), for Da
da (see N. Gudea, in ActaMN, 8, 1971, p. 307-530) or even for north 
Afrin (J. B2raclez, Fossatum Africae, Paris, 1949). On p. 67 "troop ba
sing" dCJes nat say anything about the fort, the evolution of "its ar
chitecture, its inner organisation. I should recommand E.N.L. the works 
by J.E. Bogaers - C.B. Ri.i.ger and W.E. Nash-Williams (cited above) 
where these things can be found. These troops did not serve for pa
troling. First of all they were meant (if we take in consideration their 
military purpose) for necessities imposed by the concentration of the-
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imobility of the Roman infontry (în comparison with the barbarian c3-
v2lry) as thcy were able to regroup the forces and move quickly. On 
p. 68 E.N.L. speaks about a berm in Hadrian's Wall in Britain. Here he 
shoultl have specified the location of the berm. Because for anybody 
who has seen H~idricm's Wall it is hard to imagine that in front of a wall, 
over a 100 m cleep precipice a berm could have been necessary. 

II. 3. Border defence. The strategic dimension (p. 80-111). On p. 83 
tqble 2;E.N.L. names two legions in Dada in the year 23 AD. It is 
difficult to believe this as the province of Dacia did not exist by that 
time. Therc ex:isted three legions in the year 106 AD. In Moesia, in the 
year 23 AD., there were two legions, but after 106 AD. in each of the 
t•,,vo Moesias thcre were two and even three legions. There are points 
which must not be neglected in a work about strategy. To the map 2.4.1 
on page 93 I should add that the Raetian Wall was made of stone and 
not of earth, unlike the rest of the walls. On page 97-98, map 2.5. 
Iegio I Italica is placed at Oescus although it had never stationed at 
Oescus, but in Novae (150 km east); legio V Macedonica stationed 
between 106-166 AD. in Troesmis (Moesia Inferior and after that in 
Potaiss2 (Dacia Pcrolissensis). On page: 97 we don't know exactly where 
Tapae was (ii is believed that is corresponds with the Iron Gates of 
Transylvania, near Sarmizegetusa Ulpia Traiana but surely it was not 
situated in "the plain beyond Turnu Severin", more than 150 km away' 
On page 97-98: Dacia's northern boundary is a river frontier with an 
advancecl line of towers in front of the river, J.n the same way as the 
south western section (on the Lower Mures. The south-east frontier- of 
Dacia i:1 the 2"d and 3rd centuries A.D .. was not ·the Olt river, but the 
wall (called "transalutanus") a non river frontier! On page 100 we don't 
exactly know ~vhere he took his .information about the withdrawal of 
the Romans from Banat and Muntenia, or about the fact that "the lim~,, 
porolissensis formed the outer shield of the entire system of the da
nubian defence'' (p. 102-104). But limes porolissensis was known only 
as the <lefence of the large complex from Porolissum (M. Macrea. in 
Materiale, 8, 1962, p. 439) and not as E.N.L. presents it, the entire limes of 
D2cia intracarpătica. On page 101: at Ratiaria there was not a camp for a 
legion. On page 100, footnote 123 the calculation taken from J. Szi'lagyi 
is mistaken. The Jen,ght of Dacia's boundaries is 100.000 milia passum 
(Eutropius, VIII) = 1450 km (1 passus = 1,45 m) not 600 km. On pc1ge 
102, Fig. 2.6. the dacian conquest; Dacia's rnap is entirely erraneous at 
points concerning the military organisation and gravely mutilated as to 
1,he c.lirection of its boundaries. From among the 90 known forts (see 
N. Gudea, in ANRW, II, 6, 1977, p. 849--887) E.N.L. mentions only 
9!!!; th2 nam2 of the province appears south of the Danube; the data 
about the limes are erraneous. 

II. 4. The decline of the client system p. 111-117. I shouldn't call it 
"decline". On every area, where it was necessary, outside of the esta
bHshed boundaries, it was maintained. Of course, the system of buffer 
states was abolished, but the system of subsidies and hostages was 
maintainecl (Iaziges, Carpi, Gothi, Costoboci, free Dacians, etc.). We know 
from Jordancs (Getica, XIII, 76) that Vespasianus paid subsidies for the 
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Dacians and these were still paid under Domitianus. Under Traianus 
the ktng of Cimerian Bosporous receives instructions to give supplies 
to the Roman anny fighting în Parthia (IGR, I, 882-883). Under Anto
ninus Pius the Alans entered the subsidies system; under M. Aurelius 
he lazigi and Roxolani; under Commodus the Vandals and the Burii; 
under Gordiar.us the Carpi; under Philippus Arabs the Geto-Dacians
Carpians organised an attack just because their subsidies had not been 
paid. 

II. 5. The army (p. 117-125). This chapter does not deal with the 
;:irmy as the title says. The title does not cover the •content, nor is aboJt 
the organisation, deployment or the structure of the army, or changes 
in iactical and ethnical composition of the troops. This is rather a p::i.
ragraph or r2.the1 a commentary about some military actions during 
the period. On page 117 footnote 195 E.N.I:.. retakes the wrong calcu
lation of Dacia's boundaries with the same date. On page 123 he states 
that th~ bowmen units were placed only in the areas of wall barrier. I 
can say that this is an error in Dacia's case: at Tibiscum (numerus 
palmyreorum tibiscensium; cohors I Sagittariorum) at Porolissum (nu
merus palmyrenorum porolissensium; cohors I Ituraeorum) at Micia 
(numerus palmyrenorum; cohors II Commagenorum) all bowmen units 
were placed in open areas, without a wall. 

Chapter III. is liable to most criticism and discussion. First ~ff all 
because E.N.L. does not respect his ,proposed cronological Jimit any more, 
he goes beyond the time and problems of the 3rd •century AD. The pe
riod of Gallienm, reforms and that of the Illyrian emperors'is not ana
lysed and, as a consequence, the chapter offers surprises from the 
Y;cwpoint of the solutions. 

III. 1. Thc system in outline (p. 130-145) . .On page 130-131 E.N.L. 
2ives two alternatives for the defence: the defence of the fortirfied pe
rimeter and defence in depth, which means the same thing. On page 
1 W I don't believe that the concerted barbarian attacks weakened or en
dagered the limes. More imporţant seems the foct that the barbarians' 
attacks ,became simultaneous and in this way they did not allow the 
trcmsfer of trocps from one battle front to the other. The faot that the 
perimeter (=limes) was not abandoned is 1,hown by literary and ar
chaeo1ogical sources {after the attack against Germania and Raetia Galli
erns repaired the fortifications on the limes and the roads as well; it was 
under bis reign too, that Cleodamus and Athenaeus repaired the forti
fic;:itions along the Lower Danube). There is a great difference between 
thc defence 2.chieved through limes and the defence in depth. The con
sequences of taking up the latter system could be seen only durin~ th€' 
·1 11 century A.D .. when the prosperity of the frontier provinces dimi
nished or ceased. On page 132-134 E.N.L. discusses the late fortifi
cc",tions and their role. The ignorance of E. Anthes and H. Petrikovits's 
\Vorks shows the consequences. There is no stronghold în thc third cen
tury. Fortifications of this type came into being only during the 4th cen
tury A.D. (H. vcr1 Petrikovits, in JRS, 61, 1971, p. 178; S. Sopronyi, Der 
Spii,trămische Limes zwischen Esztergom und Szentendre, Budapest, 1978). 
Both quoted works describe some fortifications of this type E.N.L. 's ideas 
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' or kncwledge about the fortifications dating from the period of the 
Tetrarchy (p. 136) are as wrong as those about 'the forts from 2nd and 
3"1 ccnturies A.D. On page 137 E.N.b. states that Decius "campaigned in 
modern Dobrucl~;:"!. This is hard to believe (we know for sure that he 
was in Moesi;; Ir:.ferior). 

III. 2. Tl1c changing threat (p. 145-154). The statement on p. 153 
fhO\Ying that between 252-256 AD. in Dacia "came the deluge" and 
"she was submerged" are exagerated. It is true that between 245-248 
AD. ihe defence of southern Dacia (Dacia Malvensis) was broken through 
in the south-ec:.st see D. Tudor, in Dacoromania, Freiburg, 1, 1978, p. 
38-39) but therf: is no proof that Dacia Porolissensis and Dacia Apu
iensts had been affected by this. 

III. 3. The new borders of the Empire (p. 154-159); E.N.L. "explains 
the pjanned retreats" but there are no explanation for their tactica! and 
strategica! significance, neither for their consequences. On p. 155 E.N.L. 
states that after 275 AD. Dacia was occupied by the barbarians. What 
barbarians? where does he take this information from? 

IIt. 4. Walled towns and hard-point defenses (p. 159-170). The in
formation coP.cerning the beginning of fortification works in the interior 
under Diocletianus is wrong. These works had started long before the 
marcomanic wars in he West and after the Costobocian invasion in 
Mocsia Inferior and Dacia. The mobile cavalry army of Galliei:ms had 
no fixcd garrisc:1 headquarters at least they are not known. As a matter 
of fact DioclEtianus had dissolved this cavalry body and scattered the 
units on thc limes. Under Diocletianus's reign sacer comitatus had al
n,ady been a separate corp, a campaign army, but neither his fortifi
cations are kncwr. (E. Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire, p. 73, dates this 
corps only for 297 AD.). The disbanding of the cavalry corps (army), 
into minor h,ctical units, the division of legions, the existence of new 
b:ittle format~om with reduced manpower, were reflected in the mi
litary architec~ure of the Tetrarchy. This is the time ,vhen the quadri
burgium lype of fort appeared. AU new borders were garnished with 
;1 ((reat deal cf such forts, nat only here, but alsa in Raetia (F. Stahelin, 
Dr?r Sclnceitz in romische Zeit, Basel, 1948;J. Garbsch, Der spatrămisch 
Donan-Jller-Rhcin Limes, Stuttgart, 1970), in Moesia and Dacia Ri
pensis· (N. Gude;:1, in Limes 9 Mamaia, 1972, p. ,173-; P. Petrovic, în 
Limes 11 Szefesfchervar, 1976, cf. Limes 12 Stirling, 1979, III, p. 757-). 
Such fortific:=:tions are archacologically and epigraphkally attested in 
Africa, Upper Egyptus and Arabia (strata Diocletiana), in Syria. The 
r,iilitary architecture of the Tetrarchy is very clear, it has features of 
i1.s o,vn ,mel differs .from that of the previous periods a,nd from the 
later .p2riod ~-s well. The examples given by E.N.L. do nat lbelong to the 
period of the Tetrarchy: they date from the reign of Constantinus; Pi
lismarot, from Constantins II; all others date .from the late fourth 
century or there is still a great ,uncertainity in their dating. E.N.L.'s 
information is taken from one of R. Laur-Belart's works from 1949! 
Hacl he consulted J. Garbsch's work in Bayerisch Vorgeschichts Blcitter 
(32, 1- 2, 1967, p. 51-82) and the monograph by the same author 
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, 
••Der Moosberg bei Murnau" (Miinchener Beitrăge zur Vor-und Friih
geschichte, Bar.d 12, Milnchen, 1966) he would have found more recent 
dating and interpretation of the research concerning the fortifications 
in Germania Su2._erior and Raetia in the Late Roman time. On p. 161 
E.N.L. states that "the inadequacy of dating rnethods rnakes cronological 
distinctions difficult". This is true only for hirnself, because this does 
not bold good fc!"' those who ,excavate and deal with Roman fortifications. 
f\nyone can make a differentiation between the period of forts of the 
1.hird century, the reign of Diocletianus, Constantinus and Valentinianus, 
to say nothing about that of Justinianus. 

III. 5. The border troops {p. 1 70-173). The opening sentence of this 
snbchapter is not entirely true. Not on ,all the sections of the limes 
the auxiliary troops were dominant. This does not hold good for Ger
mania Inferior, ,Pannonia Superior and Inferior. It is valid for Britannia, 
Germania Superior and Dacia. E.N.L. makes a series of rnistakes and 
eludcs some well known historical data: the transformation of legions 
îs not presented with clear ,cvidence; the process of dissapearance of 
thc auxiliary troops is not tackled; the process of the coming out of 
the new units and the date of their formation ,is not clearly explained, 
he doesn't discuss the reorganisation of the structure of the army and 
its display. 

III. 6. Provincial forces (173-183). Here E.N.L. deals in fact with 
the period of Cc;nstantinus I. Diocletianus' military reforms are not in
cluded. On the Lower Danube (p. 177) not only the old forts were re
h,1ilt, but there were also newly built ones. 

III. 7. Central field armies (p. 182-IBH). Thc sentence on p. 173 is 
::ir::orrect. It says: under the Principate all the forces of the army, but 
fer 7.000 men of praetorian guard and urban cohorts, ,vere provincial, 
in the sense that they were ordinarily deplayed for the defence of pal."
ticular provinces; an p. 183 E.N.L. reconsiders this affirmation and gives 
c:,nothcr picture. It's also mistaken to support the idea that there were 
n:; reservas in the interior. Starting from the idea that the Principate 
had no campaign army, the author surveys the troops from around the 
Emperor. But I think at the beginning of the 3rd century AD. thc number 
of soldiers wns about 25.000 not 7.000 as E.N.L. belicves (legio II Par
:riica; equites sir.gulares; praetorian guard: urban cohorts). The scheme 
illustrating Hie Galllianus' mobile army forccs is wrong E.N.L. did nJt 
grasp that this corps had a structure based an the vexillationes system 
(W. S0;:iston). What remained frorn this corps in the sacer comitatus of 
Diocletianus remains an enigma as E.N.L. does not want to reveal. W. 
Seston states that sacer comitatus was a more enlarged personal guard 
(see Historia, 4, 1955, p. 394~)- It would have been good to use H.D.M. 
Parker's revie,v on E. Nischer (see in JRS, 13, 1923, p. 155). Onc must 
not forg_et that since the issue of \V. Seston and D. van Berchcm's work 
over 30 years have passed. During this time, research was carried out 
on certain sections of the border of the Roman Empirc, research that 
partly confirrns the suppositions, partly infirms, but its results incline 
towarc.ls Nischer's hypotheses. 
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III. 8. Conclusion (p. 188-190). All discussion concerns the 4th cen
tury AD. 

In the EpiLogue the final considerations about the Iulio-Claudio pe
riod do not seem fit and they contradict to a certain extent, the affir
mo.tions on pages 49-50. There is a considerable difference between the 
old defensive system of the Republic and the system inaugurated by 
Augustus. One can not speak about the defensive system in depth even 
if it had beer. conceived and partly in use during the 3rd century A.D.; 
anly later, in the last years of Diocletianus' reign and especially under 
Constantinus I. (they have a proper defence in depth). 

I,close hcre my observations about E.N.L.'s work. As an independent 
book, which tackles such a complex subject, in spite of all errors im
perfections, l&.ck of bibliographic information, means a step forward, it 
is at least a stimulus ior the Roman historians to continue E.N.L.'s 
work by laying the foundation of a well documented historical study 
oble to salve the problems under discussion. Such an enterprise would 
have great implications in the military history of the classical Roman 
period. 
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