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PREFACE

T is a truism to state that the principles which governed
a great national conquest like that of Britain by the
Angles must have been the principles of warfare by sea and
land. And yet this conquest has never been studied from
the military standpoint, and so the important questions to
which such a study gives rise have never received definite
answers, if indeed they have ever been asked. Historians
seem hardly to have realized the enormous difficulties raised
by the current version of the history of the conquest of Britain
by the Angles. This book is written to show how much
better an explanation is given of that conquest, if it is assumed
that it could not have been, and was not, carried out regardless
of the principles of warfare.

One word in explanation of how the author arrived at the
views he is now putting forward. Men of science, much as
they owe to conjecture in the investigation and co-ordination
of facts, are careful to avoid the snare of constructing a theory
first, and then fitting the facts into it ; and the author desires
to put on record that such was not the course he pursued ;
but in each case it was the study of the hard facts that forced
the hypothesis upon him. And when a hypothesis had
been thus formed it was fairly used, at first tentatively, and
afterwards with increasing confidence, to co-ordinate other
facts; and eventually, having proved itself trustworthy, it
was used as a guide in the search for and testing of fresh
facts, not hitherto recognized as evidence. Such a use of
theory is perfectly legitimate, and, should the theories advanced
in this work be accepted as reasonable, they will doubtless
be used in a similar manner by other investigators in the
same field.

For the purposes of explanation and exposition, however,
vii



viii PREFACE

the process has to be reversed. The broad principles and
the theories founded on them must be stated first, to give
the reader a general idea of the scope of the work; and then
the outlines must be filled in and the evidence marshalled.

When this has been done it is hoped that the author’s
views will be held at least as worthy of consideration as the
patchwork of traditions, legends, and snatches of old war
songs that has hitherto passed current as the history of the
earlier stages of the conquest of Britain by the Angles.

A word also seems necessary as to the author’s use of the
name Angle or English. It is customary to call the inva-
ders of Britain ‘‘ Anglo-Saxons *’; but this purely conventional
name is very seldom used in this work, for it would tend to
obscure its chief object, which is to prove the predominance
of the Angles everywhere, and at all times, during the invasion.
The invaders of Britain are called, what they called them-
selves, Angles or English.

As a rule the invasion, and the invaders generally, are spoken
of as English; the names Angles, Saxons, Jutes, Frisians,
etc., being used when it is desired to particularize that nation
or those tribes.



INTRODUCTION

HE object of this book is to explain the Conquest of
Britain by the English. To give a complete history
of that conquest is far beyond its scope, but an attempt is
made to indicate the lines upon which the history of that
masterpiece of the conquests of the world may in time be
evolved. For this purpose the time under consideration
will be restricted to that mysterious period, from the battle
of Crayford, until the Ealdorman Cerdic assumed the rank
and title of King, namely from about 450 A.D. to 520 A.D.
It is quite evident that during this period of the invasion the
foundations of the mighty conquest were laid, and laid it
appears by a master hand.

It will be necessary in discussing the matter to allude to
the times before and after the period selected, but only inci-
dentally to the main object. It may be as well to begin by
stating the views adopted on the vexed question, whether
the landing at Thanet was the absolute beginning of the
English invasion ; or whether the English at that time already
held East Anglia, or parts of it. = The chief point of the argu-
ment of this work is, that the conquest of Britain by the
English was not carried out by a series of independent raids,
but that the expeditions hitherto supposed to be disconnected
were in reality all parts of one great scheme of invasion,
conceived and carried out in a masterly manner. The views of
those authorities who favour a previous conquest of East
Anglia, or part of it, are most acceptable, though not essential
to the theory advanced. That the English tried their *‘ pren-
tice hands "’ on conquest in East Anglia is very probable ; and
there, no doubt, realized the folly of mere blundering tactics,
bold and ruthless, but carried out without strategy. Such

measures would not conquer a nation organized as the Britons
ix



x INTRODUCTION

were after centuries of Roman government, and possessing a
system of fortress towns connected by roads. The con-
clusion must have been forced upon them that much
greater and more concentrated efforts would be necessary
if the whole island of Britain was to become theirs.

This, then, may be accepted as a working hypothesis from
which to start our investigations. We assume that in the
early part of the fifth century the English had an important
colony in East Anglia, and had some difficulty in maintaining
and defending it; and that for a long time extending it
must have seemed impossible, without risking the homes
they had already won.

Let us now glance at the Continent. Alaric had but recently
shown that the Roman Empire was not invincible. The
news that the Goths, by means of individual and tribal sub-
ordination to the will of one leader, had been able to enter
the Eternal City itself, must have soon permeated Europe
and reached the English in their Northern homes. There
is no reason to suppose that the English were wanting in
military training and knowledge, or that a proportion of them
had not, like other barbarians, taken service in the Roman
auxiliary forces, or even in the legions themselves. But
besides military training, the English, or Saxons as they were
always called by Roman writers, were famous even in those
days for their marvellous naval discipline. What Goths
had done could not Englishmen do better? The English
were less numerous, perhaps, than the Goths, but they were
the dominant power in the Northern seas, and an island home
was a prize worth winning. To the East the approach of
hordes of barbarians rendered their own homes insecure. To
the West lay the fair island of Britain. What greater incen-
tives to united action could be wanted by an enterprising
race ?

The English had had enough experience of landing on a
hostile shore to know that, although they had effected a
lodgment in East Anglia, exposed as that district was to their
attacks on all sides, and cut off from the rest of Britain by
the inland waters of the Fens; yet that a highly organized
Roman province such as Britain could not be conquered
without due preparation and united action amongst the
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tribes of the invaders. To land in a defenceless country and
make a raid and return with their booty, as the Danes did
afterwards, was one thing ; to land and secure a foothold in
a country organized for defence, and then to fight pitched
battles and besiege walled cities, was quite another thing.
But beyond all this, we may be sure, that when the English
set before themselves the conquest of Britain as a thing to
be done, they fully made up their minds that conquest and
colonization must go hand in hand. Such a feat had never
been attempted before, and has never been approached since
under conditions anything like these. The transportation
of armies, and the conduct of campaigns, had to proceed con-
currently with the transportation of women, children, goods,
and even cattle. Arrangements for feeding all had to be
made, at the same time that the districts were parcelled out
without friction amongst turbulent colonists in the face of
an active enemy. That such things as these were done, and
done so successfully that we hear of no serious reverse until
the battle of Mount Badon, more than seventy years after
the beginning of the invasion, and that we hear of no disagree-
ment amongst the invaders for more than one hundred years,
shows without any question that consummate generalship
and organization must have been exercised.

We do not ask that this view be accepted on a mere intro-
ductory statement. It will, however, form the main thesis
of this work; and it is hoped that at least enough will be
said to show its importance, and to lead others to give it
the consideration it so evidently deserves.

But if this view be correct we must go deeper. It is plain
that if these things are in any sense a true picture of what
took place, then there must have been a Leader, a Staff, and
a Standing Army. The leader Zlla is easily pointed out,
since for centuries the greatest Saxon Kings delighted to do
themselves honour by earning, if possible (or at any rate by
adopting) the title that he created, namely, that of Bretwalda.
As for the staff, the Teutonic tribal system, as described by
Tacitus and other writers, supplies the necessary organization
and a perfect school of leadership, and enables us to under-
stand how the great invasions of Alaric and other conquerors
must have been directed. The English, however, had for
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centuries one school of discipline and training that for the
most part was not available to, or at any rate was unused
by other Teutonic nations; a school, too, that would serve
to enlarge the ideas of its pupils and give them a grasp of
large questions of strategy, and teach them the necessity for
organization on a large scale. This school was the sea. As for
a standing army the word standing is not meant to imply
quite the same as a modern standing army, but simply a
large force constantly ready for action. Colonization in Britain
could not possibly have gone on without the protection of
some such force, and there are plenty of evidences of it, from
the battle of Aylesford to the times of Ceawlin.

That force had first to be collected, and during the process
of assembling and afterwards, must have yielded unquestion-
ing obedience to one great leader. How it came about that
in the natural course of stirring events this army was organized,
and repaid the implicit confidence that one great leader
inspired with unquestioning obedience to his commands, it
will be the main purpose of this work to explain.

Let us now review the commonly accepted version of the
English conquest of Britain. It has been made up for the
most part from vague accounts taken from meagre chronicles,
legends, and snatches of old war songs collected by ecclesi-
astics. These men lived some years after the events, and a
long way from the chief theatre of war; crediting them with
the best intentions, it is evident they were quite unqualified
for forming a correct judgment on the various stories that
reached their ears.

By such means were preserved, together with a mass of
fiction, such sterling facts as the landings at Thanet, Selsea,
Anderida, and near Southampton, and the great battles at
Aylesford and Crayford, and at other places of more or less
doubtful identity. That there were numerous sieges we can
have no doubt, though we hear nought but the mere echo of
the fall of Anderida. The muse of history is as silent about
the taking of London as about the destruction of Silchester.
In the treatment of this evidence historians seem to have
occupied themselves with straining at gnats in the exegesis
of writings admittedly untrustworthy, whilst swallowing
camels of improbabilities as viewed from the more practical
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standpoint of a soldier studying what must have been a
great military operation, namely, the absolute conquest and
almost total extermination of one nation by another. Based,
however, upon such sterling facts as those above mentioned,
but influenced by the fictions with which they have been
mingled, historians have hitherto acquiesced in giving a fairly
unanimous account of what must have taken place during
the earliest years of the invasion. It must be admitted that
in most instances historians have carefully guarded themselves
against being committed to any very definite theories or
statements, and have in fact reserved their individual judg-
ments until such time as more evidence shall appear. In
spite of such reservations, however, it has come about that
collectively a body of opinion has been formed, from the
‘“ base authority of others’ books,”” which, although it consists
for the most part of pure surmise and guesswork, yet by the
minds of many it has been assimilated without question, as
though it consisted solely of those hard facts which are the
staff of knowledge.

It is no light task to tackle the complex questions presented
by the invasion of Britain by the English, in the face of such
a formed body of opinion, and to endeavour to show that,
owing to the neglect of the fundamental principles that should
have guided them in the study of an invasion conducted in
such a masterly manner as to have resulted in the greatest
conquest the world has ever seen, historians have hitherto
signally failed to explain it; and that the leading features
have remained unrecognized, and the leading facts undis-
covered. The author approaches this task with great diffi-
dence and with but slender qualifications, but if military
principles are the true guides to conquest, there must be no
faltering, the lines laid down must be followed whithersoever
they may lead.

In following military principles, however, the aphorism so
ably expressed by Dr. Stubbs for the guidance of historical
students must ever be kept in view. It is, ““ that no theory
or principle works in isolation. The most logical conclusions
from the truest principle are practically false, unless in drawing
them allowance is made for the counter-working of other
principles equally true in theory, and equally dependent for
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practical truth on co-ordination with the first. No natural
law is by itself sufficient to account for all the phenomena
which on the most restricted view range themselves within
its sphere.” This wise dictum must ever be kept in view,
and within their proper spheres full weight must be given
to teachings of such sciences as those of ethnology and ety-
mology, political development, and all the various branches
of antiquarian research. For the present, however, it is the
students of these sciences that most need the above warning,
and the students of military science have nothing to fear if,
with all respect to the other sciences involved, they insist
that in the investigation of an invasion resulting in a conquest,
the science of war must be the dominant one and the rest
subordinate. If a great invasion like that of Britain by the
English was not carried out on military principles, how are
we to characterize the process on which it was conducted ?
Was it indeed the solitary exception to principle amongst all
great wars in the history of the world ? If so, we can only
describe it in terms conveying the negation of principle, such
as “ haphazard,” ‘‘ happy-go-lucky,” * chance work,” “ any-
how ” or on the principles (save the mark) of plunder and
blunder. If there are any that will not accept military prin-
ciples as their guide in the investigation of the process of a
conquest, under which of these colours do they propose to sail ?

To sum up the conclusions of historians and characterize
the orthodox version of the Conquest of Britain by the English
in as few words as possible: This great conquest is said to
have been effected by a fortuitous concourse of patriarchally-
conducted family parties. :

Although tactics may vary, the principles of strategy alter
not, they are the same now as in the times of Hannibal and
of Julius Caesar. The minor strategic features of a country
may be modified by bridges, roads, etc., and especially by
railroads and tunnels, but the main features must remain
the same. The site of the city of London, whether occupied
by a town or not, must have always been, as it is to-day, the
strategic centre of England. After London, then, the river
Thames must always have been the dominant strategic feature
of the country, as the fleet and army that held the course of
that river could, by means of a judicious use of it, choose its
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own time and place for fighting. Without saying a word
against the courage and energy of the English and their Saxon
brothers (for the Saxons were more than mere allies), it may
be confidently stated that if after the crushing victory of
Crayford they did not proceed to take London, and thence-
forward, as time and opportunity allowed, push up the course
of the Thames, then as soldiers, in the higher and professional
sense of the word, they were contemptible. Apart from
the paralysis that the capture of London would bring to the
defence of the British, we have to consider the abject folly
of invaders who would neglect to secure this noble port of
entry and place for their fleets to refit and equip.

As stated here, this may seem to be mere & priori reason-
ing, but it can be shown that these conclusions were not
arrived at thus, but were reached originally through the
study of plentiful and solid proofs that these things were so.

But independent of military principles, the national char-
acteristics of the English, as evinced in all other parts of the
invasion, show that they were specially prone to push up
inland waters and rivers, and to attack the main cities and
take them, although in most cases we know that they did not
afterwards use them. They took the cities, in fact, not so
much because they were robbers and wanted them, but because
they were soldiers, and knew that to conquer an enemy you
must not fail to strike at his vitals.

In the face of such evidence from the national characteristics,
how can we believe that the English failed to attack and take
London after the battle of Crayford, and then to fight up the
Thames Valley ? Was London, indeed, the only great town
that they neglected to attack ? and the Thames the only
navigable river that they failed to ascend ?

No writer seems to have treated the Conquest of Bntam
by the English as a military study, although Guest, in his
masterly account of the campaign of the Severn Valley in a
later stage of the conquest, came near to doing so, and hence
the deep interest with which he has invested that story. It
is small blame to this preliminary investigator that some of
his conclusions are doubtful. After the battle of Deorham
and the fall of Gloucester, Cirencester, and Bath, by which
successes Ceawlin probably earned in succession to Zlla the
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proud title of Bretwalda, the next objective was Uriconium ;
and the destruction of that city, and of Kyndylan the fair,
having been accomplished, Ceawlin, according to Guest,
made one bold effort to rival the exploits of ZAlla and com-
plete the conquest of the Britons by marching against Deva.
But after the victory of Fethanleag Ceawlin’s hopes were
dashed to the ground by the recklessness of his own sub-
ordinates, and having lost his brother, “ he wrathfull returned
to his own land.” This, or something like it, took place long
after the period to which this volume is restricted, but it is
alluded to because it illustrates a line of reasoning which
has been too much neglected, namely, that from evolution.
It is impossible to believe that the strategy and the organiza-
tion displayed in such campaigns as those of Deorham and
_ of the Severn Valley could have been suddenly evolved
amongst mere robbers and freebooters—it implies the pre-
existence of a military system and previous military training
and experience, and previous examples of a strategy that
does not neglect to attack an enemy’s strongholds and destroy
his base of operations. Whence came all this if the invaders
were mere independent and disconnected tribes of marauders ?
The same line of reasoning from evolution leads us to look
back from such great national works as Offa’s Dyke, that
hemmed in the Welsh from the estuary of the Dee to the
river Wye, and to ask when and where this great idea origi-
nated ? There must have been some recent tradition of a
successful boundary dyke to appeal to before men could have
been induced to undertake and complete such a work as
Offa’s Dyke ; and such dykes are to be found in the Thames
Valley, and elsewhere, marking the boundaries of the various
stages of the conquest.

And we must not allow the argument from evolution to be
weakened by the later degeneration; for the degeneration
of the English national life in the later stages has evidently
done more than anything else to hide the magnitude of the
united national efforts, by which the foundation of the con-
quest of Britain was laid during the first seventy years of the
invasion.

From the time that we first begin to have anything like a
connected history of the English, it must be admitted that
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we find them in separate and disconnected kingdoms, often
at war with one another, and sometimes even seeking the
aid of the Welsh in their internecine conflicts. There seems
little evidence, however, of any mere tribal animosity, apart
from territorial interests.

Whatever may have been the state of tribal organization
of the English before their advent to this country, and how-
ever great a part tribal organization may have played in the
distribution and conduct of the various invading expeditions,
we do not hear anywhere of inter-tribal jealousies, and in
fact all the supposed different tribes appear, from almost
the very first that we hear of them, to have called themselves
English. It seems as if the Jutes and Saxons were proud
to consider themselves branches (probably younger offshoots)
of the English race, and to have willingly submitted to the
directions of English leaders. We detect no instances of
tribal partisan influence, and we see the Bretwaldaship initiated
by Zlla, after some years going to Ceawlin of Wessex, thence
to Ethelbert of Kent, then to Raedwald of East Anglia, and
thence northwards, and so to Egbert, etc. All internecine
conflicts seem to have had merely a territorial character.
For more than one hundred years after the invasion began,
there is no record of any strife amongst the various tribes of
the invaders, except when Cerdic reasserted his authority
over the Jutes of the Isle of Wight. The fear of an active
enemy may do a great deal towards inducing independent
tribes of turbulent colonists to settle down peaceably together,
but this sense of fear alone would not account for the peaceful
manner in which the land was parcelled out amongst the various
expeditions. Colonization on such a large scale could not
have been conducted peacefully, without some pre-arranged
scheme or some great leader whose word was law to all. In
spite, however, of what has here been said about the unity
of the English race at the first onset, the fact must be admitted
that as soon as the stress of conquest was taken away by the
complete subjugation, in most parts annihilation, of the Welsh,
we do find the English in one district at war with the English
in another district, and almost all sense of national life, certainly
of national unity, seems to have passed away.

It is this state of degeneracy and national collapse in which
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we find the English when first they are revealed to us through
the agency, for the most part, of Christian writers in the
brightening dawn of national history, that more than anything
else has served to conceal, and at any rate to prevent our
realizing, in spite of the evidences which remain, the glorious
epoch that had so shortly preceded it, in which the earlier
national system, inspired by Woden, had attained its perfect
consummation. Henceforward, by reason of its own success
in thus winning an island home, this militant national system
broke into fragments and had to yield place to a more peaceful
territorial system to which Christianity came as a welcome
relief. Into this territorialized but still national system, in
the course of centuries, all that was best in the lower organism
of the earlier system was moulded by the tenacious genius of
the English people; and, under the tutelage of Norman
Feudalism it afterwards acquired the higher branches of law
and statecraft, and became the basis of constitutional progress
throughout the world.

The final rise of the pristine national system of the English
to its culmination seems to have been rapid. Like other
invaders of the Roman Empire, the English were welded into
unity by one great idea, conquest, and guided like them in
each case by one great leader; and in each case the decline
of the conquering Teuton state was as rapid as its rise, since,
though based upon a higher morality than the Roman, no
Teutonic system of government was as yet adapted to the
administration of the great states of the then civilized world.
The difference in the results of Gothic and English settlement
was, that whereas the Goths, although they permanently
modified for good the nations amongst whom they settled,
yet they became indistinguishably blended with them: the
English, on the other hand, remained uncontaminated in that
island home from which they had swept every vestige of
Roman government.

From these causes it has come about that after the
pristine national system at its highest development col-
lapsed, owing to the death of its leader Zlla, the first Bret-
walda, and from causes largely due to its very success in
war, the English, having already established their hold upon
an island, were able to evolve from the remains of their
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system, and to develop unhindered on a territorial basis, a
constitutional system that has survived to regenerate the
world.

The main point to be noticed is that the practical genius
of the English race rose to a great occasion, and that through
their system they were able to supply the discipline and
organization necessary for the concurrent conquest and coloni-
zation of a great country, but that the maintenance of this
state of perfect unity was almost as dependent with the
English on the life of Zlla as that of the Goths was dependent
on the life of an Alaric or a Theodoric.

So far we have only talked about the conquerors, but what
of the conquered ? Did the Britons, indeed, after four cen-
turies of Roman training, and with great walled cities and
a network of splendid roads and other advantages in their
favour, yield the fairest inheritance on earth without a struggle
worthy of that stubborn race?

If it be true that a great victory at Mount Badon, more
than seventy years after the commencement of the invasion,
gave the Britons rest for a generation, can we suppose
that they did not make even greater efforts in the earlier
stages of it ? doubtless without success, because Alla still
lived. The Welsh must perforce own to having been con-
quered, it becomes therefore of importance for them to know
whether the current version of history is true, and whether
they were indeed conquered by mere detached predatory
bands, landing here and there as chance or the prospect of
plunder directed them—and who, as they presumably had no
more cohesion than could be supplied by perfect promptitude
in obeying the call to arms, must have depended on unceasing
vigilance if they were to forestall the most ordinary efforts of
the Britons to crush them in detail. Such detached bands
(hampered too by the wives and families that they boldly
offered as hostages to fortune) must have presented countless
opportunities for attack to opponents with the least enter-
prise. What were the Britons with their Roman training,
and Roman officers to lead them, doing during the seventy
years preceding their victory at Mount Badon ? Did it take
all that time of slaughter and rapine to stir them into united
action? Did they indeed yield the valley of the Thames
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without a battle, and only make a stand in defence of some
less important inland district ?

Such are some of the military enigmas presented by the
current view of the history of this period, which cannot be
considered complimentary to the defence made by the Britons.
If, on the other hand, the current version of the history of
this period is in the main false, and if indeed it should be
proved that, instead of having been ousted by mere uncon-
nected and independent bands of robbers, the Britons had
to oppose the combined forces of a race trained by centuries
of warfare on land and sea, and taught by many hard experi-
ences, acting on a generous disposition, to recognize ability,
and to select the leader most fitted for the work before them ;
and above all actuated by one supreme idea, that now or
never they must secure a home for themselves or submit
to be mingled with the subject races of the Roman Empire
they so much detested ; if it was indeed to such a race, in
such a condition, and led by such a leader as the English
race has seldom failed to find in the hour of need, that they
succumbed, then the Welsh need not blush for their defeat.
At any rate the Welsh have only been conquered by a nation
that has never been conquered, save by a branch of their own
race, when by reason of their own staunchness, the Normans
were able to kill all the English leaders on the bloody field
of Senlac.

Welsh apologists have looked in the wrong direction in
seeking to account for their defeat, and they should welcome
the teachings of military science.

And this brings us to the great questions presented by
the oblivion that shrouds this stirring time, for unless any
theory put forward accounts for that oblivion a good deal
better than do those of the current version of the history of
that period, it must stand little chance of acceptance. It
is not only the oblivion of particular battles and campaigns,
and of particular events, such as the taking of London and
other towns, which is remarkable ; but the still more important
fact that these great events have been ignored by historians
living in times when copious traditions of them must have
still lingered in the recollections of the people, must receive
adequate treatment.
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The line adopted in this volume can only be roughly indi-
cated here. As regards particular events, such as the taking
of London (which according to this view formed the first
great event of the conquest after the battle of Crayford),
compare it with the taking of Silchester, a town of almost
equal importance. Of Silchester it may almost be said that
nothing is known of it except theruins. If, then, the taking
of London occurred more than thirty years earlier, surely
the oblivion of that great event is fully accounted for, by
supposing that London fell in the same way as Silchester,
and long before it. Had the Britons hung on for long in a
beleaguered London, it is impossible to believe that no Welsh
traditions of that lingering occupation of their chief city
would have survived.

But with regard to the main question of oblivion, we un-
doubtedly owe our false views to the writings of would-be
Welsh apologists. The writers who could pass by the glorious
struggle of Ambrosius with scarcely a notice, and could sur-
round with a halo of glory, and with mazes of sentiment and
falsehood, a very ordinary chieftain—who, if indeed he won
one great battle, appears not to have used his victory to
reconquer a single township from the invaders—show to what
an extent they were capable of distorting history. When
we consider that, not so very long ago, the Welsh legends
that Arthur conquered Scandinavia, Acquitaine, and Gaul,
and held his court at Paris, were accepted without question
as history, we can gauge to some extent the incubus of false-
hood with which history has been overlaid. False views of
the history of this great invasion will mainly be traced to
Geoffrey of Monmouth, seconded doubtless in his efforts to
distort history by Norman scribes, glad of something to put
forward in lieu of accepting English traditions of a conquest
far greater than that of their own nation.

One special line of evidence that is used in this work demands
notice here, i.e., that to be derived from place-names, and
some slight indulgence is asked for if a few errors are fallen into
by one who is no etymologist. The place-names referred to are
of course those that were given during the earliest stage of the
invasion, or in some few cases names that appear to embody

traditions of that invasion, though expressed in later idioms.
4
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With regard to the names that were undoubtedly given
during the invasion itself, one great principle will be relied
on. Though stated here as @ priori reasoning, this prin-
ciple, like the adoption of military principles, as a guide to
the conquest, was not arrived at by d priors methods, but
was deduced in the first instances from the actual observation
of places bearing typical names. This principle is, that
place-names given during the progress of a great invasion,
upon which the whole energies of a nation were engaged for
upwards of 150 years, must in numerous instances have some
connexion with, or at least bear some relation to, that invasion.
It is believed that this principle extended in a greater or
less degree to the latest stages of the conquest; but one of
the reasons for restricting the period with which this work
deals to the first stage (roughly speaking, to the first seventy
years) of the invasion, is that it is evident that in that period
we must find the principles we rely on working in their greatest
simplicity and greatest purity, and less complicated and less
involved with other considerations than they afterwards
became. If the main theory here worked out is true, and
military principles may be relied on as the chief guide, then
it is evident that round London, in the Thames Valley and
in the boundaries of the region acquired during the first and
completest stage of the conquest, and whilst the English
national system, under the leadership of Alla, was still at
the highest level of its attainment, we shall find the evidences
of that death-struggle of nations in their greatest perfection
and purity.

A large part of the first chapter has been devoted to
place-names explaining the military signification that must
have attached to some of them at the time that they were
first given, but one class of them deserves special notice.
The most important of the name terminations is that of
tun, or, as it is now spelt fom. Etymologists tell us
that in its primary signification it meant an ‘‘ enclosure.”
The question naturally arises whether enclosures of such
importance as to have fixed everlasting place-names on the
face of the country, and enclosures, too, that were for the
most part made when the whole attention of the nation was
fixed on military operations, were enclosures to keep out cattle
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and pigs and casual pilferers, or enclosurés to keep out armed
men ? It must ever be borne in mind that every pristine
tun small or great, connotes the existence at its birth of a
small organized community under its fungerefa, which -was
the lowest unit of national or tribal organization.’

That ¢fun in later times when the charters were written
and the Scriptures translated, acquired, or possibly only
resumed, the more peaceful signification of an enclosure for
agricultural purposes, or became a term for legal conveyanc-
ing, does not admit of a doubt; but it will be shown that,
in their origin, English ¢uns were invariably founded in the
face of the enemy, and whilst the English were in an actively
militant state. This conclusion, if correct, involves the
original occupation of each fun by a community organized
and prepared for its defence. Even more quickly than the
discipline and military organization of the English and their
allies degenerated into a comparatively peaceful territorial
system, did the military foundation of each individual
tun in its turn degenerate into an agricultural com-
munity.

It will be seen, therefore, that the question of the original
military nature of the eponymous un does not seem likely
to affect the question of the nature of the ancient English
village community ; for as soon as ever danger of the enemy
had passed away, the ancient English village customs would
naturally assert themselves, and the military character of
the fun would be forgotten. . Other place-names besides
tun seem to have had a military origin, or at any rate to
have been used consistently for the time being to define
objects relating to warfare; of these burh, stoke and stead,
will be shown to be the most important.

It remains to point out that some of the difficulties in
understanding the English conquest have arisen in conse-
quence of the later Danish invasions. In the first place it
is often hard to distinguish traces of those invasions from
traces of the earlier English; and in the second place, the
ease with which the Danes were able to raid the country has
given rise to false ideas of what could have happened when
the English first landed ; as it is naturally taken for granted
that they could have done the same as the Danes did afterwards.
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To summarize the arguments :

Our English forefathers settled on the shores of the Baltic
and there developed and brought to perfection under kings
a national system based apparently on the tribal system
described by Tacitus. This system of tribal organization
was a school calculated to produce leaders capable of directing
small expeditions, and when great occasions demanded would
be singularly likely to produce leaders equal to those occa-
sions, more especially as the English enjoyed the advantage
of naval training and discipline, and by means of their fleet
they held the hegemony of the Baltic. Stirred by such events
as the taking of Rome by Alaric, the English would be encour-
aged to consider whether the conquest of Britain could not
be achieved, and would take means to bring it about. They
had had enough experience of landings on a hostile shore to
be fully aware of the requirements of a conquest, as distinct
from a mere raid; and the decision that colonization must
go hand in hand w1th conquest added largely to the necessity
for united action.

The nature and sequence of events, as far as we know of
them, even from documentary evidence, show strong indica-
tions of method and design in the earlier perlod of the invasion.
The knowledge we possess of there having been a central
leader called a Bretwalda, who must have earned that title
as heretoga during the earliest period of the conquest, is
absolute proof of a certain degree of unity of action; and
there is no qualifying evidence to limit the extent and degree
of that co-operation in the initial stages of the invasion.
The rise of the Bretwaldaship, and the singular manner in
which the title lingered on for centuries, is fully accounted
for by such a theory of the invasion. If Zlla the first Bret-
walda was worthy of the choice of a great nation as its leader,
he must have made the taking of London, and a campaign
up the Thames Valley, the leading features of the invasion.
What we know of other campaigns during that period all fits
into this supposition. Not only do military principles point
to such a line of action, but it is singularly in keeping with
the characteristics of the English as we know them later on.
The evidence of place-names and of antiquarian discoveries
favours the theory of the campaign up the Thames Valley,
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if it does not indeed give absolute proof of such a campaign
having taken place.

The sudden adoption of a rough and ready system of per-
manent territorial settlement, which was to a great extent
the cause, and partly the natural consequence of the complete
success of the invasion, fully accounts for the disintegration
of the pristine national system, and for the later degeneration
of the English as a united nation. But in spite of this degenera-
tion, we cannot help recognizing that the splendid military
achievements of Ceawlin and others, at a later time, imply
a discipline, training, and knowledge of military organization
and strategy, that could not have developed spontaneously
amongst a mere collection of freebooters ; it must have had
glorious precedents.

The oblivion in which the great events of the first period
of the invasion are shrouded is best accounted for, as that
of the destruction of Silchester is accounted for, namely, by
the complete success and absolute ruthlessness of a wunited
nation of illiterate warriors. The ignorance of these great
events displayed by chroniclers is due largely to the fact of
the first writings having been produced by ecclesiastics ignorant
of military matters, and by Welsh apologists, who strove to
cover the defeat of their nation by inventing extravagant
legends concerning an imaginary Welsh King, and other
distortions of history.

And lastly, jealousy of a conquest greater than their own
led the Normans to destroy all records of the conquest of
Britain by the English, and to encourage any version of
history that tended to throw it into oblivion.
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CHAPTER 1
AN EPITOME OF THE EVIDENCE

VERY historian who has dealt with the English conquest

of Britain has lamented the fact that with regard to the

first and most important period of it we practically know

nothing ; and that in spite of the surpassing interest and funda-

mental importance of this epoch its history is still buried in
oblivion.

What hope remains that the great deeds of this dark period
will ever be revealed ? As it was, without doubt, a period of
warfare, it is evident that the principles of warfare must be
our chief guides in any attempt to unravel its history. But
principles without facts are like Faith without works. Where,
therefore, are we to expect to find sterling facts upon which
to base, and by means of which to elucidate our principles ?

If our principles are sound they are sure to direct us to many
fresh sources of information, and to suggest fresh lines of inves-
tigation ; but no more important class of evidence is likely to
be discovered than that afforded by the place-names of the
country, and the ancient districts and boundaries.

As ice-borne granite boulders scattered over a country prove
conclusively, that, where there are now fields of waving corn
and verdant pasture, there was once the clash and grinding in
an Arctic sea, of icebergs that distributed their burdens of cliff-
torn fragments from other lands; so do the names given to
places in this land, and the very boundaries of counties, and
hundreds, still to a great extent remain, as relics more per-
manent than stone, to show whence the rocks of nationality
were hewn, and the course by which the seas of conquest
swept over the land.

On such sterling evidence as that of the place-names, that
were admittedly given during a period of strenuous warfare,
the theory of the Conquest here given is largely based. Those
place-names were the bold characters in which our illiterate
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forefathers wrote their history upon the face of the country,
and they were burnt into the memory of the nation by the
fires of war. In deciphering these the guidance of other
workers in the same field has been followed as far as possible.
Beyond, there are certain well known place-name-endings.
These when considered in relation to the events during which,
and by which, they certainly originated, must then have had
definite significations—though being only temporary and
technical in character, they were lost when the necessity for
those meanings passed away. Terms which afterwards became
useful to farmers, or to lawyers drafting charters, to describe
homesteads, manors and enclosures for keeping out cattle,
swine, and pilferers may have had sterner meanings when
given, as they were given, during a state of strenuous warfare,
and when the incursions to be warded off were those of armed
men.

Although the evidence of place-names is extensively used
in tracing out the actual course of the conquest, it must not
be supposed that we are solely dependent upon such evidence.
These names do undoubtedly show, when the varous types
are co-ordinated by military science, that they have a very
consistent story to tell.

And it will be shown, too, that the documentary evidence,
meagre as it is, when rightly construed, tells the same story.

Now, if this can be proved, then—since the military signifi-
cance of certain types of place-names was the clue that led
to this discovery—the coincidence in meaning between our
written and unwritten evidence, can hardly fail to carry con-
viction of its truth to the unbiassed reader.

This chapter is only a very short epitome of the evidence
relied on. It is made out from some thirteen chapters that
will be published as a supplement, if this version of the Con-
quest of Britain by the Angles finds favour with those best
qualified to judge it. They consist of two chapters on Military
Questions, three chapters on Place-names and their Distribu-
tion, one chapter each on the Dykes, the Danes, the Bretwalda,
and the Epic Poem Beowulf, and three chapters on the
Continental Homes and the Pre-conquest History of the In-
vaders. Lastly, in the Epilogue the question is raised (and
answered affirmatively), as to whether the principles of war-
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fare displayed in the earliest stages of the invasion prevailed
in the later ones.

If we further summarize this epitome of evidence we find
that it can be reduced to two points which are indispensable
to our argument.

1. That the Angles were an organized people or nation in

their home-country before they set out to invade
Britain. This point may be conveniently styled the
Pre-conquest Nationhood of the Angles.

II. That the Angles made the fullest use of their national
organization in the processof the invasion and con-
current settlement of Britain, and that all the other
invaders came as contingents under Angle leadership.

It is evident that military and naval operations on a large
scale, extending continuously through long periods of time, and
over large regions in Britain, could not have taken place unless
there was a highly organized nation on and around the northern
shores of the Continent capable of maintaining a continuous
policy of relentless warfare, and of providing the sinews of
war to, comparatively speaking, large armies across the sea.

There can be no paltering with this question. Unless there
was indeed such a nation, highly organized under a more or
less centralized form of government, the military theory of the
conquest as developed in this book must fall to the ground.

The evidence for the pre-conquest nationhood of the Angles to
be derived from Teutonic sources, such as traditions, genealogies,
poems, such as Beowulf, etc. must be passed over here with-
out a word, and only the evidence of the great historian Tacitus
can be taken, and even that can only be just alluded to.

The historian Tacitus is claimed as a witness to the fact
that in his time there was a great and united nation holding
the hegemony of the Baltic, and themselves under the strictest
form of monarchical government. Of this great nation
Tacitus evidently had only a vague knowledge, and he cautiously
speaks of it as the ‘‘ communities of the Suiones,” without
venturing to specify them, as he does in the case of the com-
munities of the Lygii and others nearer to the Roman Empire.
It is contended that this nation could have been none other
than the Angles under the rule of the Scyldings—ancestors
of Woden. As Englishmen at this day call themselves Britons
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because they live in Britain, so then they were called by the
name, Latinized by Tacitus into Suiones, because they lived
in Sweden, as well as in the islands of the Baltic. At anyrate,
a nation with a monarchy that had “ no precarious conditions
of allegiance, and that had a fleet and great possessions,”
was not a nation that would be likely to disappear when the
great moving of the nations began; on the contrary,it was
far more likely that other tribes and nations would seek its
help and guidance. Where, then, was this great and highly
organized nation (then on the Baltic) at the time of the inva-
sion of Britain, if indeed we are not to recognize in it the
invaders and conquerors of Britain themselves ? There are
many striking items of evidence in Tacitus’ brief account of
the communities of the Suiones that are confirmatory of the
fact that the Suiones, or at any rate the leading com-
munity of them, were none other than the Angles; and it
may be added that this conclusion is not affected, otherwise
than favourably, by the fact that Tacitus does mention the
name of the Angli elsewhere.

There is, however, one statement of Tacitus sufficiently
remarkable to deserve special mention, although it must
be made without comment on the many questions to which
itgivesrise. Tacitus tells us that the Suiones handed over their
arms to a weapon-taker who was an official of the king’s.

Now it is well known that one of the institutions of the
Angles who peopled the north of England was the “ Wapen-
take” ; and that has been universally admitted to have
had something to do with the taking of weapons; and we
should of course naturally conclude that the jealous warriors
of those days would not condescend to hand over their arms
to the custody of a weapon-taker who was not a royal official.
Here, then, we seem to have the identically same institution
as that mentioned by Tacitus ; or could it indeed have been
only that the nations of the north had an * innate propension *’
(to use an expression of Bishop Stubbs) for handing over
their weapons to weapon-takers. Tacitus seems to have formed
the conclusion that the handing over of weapons to the
servant of a king was a sign of servility, and that it was an
act that was derogatory to a free people. But surely it is not
presumptuous to assume that the mind of that great historian
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had been warped on the subject of monarchs by his know-
ledge and experience of Roman kings and emperors, and we who
have flourished for centuries under the glorious constitutional
monarchy of the English race may be permitted to put quite
a different construction upon the facts that he has recorded.

And now for the second point—namely the use made of
their national organization by the Angles in the process of
the invasion and concurrent settlement of Britain.

Again the subject is far too large to be dealt with adequately
in this chapter. All that has to do with the construction,
the fitting, the navigation, the repairing and victualling of
fleets ; the establishment of ports of departure and of entry,
the collection, the arming, the organization, the discipline,
and the feeding of armed forces (we can hardly as yet speak
of them as armies) ; the collection of emigrants, old men, and
women and children, household goods and even cattle at
emigration dépots, and their transportation and temporary
provision on landing; all such matters, and a great many
more besides, must here be passed over without a word;
though the story itself will answer many of the questions
here raised. The only argument that is ventured here is
that such matters must have demanded some sort of organiza-
tion, and it is for others to say what that organization was if
it was not based on the national system of the Angles.

Then there are the objective results of the invasion that,
as it were, stare us in the face directly we consider anything
English or the land of England itself.

These results may be divided into

(1) Constitutional and (2) Military.

Again we must dismiss Constitutional matters with the
remark we cannot bring ourselves to believe that the uni-
formity of the system established from the Thames to the
Tweed can be accounted for by an “ innate propension ”’ on
the part of the heterogeneous invaders, but rather that it
helps to prove that they merely re-established a system
under which the Angles had lived for centuries.

Let us now go on to Military matters. These are explained
largely by a theory of place-names derived from a study of
each sort of place-name on the spot.

We have not been content to accept the teaching of
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etymologists regardless of other considerations, but have been
mindful of the aphorism of Bishop Stubbs, that no theory or
principle works in isolation ; and the most logical conclusion
from the truest principles (of etymology) are practically false,
unless in drawing them allowance is made for the counter-
working of other principles equally true in theory, and equally
dependent for practical truth on co-ordination with them.

We have to bear in mind constantly that the place-names
we are considering were unquestionably given during a period
of strenuous warfare, and must have had some relation to
that warfare, and to accept the verdicts of etymology regard-
less of military considerations is at least likely to lead to error.

By means of visits to the various localities, and studying
typical place-names with their still remaining characteristics
on the spot, and in relation to the neighbouring strategic
features, we believe we are enabled to decipher what the late
Professor Maitland called the “ Great Palimpsest of the Map of
England.” After the writings of later ages have been erased
from it, we come to the bold characters in which our illiterate
forefathers wrote their history on the face of the country.

The most important of these bold characters appear in
place-names as tuns or tons, burhs, steads, stokes, hams and
wicks, and their combinations, ham-tons, ham-steads, wick-
hams and stock-tons.

The tun was undoubtedly some form of enclosure, and the
lawyers in later times in drafting the charters seem to have
used it as an agricultural enclosure. In Scotland they still
speak of a farm as a tun. Also in an early version of the
Scriptures we find “ ich bohte eine tune,” “for I have bought
a piece of ground.” ,

Thus far we may accept the teaching of etymology, but
it remains to be considered whether place-names that have
been burned into the memories of the people by the fires of
war were likely to have originally signified enclosures for
keeping out cattle and swine, or enclosures for keeping out
armed men ? On the whole it seems probable that the typical
tun of the Conquest was a small enclosure surrounded by a
moat. At any rate, tuns are almost always to be found on
low ground, or if on high ground, then always where there
is enough surface water to fill a ditch.
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But the actual form of a tun is a secondary consideration,
the primary and undoubted fact about the pristine tun was
that it connoted the simplest form of organization of the
Angles, and every tun had, at its inception, an organized garri-
son under a tungerefa. As the tide of war rolled away we
may be sure that each tun quickly lost its organization for
defence and its military significance, and its garrison was
rewarded by gaining the land they had guarded, and soon
lapsed into a mere agricultural community.

Later on we find this pristine unit of Angle organization
universally adopted as the basis of civil administration in
the townships of England, or later still the parish, which
according to Bishop Stubbs is merely the township ecclesias-
tically regarded, in most places takes the place of the earlier
tunscipes or townships. It is quite evident that the idea
of the tun with its tungerefa and tunscipe was ingrained in
the habits and customs of the Angles before they ever left
the Continent. _

The second feature of the tuns that is of primary significance
is their distribution, and we always find tuns in districts that
at the time of the foundation of the tuns must have been
threatened by the enemy, and in positions that it was important
to defend.

With the exception of the few tuns noted in the story and
on the map, East Berkshire is a tunless district, and the same
may be said of South Bucks. In the same way the valley of
the Loddon is tunless, and for eight miles from Reading the
Kennet is the same, and then we find several tuns.

Then in North London we find nothing but tuns and burhs,
and in South London nothing but hams, with exceptions
duly pointed out. And beyond the hams of South London
a remarkable line of tuns, and beyond that line of tuns a
line of steads on the Surrey Hills.

Any theory of the Conquest that does not explain the
distribution of place-names must be a worthless one.

The burhs were also organized settlements, the place of
the tungerefa and tunscipe being taken by a chieftain and
his followers and the land they held around the burh.

Burhs therefore shared the military character of the tuns,
but they are not so significant as they are less numerous,
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and besides the strongholds of the enemy were also called
“ burhs ” in many instances.

Then there are the steads. Steads are always, almost
without exception, to be found on high ground. Hampstead
is a typical stead, and there is the remarkable line of steads
on the Surrey Hills already alluded to. Berkhampstead,
now atown in a valley, may seem to be an exception, but the
original name-giving place was undoubtedly Berkhampstead
Place, on the top of a high hill.

It seems doubtful whether there is anything in the teaching
of etymology to lead us to expect to find steads always on
high ground.

The most instructive name of all, and the one that helps us
most in tracing the actual course of the Conquest, is the stoke.

It may be said that the singular characteristic of the stokes
is their singularity. No two stokes are to be found together,
in fact seldom within ten miles of one another. This statement
is not traversed by the fact that we find a North Stoke and
a South Stoke near Moulsford, and again near Arundel.
There was doubtless at first only one Stoke, and a village
near it being called, say, North Stoke, another village not
far off got called South Stoke to distinguish it.

Each stoke was at first simply ‘“ the stoke ” of its district,
and i. is only later ages that have for convenience distin-
guished them by such additional names as Bishopstoke,
Basingstoke, and Stoke d’Abernon, etc.

It is quite evident from their positions, and their singu-
larity or solitude, that the stokes were stockaded camps
where supplies, and arms, and munitions of war were collected
for a campaign, for the purpose of seizing and occupying
permanently a fresh bit of country ; a campaign in fact that
was something more than a mere marauding expedition.
Thus in Bishopstoke and Itchen Stoke we see the invaders
converging upon Winchester ; and in Basingstoke we see
Cerdic preparing to take Silchester.

The hams were merely homes, in which old men, women
and children, and mere artizans settled, and hams were never
placed in positions that were exposed to attacks by the enemy.

As we get up country it is of course difficult to disentangle
the various stages of the invasion, and we find hams of a
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later stage in positions that in an earlier stage would have
been exposed to the enemy, and it is only round London that
we find the principles laid down in their greatest purity.
It is for this reason that only the hams of the very first stage,
namely those round London, are shown in the map.

The wicks were merely British villages occupied by the
invaders, and for all intents and purposes may be reckoned
as hams. In fact in very many instances we find them called
wick-hams. The ham-tons and ham-steads are for good reasons
believed to have been larger forms of tuns and steads used as
hams—and the stoke-tuns larger forms of tuns used as
stokes.

To carry on Professor Maitland'’s brilliant metaphor, the fact
that more than any other gives clearness and coherence to what
otherwise might be the confused readings of the great palimpsest
of the map of England, is that the divisions of the chapters
are clearly marked in many important instances. We allude,
thus metaphorically, to the dykes. The dykes are claimed
with confidence as marking the various stages of the Conquest.

Beginning with the dykes in East Anglia, we next find
the Grims Dyke near Bushey, the War Dyke near Chichester,
the fifteen miles of Grims Ditches on the Chiltern Hills, the
great Grim’s Dyke from Henley to near Walingford, the
Bockerley Dyke with a Grim’s Dyke opposite to it, near Salis-
bury and south of it. (We may add by way of parenthesis
that the Bockerley Dyke seems to have been the only dyke
made by the Britons in their own defence.) Then we come
to the great Wan’s Dyke or Woden’s Dyke, to be seen in its
greatest perfection north of Devizes. Then there are traces
of dykes in the Midlands, ending with Offa’s Dyke and Watt’s
Dyke on the borders of Wales. Those dykes were, in a sense,
treaties written by illiterate nations on the face of the country,
and could only have been instituted (except in the case of
the Bockerley Dyke) by a conquering race that wished to
settle peaceably in the open country in the neighbourhood
of a defeated enemy. For the time being they each created
a modus vivends very -much in favour of conquerors who abso-
lutely declined to have any dealings with the conquered.

This theory of place-names, and of the dykes, implies a sys-
tem of conquest such as could not possibly have been carried



10 THE STORMING OF LONDON

out by a fortuitous concourse of patriarchally conducted
family parties, but imperatively demands some such organi-
zation and united efforts as only a great nation could
supply.

In conclusion, the epilogue is devoted to the consideration
of the question whether the system of invasion and settlement
that characterized the first stages of the conquest prevailed
to the end of it, and the answer is very decidedly in the affirma-
tive. Possibly some approximation to the idea of isolated
war-bands may be found in the settlements of the Dorsaetas,
Wilsaetas and Sumorsaetas, and in Devon. Here the Britons
having been cut off from the north and being quite incapable
of united resistance, small parties of settlers might seize valleys
with hardly any further precaution than the creation of a
stoke, and so we find many valleys with a Stoke in them.

It goes without saying that we have not attempted in the
epilogue to deal with the vast subject of the conquest and
colonization of the whole of Britain. The method adopted
has been to select one typical instance of a district where the
strategic features having been favourable to the defenders,
the Welsh were there able to resist the disciples of Woden
until they had become converted to Christianity. We are
thus enabled to realize the extraordinary difference there was
between a conquest by the heathen English and a conquest by
the Christian English.

That phenomenal district the hundred of Maelor, known
to Welshmen as *“ Maelor Saesneg,” has been chosen. The hun-
dred of Maelor juts out nine miles from the river Dee into the
richest pastures of England, and at its eastern salient the parish
of Iscoyd is the furthest district to the east that still retains
its ancient Welsh name and still remains part of Cambria.

But strategic features, however favourable, are useless with-
out leaders capable of inspiring and directing an organized
system of defence.

These leaders, in the case of the hundred of Maelor, are
easily found, as within its borders and on the bank of the
river Dee is the site of the ancient Welsh monastery of Bangor,
and it can be shown that it was the monks of Bangor who
led the Welsh in the defence of this district ; the result being
that the eastern boundary of the parish of Iscoyd was the
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place where the Christian Welsh first permanently resisted
the heathen English.

The warlike operations that eventually reduced Maelor
Saesneg to submission, and that pushed the English boundary
westwards to Offa’s Dyke, are still distinctly traceable in the
neighbourhood, but the conquerors had in the meantime
become Christian, and so spared the Welsh and their place-
names in Maelor. The English ones that mark the course of
conquest and settlement show that their system of invasion
and settlement otherwise remained the same.

The way in which Zthelfrith took Chester, and the part
played by the monks of Bangor in attempting to relieve it,
become perfectly clear when studied by the light of military
principles. The reader can work out the problem for himself if
he first learns to distinguish a conquest by the heathen English
from the later conquests by the Christian English; then he
must realize that Athelfrith would not have attempted the
reduction of such a fortress-town without first blocking the
mouth of the Dee by a fleet, the same fleet probably that
enabled Edwin a few years later to conquer the islands of
Anglesey and Man.

Then the reader must learn that close by Flint there was
once an Englefield, which evidently played the same part
in the reduction of Chester as the Englefield near Reading
did in the reduction of Silchester, if the military theory of
the conquest be correct. The action taken by the monks
of Bangor now becomes perfectly clear, and the reason why
ZAthelfrith slew them all. But these few brief hints are not
written to explain this important operation of war by which
Cambria was separated from Cumbria, they are merely intended
to interest the reader, and to show how military principles
do invariably suggest a rational explanation that is in accor-
dance with the results of the conquest and with the vestiges
of it that remain on the face of the country. The immediate
object of these remarks is to show that military principles
seem to be as explanatory in the latest stages of the conquest
as they are in the earliest.

In the following pages is written the story of the conquest
and colonization of Britain as produced by breathing the
spirit of military principles on to the dry bones of the evidences
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that remain on thevales and hills of England and more especially
beside the waters of the Thames.

It is incumbent on those who are not satisfied with the general
reasonableness of this story to produce a better, or take their
place in that last refuge of scientific ineptitude, Agnosticism.

In the science of chemistry the use of conjecture is fashion-
able, and therefore it is rightly recognized as scientific ; in the
science of historical research conjecture is still tabooed. And
yet in estimating what the course of human affairs in a particu-
lar period must have been to bring about the results as we
find them, we need no such wild guessing as much of that
which in chemistry has resulted in the triumph of the atomic
theory. We know, generally speaking the principles that
govern human actions under a given set of circumstances,
it is therefore pusillanimous not to apply them conjecturally
to historical research. More especially is this the case when
the period under consideration, having been one of unmitiga-
ted warfare, we are able to turn with confidence to the guidance
of military principles.

And yet there is an axiom in what we may call the science
of humanity that excels all others in importance and in
truth. And it is this. That where we find great results in
human affairs bringing to wild confusion peace, and, as in
the case under consideration, establishing, though only in
scattered homesteads, a constitutional system, little more
perhaps than in embryo, but permanent and capable of in-
finite development ; then we may be assured that such things
do not come by chance No, they display the handiwork,
the character, the life history of one of the great ones of the
earth. Search with reverence, and you will find such a man
and a leader of men.

To those critics whose superior knowledge of documentary
evidence leads them to think that too much has been made
in this book of an obscure South Saxon chieftain, the author
would point out that in forming this estimate of character
he is in royal company, since the kings Ceawlin, Ethelbert,
Redwald, Edwine, Oswald, Oswy and Egbert all thought
that the highest honour an English king could attain to was
to be compared to Zlla the first Bretwalda.



CHAPTER 1II
THE ORGANIZATION OF THE INVADERS OF BRITAIN

EFORE proceeding with the story, it is necessary to
devote this and the following chapter to the more
elaborate explanation of certain points that are more especi-
ally likely to raise difficulties in minds imbued with the
current version of the Conquest of Britain by the Angles.

Since it is commonly taken for granted that the invaders
were not organized at all, and as the military theory of the
invasion demands very complete organization, it is evidently
necessary that the subject of the organization of the invaders
should receive special consideration.

Although we are not here concerned with the origin and
history of words, but with the practical use of certain terms
for settlements at the time of the invasion of Britain, yet
the use of the word tun by the English at that time is so
important and so characteristic that some suggestions as to
its origin will not be out of place.

Mr. Isaac Taylor writes:?

“ The suffix fon constitutes a sort of test-word by which
we are enabled to discriminate the Anglo-Saxon settlements.
It is the most common termination of English local names ;
and although it is a true Teutonic word, yet there is scarcely
a single instance of its occurrence throughout the whole of
Germany. In the little Anglo-Saxon colony on the French
coast it is as common as it is in England, and it is not unfre-
quent in Sweden, a fact that may lead to the establishment
of a connexion, hitherto unsuspected, between the Anglo-
Saxon colonists of England and the tribes which peopled
eastern Scandinavia.”

In a foot-note it is added : “ We have, however, Altona
near Hamburg, and Ost and West-ténne in Westphalia.”

Now the reflections suggested by this statement when taken

! Words and Places, by Rev. Isaac Taylor, p. 76.
13
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in connexion with the military theory of the Conquest of
Britain by the English, harmonize the conclusions with regard
to tuns that are to be drawn from military principles with
the strictest teaching of etymologists; they also corroborate
the important statement of Bede that the English left their
continental home a desert, and they confirm the conclusion
that the invasion as a whole was directed and controlled
entirely by the Angles.

It may be added incidentally that the extraordinary dis-
tribution of Saxon place-names in Europe pointed out by
Mr. Isaac Taylor seems also to be explained by the suggestions
to be made in this chapter.

In tracing the footsteps of the Angles there are no more
certain vestiges than the places-names ending with fun.
We have to account for the existence of “ #uns” in many
districts of the continent where we should not expect to
find them, and also for the disappearance of * funs’ from
the countries where we should most expect to find them. If,
besides this, we can bring the theory as to the military use of
“tuns’’ during the invasion into harmony with the teaching
of etymologists, so much the better.

The suggestion here put forward is that the word “ fun,”
though possibly known to other Teutonic tribes, was in the
main a word used only by the Angles, or at any rate was a
word in very common use by them, which referred to an institu-
tion peculiar to their national system. Also that in the Conti-
nental stage of their existence, the word ““#us#*’’ may have meant
what etymology teaches, namely, a holding or enclosure of an
agricultural nature. Butif the word *‘ tun *’ in these primitive
times had anything of a military character, it was only because
their stern tribal discipline imparted that character to all
organized settlements of the Angles, such as “ funs ’ with their
““ tumgerefas’’ and ‘“ tunscipes ”’ undoubtedly were ; yet in its
primary sense it may be admitted that a “tun”’ may have had
reference specially to agriculture.

In arranging terms with the Jutes, Saxons and others by
which they should agree to join under the leadership and con-
trol of the Anglesin.the conquest of Britain, the agreement in
those illiterate days would have to be of a very simple char-
acter. Taking the fact of there having been such an under-
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standing as granted, it would of course be only a verbal
one, expressed in the simplest every-day language of the
English. One of the first conditions of this mutual under-
standing would be, that any ‘tun ”’ that a tribal party won
in war it should keep ever after. There would very likely
be other conditions we need not enter into here. The main
point is, that in coming to an agreement as to the appor-
tionment of the country to be yet won, the common English
term for their settlements at that time would certainly be
the one used, and as the invasion was directed solely by the
English, the term “ fun ”’ would be used ever afterwards in every
district. This accounts for the universal use of the term
“tun” in the Jute, Saxon and Angle districts of England.

If this suggestion as to the English origin of the common
use of the term ‘‘ fun ”’ be acceptable, then it bears out the
teaching of etymologists that the word *“ fun ”’ had primarily
no military signification ; whilst it explains howit was that the
“tunms,” in the process of the invasion, did play a truly military
part, and for the time being did indeed assume a military
character, and became organized settlements planted in
exposed positions, for definite purposes, under the direction
of military leaders.

This theory of the English origin of the funs and of the
use made of them in directing the invasion and settlement
of Britain helps us to understand the origin of the funscipe
or township. Even to this day the term fownship although
it means a defined territorial area, connotes an organized
community within that area. There can be no reason for
doubting that in the times of the invasion each #un had its
tunscipe and that that tunscipe connoted an organized com-
munity. In fact we may go a step further and surmise that
before the boundaries of tunscipes were defined, the tunscipe
meant the community and connoted the land occupied by it.
Before boundaries became necessary the community centring in
the tun must have been the essential factor of the tunscipe.

. We see the same thing on a larger scale in the hundreds.

To-day a hundred means a defined area and connotes an
organized community, but there can be little doubt that
originally the term hundred referred to the people, and only
gradually became transferred to the district they occupied.
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The remarkable fact that England later on was every-
where divided into townships proves to demonstration that
the essential feature of the original tunscipes, and therefore
of the tuns, was an organized community. It isinconceivable
that the system was invented for the occasion, and therefore
the tunscipe or township must have been a national institu-
tion that the Angles brought with them from the continent.

From these considerations we infer that under the impulse
of a mighty effort to win so great a prize, the military elements
in the national system of the English were for the time ac-
centuated and developed, to the exclusion of all other consider-
ations, during their invasion of Britain ; and that system was
adopted by all who joined in the invasion as the system by
which they should be organized, and under which they should
act. Those principles of individual freedom and self-govern-
ment which had existed previously in the English system,
and which, under the genial influence of permanent territorial
settlement, unmenaced by foreign interference, were in the
future to yield such glorious fruits of constitutional develop-
ment, were for the time in abeyance. Terms that had hitherto
been used only to define merely social or agricultural settle-
ments, assumed under the stress of the great invasion a
military complexion.

The evidence of Bede, speaking definitely of a peculiar
fact about the Saxons of which he apparently had no doubt,
bears out the conclusion that the tribal system of the S€xons
differed somewhat from that of the Angles. It should be
specially noted that Bede lived amongst Angles in North-
umbria, and that unless what he had learned from mission-
aries about the tribal system of the Saxons on the Conti-
nent bore some contrast to the tribal system of the Angles,
he would hardly have taken so much pains to describe the
Saxon system. Bede says:! “ For these same old Saxons
have not a king, but a great number of satraps set over their
nations, who in any case of imminent war cast lots equally ;
and on whomsoever the lot falls, him they follow as leader
during the war; him they obey for the time; but when the
war is over, all the satraps again resume their equal power.”

Now if indeed Bede, when he recorded these facts about

1 Bede, Hist. Eccles., Book v., chap. x.
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the Saxons, had in his mind the contrast they afforded with
the customs of the Angles; then we should conclude, by
contrast to a mere agglomeration of clans under indepen-
dent chieftains, whose claims to command the combined
national forces were settled by lot as occasion for combined
action arose, that the system of the Angles involved kingship,
and some kind of national organization without which king-
ship would be an absurdity. Bede’s statément may very
fairly be expanded as follows : “ The system of the Saxons
differs from ours. It is a mere association of clans in peace
time, that in war time becomes a confederacy under one of
the clan chieftains who is chosen by lot. On the other hand
we Angles have, and for all that at present is known to the
contrary always have had, a complete national organization
under a king who, with his gesiths and chosen leaders trained
to war, controls the destinies of the nation. The host is com-
manded by such leader as the king shall appoint, should the
king for any reason not lead them to battle himself. We
all know that in the process of settling up the lands of Britain
the original and united organization of the Angles has been
split up into various separate kingdoms, but our ancient
custom of kingship still prevails in each, and differs in a marked
manner, as you see, from that of the other branch of our race,
the Saxons. You can only realize the conditions of the
original Saxon system, by reading what I have to tell you
about the Saxons on the Continent, because those Saxons
that came over to Britain with the Angles were obliged to adopt
our system, as the only one by which great military opera-~
tions could be successfully conducted.”

If this expansion of Bede’s statement seems elaborate,
it should be borne in mind that it is no more so than the cur-
rent theory of the invasion, based for the most part on quite
as meagre statements, if that theory is honestly followed out
to its fullest conclusions. It should also be noticed that
this view of Bede’s meaning in his reference to the ancient
Saxons on the Continent is the only one that reconciles his
statement that the Saxon tribal system was a mere association
of independent clans, with the fact that, when a part of that
same Saxon race, still left on the Continent, came in previous
times to Britain, they at once adopted a totally different

c
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system; and that this system was practically the same as
the one used all over England, and so could have been nothing
less than the national system of the Angles.

We cannot suppose that all the different tribes, or sections
of tribes, that settled in Britain had an ‘ innate propension
(to use the words of Dr. Stubbs) for reproducing one and
the same system without historical connexion under the
most different circumstances.” That historical connexion
is here recognized and explained. It is contained in the
great fact of the leadership of the Angles, accompanied by the
willing subordination of all the other tribes, or parts of tribes,
engaged ; and their adoption of the system of the Angles as
the only one that made co-operation and united action possi-
ble. Bede seems clearly to recognize a difference between
the tribal organization of the Saxons and that of the Angles.
This difference of tribal organization seems to be contradicted
by the fact that King Alfred, when he translated Bede,
recognized in the satrap, villicus, and vicus of Bede the
ealdorman, tungerefa, and tunscipe of his own land. There
is, however, no difficulty in reconciling this seeming dis-
crepancy. King Alfred was not writing as an antiqua-
rian, or as a student of tribal constitutions. His object
was attained when he had translated Bede’s Latin into
the every-day language of the English, and his using
the terms fungerefa and tunscipe in a translation of a
work relating to the ancient Saxons does not imply that
he knew that those ancient Saxons had officers called tun-
gerefas. That the ancient Saxons had officers and organiza-
tions that were superficially very much like tungerefas and
tunscipes, may be freely admitted, but that there was absolute
identity either in names or functions is not proved, either
by the Latin terms of Bede, or by the words chosen by King
Alfred to translate them. The organization amongst the
ancient Saxons seems to have been simply that of clans under
chieftains. As the continental Saxons remained in their
ancient homes at least until the time of Charlemagne, it is
incredible that if they had possessed tuns with tungerefas
and tunscipes, the fact would not have been preserved in the
places-names in the Saxon districts, whereas the suffix ““ tun ”
is scarcely to be found in them. It is evident, therefore, that
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the Angle system of raising a national army by means of
hundreds of warriors supplied by a certain number of tun-
scipes, was as much wanting to the original Saxon tribal
system as was the kingship itself.

It is recorded in the Chronicle that the leaders of the first
expeditions came to Britain as mere ealdormen, but found
it necessary, as territorial settlement gradually separated
the members of each expedition from the central control
of the Angles, to adopt the Angle rank and title of king.
As in the process of migration the Angles, Jutes and Saxons
were much mixed up, the Saxons must have felt obliged to
act in unison with the Angles, and so they would naturally
cling to the system that, under the leadership of the Angles,
had carried them to victory. More than this, there are strong
reasons for believing that the Saxons were not merely copying
the Angles, but were reverting to the ancient system of the
whole race, of which the Angles were the leading branch.
It seems probable that the Saxon system of independent
clans without a king, was originated by war-bands leaving
the home country of the Angles and settling elsewhere, and
so, in questions affecting the whole race, the Saxons would
willingly look to the Angles for guidance, and be ready to
revert to the system they had left. It should also be borne
in mind that the laws and customs of the Angles, Jutes and
Saxons were practically identical ; and that the systems we are
discussing refer only to the principles of organization by which
discipline and united action were secured for war, and the
means by which the process of settlement in war time was
directed. There could have been no difficulty in one tribe
modifying its organization in this respect sufficiently to bring
it into line with the system of the other, since the laws, cus-
toms and languages of each were the same.

The following extract ! from an article by Mr. W. C. Mac-
kenzie on the Highland clan system, gives an idea how a clan
system may be developed from a more centralized one. In
this case it will be seen that the clan system arose from the
removal of the central authority to a distance. “ But the
act that more immediately led to the adoption by the High-

1 Gentleman’s Magazine, June, 1899, p. 602. \
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landers of the clan system was the removal by Malcolm
Ceanmore of his court from Scone to Dunfermline. Increased
distance from the seat of power meant increased danger to
life and property. The administration of the laws from
Dunfermline became, in the remote Highlands, a matter
of impossibility. The inevitable result was that, failing to
receive adequate protection from the laws of their country,
the Highlanders became a law unto themselves, revenging
injuries in person, and gradually reversing the modern axiom
of civilization that ‘the pen is mightier than the sword.’
From this a state of anarchy rose with the system. Gradually
the people grouped themselves together for mutual protec-
tion, the division of the groups naturally resolving itself on a
territorial basis, into communities having common interests
in the various districts of the Highlands.”

It seems probable that the Saxon system of independent
chieftains, each with his separate following or clan, arose
from causes similar to those that are said to have originated
the clan system in the Highlands.

We have rather favoured the view that the Saxons were
an offshoot of the great Angle tribe, but it is possible, though
far from probable, that the contrary may have been the case,
and that the Angles may have been a branch of the Saxon
tribe, or both may have been descendants of some other tribe.
The only view that is impossible, considering the similarity
of the two tribes, is that each had an independent origin.
The simplicity of the Saxon tribal system, as compared with
the superior development of the tribal system of the Angles,
might lead us to suppose that the Saxon system was the
oldest, but it seems more probable that, like the Highland
clans, the Saxon clans were offshoots from a more centralized
national system. Such questions as these, though very
interesting, are not material to the main issue, as there can be
no doubt that, however they may have been related previously,
in the arrangements for the invasion of Britain the Angles
and Saxons acted together, and that although they afterwards
were, to a certain extent, divided again, according to the
different districts in which they settled ; in its first inception
and its first stages the invasion must have been conducted
under the organization and direction of the Angles.
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We are not dependent solely upon Bede for our knowledge
of the tribal system of the Saxons, and the contrast that that
system presents to that adopted by the invaders of Britain,
whether Angles or Saxons, as Bishop Stubbs tells us,* Hucbald,
writing in the middle of the tenth century of the Saxons of
the eighth, says: ‘“In the nation of the Saxons in the most
ancient times there existed neither a knowledge of the most
High and Heavenly King, so that due reverence should be
paid to His worship, nor any dignity of honour of any earthly
king by whose providence, impartiality, and industry the
nation might be ruled, corrected and defended.”

Is it credible that a tribe in such a condition as this, in the
process of the invasion of Britain suddenly adopted kingship,
and the organization that kingship implies, by a sort of
spontaneous evolution ? Is it not infinitely more probable
that kingship was adopted by the Saxons of deliberate in-
tention, as being in harmony with the system of the Angles
under whose guidance they invaded Britain ?

The contrast presented by the governmental systems of
the Franks and the Saxons? has an important bearing on
the present question, as proving that, however similar were
the laws, customs and institutions of these different tribes,
it did not at all follow that their tribal organizations in their
higher branches were the same. We can only conclude this
part of the subject by again quoting Bishop Stubbs.3

“So simple was the governmental system of the Franks
in the fifth century; that of the Saxons was simpler still,
for they were without the complication of royalty. The
name of the hundred, the institution round which the Frank
system circles, and the origin of which has, as we shall see,
its own complexities, does not occur amongst the continental
Saxons ; and although it does not follow that it was unknown
to them, its non-appearance is a presumptive evidence of
superior simplicity of organization.”

We here see that in the case of the Franks, as in that of the
Angles, the kingship is associated with the hundred. Surely

1 Stubbs, Const. Hist., i, chap. v., 47.
2 See Stubbs, Comst. Hist., i, chap. iii.
3 Stubbs, Const. Hist., i, chap. iii, p. 60.
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it was this perfection of the development of the higher branches
of their tribal systems that enabled both the Angles and
Franks to organize and carry out successfully great schemes of
conquest. It was the lack of this development of their tribal
system that prevented the Saxons, except in conjunction with
Angles and under their guidance, from doing anything of the
kind, at least on anything like the same scale; though the
Saxons could offer a stubborn resistance when their own terri-
tory was attacked. If the Franks, on the other hand, had
possessed that perfect unit of organization that is presented
by the tun and tunscipe of the Angles, their conquest of Gaul
would most likely have been something very different from
what it was ; and Gallic ideas, which after centuries culminated
in the French Revolution, might never have got the upper
hand, for the combined nationality of Franks and Gauls might
have been regenerated by the freedom of Teutonic institu-
tions.

The Teutonic tribes seem to have possessed originally a
system of government which, whether we call it national or
tribal, was common to all. Without saying that this racial
system was identical in all the tribes, it seems to have been
at least as much so as were their languages. It was this com-
munity of institutions and languages that enabled Teutonic
tribes to combine when the demand for unity of action came.
But whilst recognizing this original community of institutions
amongst the Teutons, we must also recognize that differences
in the development of them existed in different tribes.
The causes for difference of development would be partly
internal, depending upon what may be termed the personal
equation of each tribe, the character of its leaders and of the
tribe in general, and these it will be almost hopeless for us
to attempt to trace. The other causes would be external to
each tribe, and depend upon its environment, geographical
or political ; one of the main factors in some cases being the
proximity of tribes to the Roman Empire, another their
proximity to the sea.

It is only possible here to give this mere hint as to the course
that future investigation should take. It will be seen that
if it can be shown that the Angles were a nation that held
a unique position (1) in having maintained unbroken their



THE ORGANIZATION OF THE INVADERS 23

union under their ancient leaders, and (2) in having avoided
serious collision with the forces of Rome; and (3) likewise
in having access to the sea, not only in the Baltic, but also by
a great river, the Elbe, that was beyond the reach of Roman
interference, then we have before us in this nation an instrument
singularly fitted for influencing the course of history when the
moving of the nations began. We know that when they landed
in Britain the fun with its funscipe and ftungerefa was the
unit of national organization amongst the Angles, because its
universal adoption as such can be accounted for in no other
way than by the supposition that they brought it with them
from their continental home.

There are strong grounds for believing that the hundred and
the kingship were also institutions of long standing with the
English as these institutions would be no more likely than the
tunscipes to bespontaneously evolved by mere agglomerations of
tribal parties settling haphazard in various districts in Britain.

We have strong reasons for believing, therefore, that the
Angles were possessed of an organization that was far more
perfect and fully developed than that of any other Teutonic
tribe we know of. At any rate, if we cannot assert this as a
fact capable of absolute proof, it must be admitted that
all reasonable presumptions are in its favour. Besides this
perfection of tribal or national organization, the Angles had
command of the sea. And that they began their attacks on
Britain by a series of independent expeditions, is a proved fact,
for the Romans established the organization for defence under
the “Count of the Saxon Shore” to oppose them. When,
however, the great moving of the nations began and the Angles
had already found by the bitter experience of perhaps cen-
turies, how little could be effected without combination and
united action, would it be in the least degree likely that they
would fail to use their highly developed national organization
under kings for the purpose ? We know from the evidence of
Bede that the Angles did go, one and all, and in fact left their
continental home a desert. What strange infatuation is it
that induces historians to persist in maintaining that a tribe
whose organization appears to have excelled that of all other
Teutonic tribes we know of, would fail to use that organization
to secure united action in the one great crisis of its existence ?
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The migration of the Angles was perfect and complete ; the
conquest that eventually resulted from that migration was
also perfect and complete.

The national organization of the Angles in all its leading
features, from the kingship downwards, must certainly have
existed before they left the Continent, as we find it every-
where reproduced as soon as we know anything of the Angles
in their new home. The system is there in every district ; all
that can be said against this statement is that when first we
find it, it is not the united system of a single combined nation,
but is broken up into districts. Yet this is no more than
must be expected as the result of the acquisition of new terri-
tories after a great struggle, and the prostration consequent
upon a supreme effort. The important fact remains that the
national system is there, and we find it adopted by all the
tribes, or parts of tribes, that took part in the conquest.

Since then, the national system of the Angles must have
existed before the great migration and invasion, and as after
these events we find all who took part in them maintaining
that system, therefore we may infer without fear of contra-
diction that it did not remain in abeyance during the processes
of migration, invasion and conquest, but that it was in very
deed and fact the system by which the invasion and conquest
of Britain was directed and controlled.

Those who have made a study of constitutional history
will readily admit that the characteristic feature of the Angle
system of government was the tunscipe. Perhaps they would
be inclined to assert that the tunscipe was also a Saxon
institution, and so it undoubtedly became for those Saxons
that joined in the invasion of Britain. Yet if the evidence of
Bede, to which we have just drawn attention, be weighed,
it will probably be admitted in future that, (1) the tunscipe
was not one of the features of their tribal system before
the Saxons left the Continent, and (2) that they adopted the
organization of the tunscipe and hundred, and the advantages
of a permanent king instead of a leader chosen by lot, when
under the guidance of the Angles they engaged in the inva-
sion of Britain.

If this line of reasoning is sound, then the significance of
tuns as guides in tracing the course of the invasion is demon-
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strated. This is not to the exclusion of the significance and
importance of other place-name terms, but for the present it
is desirable to focus attention on the “ tuns,” and to consider
their distribution, whether positive or negative, on the Conti-
nent. It is necessary to account for the general scarcity of
“tuns ” on the Continent, and also for their peculiar grouping
in certain districts. More especially, however, do we wish to
know why there are no “ funs ”’ at this day in the very country
in which the “#uns”’ originated, namely, the districts occupied
by the Angles previous to the invasion of Britain.

The reason is supplied by Bede when, speaking of the coun-
try originally occupied by the Angles, he says, * and which is
said, from that time (i.e., the time of the exodus of the Angles)
to remain a desert to this day, between the provinces of the
Jutes and Saxons.”

Now Bede’s general accuracy as to matters existing at his
own time has never been called in question, and so his evidence
as to this extraordinary political phenomenon, a country left
desolate by mere voluntary relinquishment, may be accepted
without hesitation. Bede could not be supposed on any ground
to have invented this particular statement, on the contrary it is
a statement that he would never have recorded unless he had
very good reason for knowing it to be true. The disappear-
ance then of ““ funs” from theregion once occupied by the Angles
is completely accounted for. The country became desert,
and the names disappeared with the inhabitants—there was no
one left to hand the names on. From Bede having used the
expression that the country was left a desert, we may surely
infer, what would be so extremely likely to have been the case,
that the Angles before leaving their country, deliberately and
of fixed purpose and design, destroyed everything that they
could not take away. It would have been extremely unwise
of them not to have done so, as to have left vacant homesteads
for others to occupy would have been, in all likelihood, to
provide a ready made basis, from which others could follow
their example and attack the island that had henceforth be-
come England; by which means the Danish invasion might
have been forestalled by some decades. Moreover, if enemies
had been allowed to step in unhindered into their vacant
homes, the prestige of the English must have suffered, as those
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enemies would have been sure to claim that they had driven
the English away. And indeed from Scandinavian history
it appears that this was the case, and that the Jutes and Goths
who flocked into the deserted land composed songs and sagas
in commemoration of their so-called victory.?

These boastful incursionists into a deserted country would
hardly have been likely to have preserved the place-names
lately used by the departed Angles, particularly as there must
have been some interval between the departure of the Angles
and the arrival of the Goths, as Bede says that even in his day
the land was a desert.

But however completely the English may have devastated
their country before leaving it, there is one place above all
others where an English place-name would be likely to survive,
and that would be at the chief port of embarkation for Britain.
Here they would be extremely likely to leave a small station
for a time, sufficient to act as a port of call, in case they ever
wished to communicate with that part of the world again, or
to ascertain what was occurring there. Surely it is more than
a coincidence that on the banks of the river Elbe, from whence
we may be sure the most of the English fleets set forth, we find
the name Altona, ‘‘ the old tun.”” Even if the town Altona
may be shown to have arisen at a later period, we may at least
suspect that the name embalms a more ancient tradition. The
same reasoning may apply to the name Hamburg, although
that city does not appear to claim such antiquity as would
carry its existence back to this period, yet if on the site there

1 See History of the Scandinavians, by E. C. Otté, p. 19. ‘‘ When
the land of Angeln was left after the great immigration of the people
into Britain, Jutes from the North, and Goths from the Danish islands,
flocked into the deserted country and made themselves masters of it.
Considering the few men left in it, this was no great feat, but, being
fond of boasting, the newcomers called themselves the conquerors
of the land, while their skalds composed, in honour of this pretended
conquest, songs and sagas, which were handed down from one genera-
ion to another. In the course of time these boastful tales came to be
believed in as if they gave only the true account of the manner in which
the Jutes and the men of the islands had made themselves masters of

the whole country, from the extreme north of Reid-Gotaland down to
the lands of the Saxons.”
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once stood the ‘‘ havenburh’ in which emigrants were col-
lected from distant townships preparatory to their departure
for Britain, the fact would be extremely likely to have been
preserved in the name. At any rate, it is suggestive that
the chief seaport of that coast should contain in its names
two of the most important and characteristic place-name
terms used throughout the invasion and settlement of Britain
by the English, namely “ tun’’ and “burh.” That the term
“ham” is there also appears to be merely a coincidence,
since it is said to be derived from ‘ haven.”

If the theory that the tunscipe was a purely English insti-
tution, that is to say, that it was originally an institution con-
fined solely to the Angle tribe, is a correct one, it should help to
account for the peculiar distribution of ““ funs ’’ on the continent
of Europe, as well as for the universal adoption of ““funs’’ in
Britain. Now relying on Mr. Isaac Taylor’s statements regard-
ing the distribution of the suffix ‘“¢om,” or its corresponding
expression in foreign languages, on the continent of Europe we
note first the absence of ‘“#uns ”’ in Germany generally ; that
absence being, of course, specially remarkable in the districts
that must have been occupied at one time by the Angles. This
absence of “#ums” in the Angle country we have already
accounted for by Bede’s evidence that the Angles left their
country a desert.

The absence of *“funs’’ in the rest of Germany seems to be
due to the fun having been an Angle institution, and to the fact
that neither the Saxons, their nearest kindred, nor any other
Teutonic tribe had tuns as a recognized unit of their tribal
system. That is to say, if they did use the term * fun *’ at all,
it was only as we use the word “ farm,”” namely, as a word that
had not sufficient distinction about it for it to become epony-
mous. But really the fact that the fun, and consequently
the funscipe, was not a Saxon institution, is one that may
be accepted as well within the region of certainty; for we
know by means of written records from Ptolemy downwards
the general position of the territory in Europe occupied by
the ancient Saxons, and there are scarcely any place-names
in that region with the suffix ““ fon.”

It should be clearly understood that it is not asserted that the
Saxons did not have the word “ #un * in their language, or even
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that it was not as common with them as is the word “ farm *’
with us to-day ; all that is urged is that the word “ #un,” with
the ancient Saxons who remained on the Continent, did not
connote an organized community, as it did with the Angles, and
the tunscipe was not the fundamental unit of the tribal system
of the ancient Saxons. If we find place-names on the Continent
ending with ““ fon >’ or any recognized variation of the word
“ tun,” we may therefore conclude that the founders of those
tuns were Angles, or were some family or tribe originally in-
cluded in the tribal system of the Angles, though they had
migrated in the ranks of the Saxons or Lombards.

On the Continent, however, the place-names with endings cor-
responding to “#un’’ are rare, even in districts where we find
names of an Anglo-Saxon character. It seems, as Bede tells us,
that the Angles kept together as a united nation in their inva-
sion of Britain, and left few or none of their people behind. It
must have been the Saxons who carried Anglo-Saxen place-
names with the Lombards to Italy, and to the other districts
on the Continent where we still find them. Both Saxons and
Lombards seem to have been early offshoots of the Angle race,
who, having reverted to a tribal or clan system of government,
had lost the Angle unit of settlement, namely the fun with its
tunscipe ; and so the few fums that are to be found amongst
their place-names probably do not connote any special system,
but are easily accounted for as being merely imported names
without any significance. The same remark applies to the
Anglo-Saxon settlements on the shores of France.

To sum up : The main ideas here put forward are, that in
the first place all the tribes, or parts of tribes, or nations who
were united in the invasion of Britain, were so much alike at
the time in language, laws, customs and social institutions
and ideas on morality and religion, justice and duty, that
they may be considered from the point of view of the rough
invader to have been identical. Every fraction of a tribe,
or family, was ready, if need be, to accept the lot assigned to
them, and to amalgamate with the surrounding folk, whether
they belonged to their own particular tribe or not. In spite
of this social identity there were political differences brought
about probably by difference of locality. There may of
course have been many degrees of difference between the
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organizations of various tribes and parts of tribes, but the
only difference of importance sufficient to be recognizable at
this day was that between the tribal systems of the Angles
and Saxons. This difference in the systems of the two tribes
is pointed out by Bede, and has been explained elsewhere.
It seems to have been concerned only with the organization
of the tribal forces for war, the main difference being that
whereas the Angles were capable of united action under their
king, by means of a system of tunscipes and hundreds; the
Saxons were a set of federated clans under independent chief-
tains. Itisevident that if these tribes did unite for the purposes
of the invasion of Britain, they must have agreed to act under
one or other of these systems, and there can be no doubt that
the one chosen would be the more perfect system of the Angles.

So far we can understand with tolerable clearness what we
mean when we talk of Angles, and what we mean when we
talk of Saxons. By Angles we mean the great tribe, or rather
nation, that lay around the shores of the Baltic and near the
mouth of the Elbe, with a united organization for their land
forces, and besides a fleet that, in conjunction with the ships of
the kindred Jutes, had for years dominated the northern seas;
by the Saxons we practically mean the rest of the allied tribes.

When the invasion begins all this simplicity of definition is
changed, and we have to understand that, although certain
districts in Britain were evidently told off to the Saxons, and
henceforth called by the name Saxon, we cannot be sure
- they were peopled only with pure Saxons, any more than we can
be sure that the Saxon clans that landed, say in Kent, with the
Jutes, and under the leadership of the Angles, did not push on
into Mercia, and into districts generally recognized as peopled
by the Angles. Also we have to recognize that after the invasion
had begun, the Saxons worked under the system of the Angles,
and appear to have founded tuns, and to have been organized
into hundreds, as much as were the Angles themselves; and
we find what is practically the same system all over England.
The fact is that from the period when the invasion with a view
to conquest began in earnest, things were in a state of fluctu-
ation and change, the only feature that remained unchanged
being the national system of the Angles, by means of which the
whole invasion must have been directed.
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We can detect but one development of the national system
of the Angles which appears to have been abnormal, namely
the Bretwalda, but it is evident that this office was abnormal
only in name. It seems quite likely that before Alla was
hailed as Bretwalda, no one else had ever borne that title ;
though in principle there was nothing novel in the selection of
the ablest leader for the sole command in war. It was quite in
keeping with Teutonic tribal principles to have a leader in
war who was different from the king, and Zlla must have been
heretoga before he was made Bretwalda.

It is difficult in speaking of Angles and Saxons to give due
value to the differences implied by those tribal names, without
either magnifying those differences, or failing to explain that
by the time the invasion was completed those differences had
practically disappeared altogether. The importance of the
names Middlesex, Essex, Sussex and Wessex seems to have
been exaggerated. The nature of these names has led his-
torians to suppose that they must have originated in separate
tribal expeditions that afterwards became separate kingdoms ;
whereas if such had been the case, they must have each adopted
some name distinctive of the tribe or its leader. Such mere
directional titles could never have come to be used except by
some central authority for distributive purposes. Fancy a
tribe settling themselves down under the title of the Middle
Saxons, and another under the title of the South Saxons, etc.
By whom and when could those names have been given if they
were not given by a central authority in the earliest stage of
the invasion ?



CHAPTER III
TRIBAL CHARACTERISTICS

E have alluded in the previous chapter to the state-

ment of Bede that the Angles left their country a

desert, and that it remained a desert to his day; but that

evidence of Bede implies a great deal more than is conveyed

in the bare statement itself, and the inference that this drastic

action of the English was not imitated by the Jutes and

Saxons, (from the fact that Bede does not make a similar
statement regarding them) implies a great deal more.

If the superstructure that we propose to raise upon Bede's
statement and omissions is a high one, it must be admitted
that the foundation if narrow is solid, for there are no records
of that period so trustworthy as those written by Bede of
his own time. Towards his meagre account of the invasion
itself (it being the mere hearsay evidence of an ecclesiastic
unfitted to weigh military questions) we need show no such
respect, as we must towards his evidence concerning the
deserted character of the country once occupied by the Angles,
in his own time. The most important inference to be drawn
from this statement of Bede’s is : that if it is true, then there
must have been complete unity of action amongst the Angles,
and they must have all yielded implicit obedience to some
central authority. Under no other conditions would such
a complete migration have been possible.

Suppose for instance the invasion of Britain had been
begun by mere chance expeditions of independent warbands,
and carried out all through in a similar manner, what would
have happened when the time for migration began? The
families of the surviving warriors would doubtless have joined

them in Britain, and perhaps a few more of those who were
31
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more discontented with their lot, would have followed the
fortunes of the new settlers.

We may further admit that in this period of the great
moving of the nations, when the impulse to move into
some province of the Roman Empire was so universal, the
greater bulk of the Angle tribe would perhaps have been glad
to seize the opportunity offered them of leaving their homes
and crossing the sea. Beyond this, however, no further
admission can be made. Granting that the bulk of the tribe
might have gone, there could have been nothing that would
prevail upon numerous classes amongst the Angles to leave
their old continental homes, to turn their backs on these
well loved scenes, and leave them as ruins in a desert, except
the settled determination of the leaders of the race that the
whole tribe should act as one man, and that none should
be left behind.

But if the important and matter-of-fact statement of Bede
that we are discussing is true, the inference drawn from it is
not merely a probability, it is an absolute certainty. There
can be no doubt in fact that a large region like that occupied
by the Angles could not have been utterly depopulated and
left a desert, without a very carefully arranged scheme for
carrying out this complete exodus. Some central port of
departure would have to be fixed on, with receiving dépéts
for the remnants of the population awaiting their turn for
transportation to Britain. There must have been a period to
be reckoned at the shortest in weeks, but as a rule in months
or even in some cases years, during which each family of
emigrants, whether they went willingly or unwillingly, were
largely dependent on some public arrangement for their
maintenance. On the other hand, whilst the completeness
of the exodus of the Angles is clear proof of united action,
organization, arrangement and preparation—the incomplete-
ness of the migration of the Jutes and Saxons shows their
tribal organization was either not used for this purpose,
or if used that some parts only of each tribe broke away
from the central government and threw in their lot with
the Angles. But what is more likely still is that the Jutes
and Saxons had not such a centralized and perfect form
of tribal organization as had the Angles. That this last
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supposition is the true one there can be little doubt, and we
are thus led to the conclusion that such portions of Jutes and
Saxons as decided to join in the invasion of Britain must have
placed themselves under the leadership of the better organized
tribe of the Angles. Otherwise there must have arisen such
confusion as we nowhere find.

It may not be possible to form any very definite idea as to
the condition and numbers of the Angles before they began
to leave the continent for Britain, but it seems that a good
deal more might be attempted in that direction than has
hitherto been accomplished, if due regard be had to the re-
sults of the invasion of Britain, and also to the state of ad-
vancement in civilization and organization of other Teutonic
nations at this period, and to the recorded numbers of some
of their migrations. The Angles are usually considered to
have occupied only a portion of Denmark and its islands, but
it is evident that such a small district is quite insufficient to
have accommodated the nation that mainly peopled Britain,
and besides occupying the whole of the present Denmark and
Holstein the Angles must have extended at least as far south
as Hamburg. Though we cannot yet venture to define the
limits, it is evident that somewhere around Hamburg, or else
in Sweden, the Angles must have occupied a region at least
half as large as Britain from the Forth to the Solent, and
south of that must have lain the Saxons if Bede’s statement
is true. This book is not concerned with the exact limits of
the continental home of the English just previous to the in-
vasion of Britain, but an approximate estimate of the size
of the country they occupied is a factor of such importance
in the question of the conduct of the invasion, that it cannot
be neglected. The exact size of the Angles’ land to a few
hundred square miles does not matter, as long as enough is
said for it to be fully recognized that large numbers of the
Angles, probably more than half, could never even have seen
the sea until they made the voyage to England.

The Jutes were admittedly a seafaring tribe, and though
doubtless they had also a large agricultural population, the
broad statement that they were a tribe of seamen may be
accepted without demur.

The Saxons on the contrary, speaking in the same broad

D
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manner were evidently in the main a tribe of landsmen,
despite the fact that the east coast of Britain was called
the Saxon shore, and that the Romans spoke of the Teu-
tonic seamen that harassed the coast of Britain as Saxons.
They evidently called the Angles ““ Saxons " as persistently
in those days as monoglot Welshmen do at the present
time. The Saxons were the only English tribe that came
into absolute contact with the Romans on the Continent,
and the Romans were probably familiar with the Saxons
many years before they had anything to do with the Angles
and Jutes.

From this it came about that when the Romans wished to
speak of a particular type of Teuton, they called that type
of Teuton always “ Saxon,” and the English and Jutish pirates
were indiscriminately styled Saxons by the Romans. This .
is not mere surmise but a certain fact, because there can be
no manner of doubt that the main object of the appointment
of a Comes Uttoris Saxomici was to ward off attacks by
Angles and not Saxons, and the same shore that the Romans
called “ Saxon " was later on called “ Anglia.”

After all there can be little doubt that from a purely racial
point of view the Angles, Jutes and Saxons were identical, a
fact that all the invaders of Britain recognized and acted on
by calling themselves English. This double fact that the
invaders of Britain were generally speaking all of them called
Saxons by the Romans and Britons, and that the Angles,
Jutes and Saxons all called themselves English, has often
been pointed out before as being a matter at least of con-
siderable probability, but its importance seems hardly to have
been recognized, and the certainty and universality of the fact
seems not to have been fully accepted, and used as a basis
for further deductions and explanations. If once this con-
fusion of nomenclature is recognized as having certainly
occurred, it is at once seen to be an important factor in helping
to unravel the tangled threads of history, and in enabling us
to use facts, that have hitherto been stumbling-blocks, to
repair the broken road of truth.

On the one hand we have to learn to distinguish at what
points truth has been distorted by the Roman use of the name
Saxon, and on the other hand it is necessary to discover in
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what manner and to what extent the invaders of Britain did
make use of their tribal names. Although as regards race
they were all Angles or English, there was undoubtedly at
the time of the invasion of Britain some distinction between
Angles, Jutes and Saxons. What was that distinction ?

It can have been none other than that arising from long
residence in districts far apart. In days when communication
was so difficult, the government of a people like the Angles
would tend to become decentralized as their settlements ex-
tended. The chief centre of tribal government would be sure
to fix itself early at some locality suitable for commerce, pro-
bably at first in one of the islands of the Baltic, though later on
it appears to have been moved to that now occupied by Ham-
burg, and then, after a few years, different branches of the
tribe would detach themselves, according as their several
local interests drew them away from the centre chosen by the
chief leaders. After a century or so of such an arrangement,
the various sections of the original tribe would be sure to be-
come so modified by their different surroundings as to con-
siderably change their characteristics, and thus to become
distinguishable from the parent stock, both in appearance
and in habits. The differences would not be such as would be
easily recognized by strangers, who would be likely to group
them all under the name of the section of the tribe with which
they had first become acquainted. On the other hand, in-
ternally, the tribe as it grew, would find the names assumed
or accepted by its various sections very useful, and they would
thus become accentuated, and such names would be specially
useful to differentiate the various contingents in the confusion
arising from a great combined migration. Moreover the
various tribes and families would be likely to demand that
as far as possible their wish to keep together should be re-
spected, and in this distribution the distinguishing names
would be largely used, to the exclusion of the national or
racial name. From such causes as these it came about that
the Saxons retained their character as practically a separate
tribe from the Angles, and were collected in the districts indi-
cated by the names of East, South, West and Middle Saxons.
Under no conceivable theory of mere chance migration, can
we understand how the tribes could have been distributed
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as they were without collision and internecine strife, ending
in the complete mixture, and consequent obliteration, of all
tribal distinctions.

How comes it, therefore, that in the great moving of the
nations, that of the English was the only one that not only
preserved its distinguishing characteristics, but also gave
them to the other invaders? The answer can only be,
because their national system provided the unity and organi-
zation under which all the invaders acted. The evidence of
Tacitus and others as to the positions of various tribes will
be dealt with elsewhere. For the present chapter it will
therefore be sufficient to give a broad definition of what was
meant by Angles, Jutes, and Saxons, The Angles were re-
cognized as the leading tribe, and in them centred the pristine
leadership of the race. They occupied the Cimbric peninsula
and the islands of the Baltic, and large territories in Sweden
and on either side the lower waters of the Elbe. The Jutes
were that portion of the race living northwards of the Angles,
and perhaps also in the Frisian islands, who, whilst they
claimed kinship, had, owing to local circumstances and diffi-
culties of communication, dissolved their allegiance to the
leaders of the Angles. The Saxons were that portion of the race
dwelling south of the Angles, who also, whilst they claimed
kinship, had for similar reasons dissolved their allegiance to
the leaders of the Angles.

Although this view of the origin of the three tribes, Angles,
Jutes and Saxons is the one adopted here as a working hypo-
thesis, it is of course open to others to prove that the Saxons
were the original and ancient stem of the three tribes. There
is something to be urged in favour of this latter view, if the
simple and patriarchal character of their organization under
chieftains, or satraps, as Bede calls them, is taken into con-
sideration. To follow out this supposition, then, the Angles
must have been a section of the Saxons that pushed north-
wards under some great chieftain, and established themselves
in the lower valley of the Elbe, and in the Cimbric peninsula.
From the Angles the northern section eventually detached
themselves under the name of Jutes.

The question as to the exact process by which the original
stem branched into three tribes, the Angles, Jutes and Saxons,
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is interesting, but is not material to the military theory,
so long as the fact of their original unity, followed by
some such bifurcation, is accepted. It is the only way to
account for the diversity of the tribes, coupled with a
similarity that only required some great impulse to united
action to blend them into identity again. And this brings
us to the question as to what were the special character-
istics of the Saxons as distinguished from the Angles and
Jutes ?

Speaking in the same general terms in which we have des-
cribed the Jutes and Angles, there can be no doubt that the
Saxons were in the main a tribe of landsmen, and that of
their own initiative they were quite incapable of compassing
the invasion of Britain, as they had neither ships nor sailors
of their own. This may seem to be an outrageous assertion
to make in the face of the constant allusion in ancient writings
to the Saxon pirates, and to the Saxon shore where they
landed, and either settled, or tried to settle. There can,
however, be no doubt that when a Roman or Briton spoke
of Saxons, they meant any people of the same race, language,
and appearance as those Saxon tribes with whom the Romans
had been constantly in contact in central Europe, and who
supplied such large numbers of recruits to the Roman armies.

That this use of the term Saxon for English was common

.is not a mere surmise as to what may have occurred in the
distant past, it is a living fact existing at the present day
amongst the descendants of the Britons who had to retire
before the conquering English into the mountains of Wales.

A Welshman speaking in his own language always calls all
Englishmen ‘‘ Saxons,” and in Gaelic it is the same. As the
Welsh speak of the English to-day, so they spoke in the earliest
records in their language. We need not here notice other
names that the Welsh may occasionally use for ‘‘ English,”
the main fact cannot be gainsaid, that the name in Welsh that
corresponds to our name ‘“ English ”’ is * Saesonaeg,” and
an Englishman is spoken of by a Welshman as a * Saeson,”
Whence could the Britons (now known as Welsh) have derived
this habit of calling Englishmen ‘‘Saxons” but from the
Romans ? And since it cannot be gainsaid that the Welsh
and Gaels have always called the English “ Saxons,” what
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reason can there be for supposing that the Romans showed
more discrimination ? Not only is there no reason for sup-
posing otherwise, but there is also very positive proof that
the Romans did call the Angles * Saxons,” since they called
the coast the Angles infested “ the Saxon shore.”
We have made the broad statement that the Saxons were

a tribe of landsmen, and contrasted them with Jutes, who
were a seafaring tribe; but just as we cannot suppose that
there were not large numbers of Jutes who were landsmen
only, and perhaps some even who had never seen the sea in
their lives, so in stating that the Saxons were an inland tribe,
it is not intended that it should be inferred that there were
no Saxons who were seamen. Many genuine Saxons may
have joined their kindred the Angles in their piratical ex-
peditions, or may have descended the Elbe or Rhine, and
have joined with the smaller and less often mentioned tribe .
of the Frisians, who undoubtedly to a greater or less degree
shared the fortunes of the English. The chief reason for con-
cluding that the Saxons must have been an inland tribe is
that Bede states that the Angles lay between the Jutes and
Saxons, and therefore since the Jutes were north of the Angles
the Saxons must have lain to the south of them. And since
the Angles must have occupied at least as much territory as
that now known as Holstein and Hanover, we must believe
that the Saxons must have lain south of those districts and
occupying a territory almost as large as that of the Angles.
The old idea that the Saxons occupied Holstein, and the
country of the Angles lay between that and Jutland, is quite
impossible. Itis manifest that the Angles were the chief and
the largest tribe, and that as they afterwards peopled East_
Anglia, Mercia, Northumbria and the intermediate districts,
and must certainly have had a great deal to do with the
direction and command of the other migrations, a paltry
district in central Denmark is quite insufficient to have been
their only continental home. The error regarding the true
position of the Saxons seems to have arisen in the first instance
from the statement by Ptolemy that the Saxons occupied
the south part of the Cimbrian peninsula, and to have been
accepted as an established fact because, when we come upon
the ancient Saxons in the time of Charlemagne, we find them
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in this neighbourhood. Now if Ptolemy is right in the position
he assigns to the Saxons, writing as he did in the second
century, that does not help us to fix more definitely the posi-
tion of the ancient Saxons with reference to the Angles in
the fifth century, because there can be no doubt that the
traveller, probably Roman, who gave Ptolemy his information
would have failed to distinguish any difference between the
two tribes, even if he went far enough northwards to see the
Angles with his own eyes. If Ptolemy’s information was
derived from the Saxons themselves, it need mean no more
than that some Saxon had said that his race extended as far
as the Cimbric peninsula, the further portion of it being
called Angles.

That we find the Saxons in the territory in question in the
time of Charlemagne need mean no more than that, when
the Angles deserted their country, some of the neighbouring
Saxon tribes overflowed into it. But, after all, we are not
concerned here with the exact boundaries of the two tribes,
and the main object of this digression is to leave room enough
on the map of Northern Germany for the Angles. If the
Jutes filled the northern portion of the Cimbric peninsula,
then it is impossible to find room in the rest of it for such a
great tribe as the one that on all evidence led the invasion
of Britain, and peopled the main body of that island. We
may be quite sure that the Angle territory extended as far
as the Elbe, and that such a masterful tribe would not have
been content to hold only the northern bank of that river.
If we allow for the losses the Angles must have sustained
during the invasion of Britain, we can hardly look for a region
on the Continent less than half the size of the combined dis-
tricts that they finally occupied in Britain, and this would have
to be considerably larger than Holstein, Schleswig and Hanover
together.

But again, the position that the Angles held in the conduct
of the invasion, and the fact that the invasion as a whole
was attributed to them, demonstrates that they must have
held, at that time, the central port at which the chief ex-
peditions were fitted out, and this could hardly have been
elsewhere than on the banks of the Elbe. But, as we have
said before, a dominant tribe would not be content with only
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one bank of a great navigable river like the Elbe, they would
be sure to acquire the whole valley, and also the shores of the
estuary, and the command of any neighbouring ports or river
approaches to their country, and in this way the Angles would
be sure to extend their dominion until they joined hands
with the Frisians in Northern Holland. There is no room
for any intervening tribe unless we grant that the Saxons
may have had a possible connexion with the sea by the Weser
at Oldenburg—the very name Oldenburg suggests the possibility,
as it seems to embalm some ancient tradition. If the above
conclusions as to the extent of the territory of the Angles
are true, then we are driven to the conclusion already for-
mulated that is so subversive of the universally accepted
ideas as to the character of the Saxons themselves, namely,
that the Saxons, as distinguished from the Angles and Jutes,
were not a maritime tribe, but must have occupied a country
that had very little sea-board, if indeed it had any. We have
been so accustomed to read of the Saxon pirates and their
raids upon the coast of Britain, that the idea that the Saxons,
as distinguished of course from the Angles and Jutes, were
generally speaking not seamen at all, but only a tribe of
landsmen, seems somewhat ridiculous. It is only neces-
sary to examine a map of northern Europe that includes the
British Isles for the purposes of comparison as regards extent,
and to make a list of the ports that were not used by the
Frisians on the one side, or the Angles on the other, to realize
the very few from whence the Saxons could have sent forth
expeditions, and have acquired such a naval training as would .
have made them largely a tribe of seamen.

After all, the question is only one of degree; the bulk of the
Saxons from their position in the interior of the continent
must have been landsmen, whether they were all so or not
at the time of the invasion of Britain. The view here sup-
ported is that at no time had any portion of the Saxons (as
distinguished from the Angles) such access to the sea as
would have qualified them for being considered a maritime
tribe ; and that it is impossible that Roman accounts of
Saxon piratical expeditions can refer to anything but ex-
peditions of the Angles and Jutes, whom the Romans and
Britons always called Saxons.
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There is a curious bit of evidence in Bede! that at any
rate the South Saxons must have been a tribe of landsmen.
Speaking of the visit of Bishop Wilfrid to the South Saxons,
he says; ““ For the Bishop, when he came into the province,
and found great misery from famine, taught them to get their
food by fishing ; for their sea and rivers abounded in fish,
but the people had no skill to take them, except eels alone.
The bishop’s men having gathered eel-nets everywhere, cast
them into the sea, etc., etc.”” Now it is inconceivable that,
if the South Saxons had had amongst them even a small pro-
portion of a sea faring population, they would have been
utterly ignorant of how to catch sea-fish. It will be observed
that the idea of catching fish for food was by no means absent
from the South Saxons, but it did not go beyond the methods
of landsmen. Situated as the South Saxons were on the sea-
coast, it is quite impossible to believe that they once knew
how to carry on sea-fishing, but had forgotten all about it.
The harvest of the sea was far too valuable, and provided
such a welcome change of food, that it would not be possible
for them ever to have given it up if once they had known
about it, since they evidently had no lack of nets. The only
way that we can account for this extraordinary ignorance
on their part is by the fact that they came from the interior
of the Continent. This fact of their ignorance of sea-fishing
stated so positively by Bede, is proof that the portion of the
Teutonic tribes which, after having done its share of fighting,
settled near Chichester, could not have come to that coast
in its own tribal ships navigated by its own seamen, for they
evidently had none. The South Saxons must, in fact, have
been transported from the Continent to the south coast of
Britain in English or Jutish vessels. If these South Saxons
had been originally a seafaring tribe they must have
understood sea-fishing, and if so it is impossible to
believe that, stationed as they were on a sea coast, they
could ever have forgotten a practice so conducive to their
welfare.

It is no part of the plan of this work to define exactly the
regions from whence the various tribes came, but it is neces-

1 Bede's Eccles., Hist. IV, chap. xiii.
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sary, as far as possible, to make clear the character of the
invasion itself, and to show that whatever may have been
the chance statements of contemporary writers, it could not
have been the haphazard affair that history thus concocted
would seem to indicate.

With this in view, though it is important to point out the
probable centre of action, the accurate definition of the limits
of the countries occupied by each tribe is quite unnecessary.
Without defining the actual boundaries, it is of the utmost
importance to form some idea of the size of the territories
relinquished by the invaders of Britain. We must get to
realize that they could not have been only lands upon the
sea coast, occupied by a maritime population, ready at a
short notice to take ship and sail across the German Ocean,
with confidence in being able to navigate their vessels with
fair certainty to any particular destination. On the con-
trary, the country relinquished by the Angles and Saxons
must have consisted of vast tracts covered with fields, forests,
and towns, and across which a man might travel for days
and even weeks without seeing the sea.

It is essential that we should realize that the greater part
of the invaders of Britain could never have even seen the sea
before they joined in the great migration. If these facts are
fully grasped, then the idea that the invasion of Britain was
the result of unconnected and independent expeditions be-
comes incredible. It is hardly possible to state the proceed-
ings that would have had to take place under such cir-
cumstances without appearing to throw ridicule upon the
current ideas on the subject. Still, it seems necessary to
give an instance of the prevalent notions of theinvasion, and
to follow them to their legitimate conclusions. We will select
a sentence from a well known work largely used for educa-
tional purposes, and from an edition dated 18g6.

It runs: ““The Saxon immigration was, doubtless, an
immigration of clans. The head of the family built or bought
a ship, and embarked in it with his children, his freedmen
and his neighbours, and established a family colony on any
shore to which the winds might carry him.”

Another well known writer tells us that ‘‘ the Old English
were merely isolated war-bands who had cast themselves
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ashore at different spots on the long coast-line of Britain,
and fought each for its own hand.”

These are merely specimens from recent works that are
fairly typical, and might doubtless be paralleled very easily.
Even if the largest allowances are made for condensation,
and it is admitted that very much has been left to be under-
stood, they can hardly escape from being considered to in-
volve conclusions that are absurd.

We are not concerned to deny that it is possible that, in
some isolated cases, migration to Britain may have been con-
ducted in a manner resembling in some degree that indicated
in these typical sentences. We know what extraordinary
ventures were made and carried to a successful conclusion
by the hardy Teutons. What can be more wonderful for
instance than the return to their own land by sea of a party
of Franks that had been planted by one of the Roman emperors
on the shores of the Euxine ? Particular instances of this
kind may be accounted for by all kinds of suppositions, and
we should above all wish to know how this party of Franks
secured the services of competent navigators, but such special
ventures do not supply any explanation as to how a great
invasion accompanied by emigration could have been carried
out. In a similar manner certain small sections of Jutes or
Angles having a thorough knowledge of the sea, and of the
shores of Britain, may conceivably have committed them-
selves and all that belonged to them to the hazard of a single
voyage. It is just conceivable that special parties of Angles
or Jutes may have acted in this rash and foolish manner, but
it is quite inconceivable that the invasion as a whole could
have resembled this casual process in the remotest degree.
We know in fact that it was not so, and that the migration
of families and households was preceded by that of armies
capable of fighting such pitched battles as those of Aylesford
and Crayford, and of reducing such fortresses as that of
Anderida. Such proofs as these of combined action one
would think would have been sufficient to condemn from
the beginning the curious idea that the various expeditions
acted independently, and to have shown the absurdity of the
idea of independent family parties having ever formed an
element worthy of being considered characteristic of the
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invasion. That the territorial settlement was to a great ex-
tent distributed in family parties must be admitted to the
full, place-names prove it, but that the invasion was effected
by the independent migration of these parties does not at all
follow. In fact the evidence, which we gain from place-
names, that the English did to a great extent settle in families,
is a strong proof of the united action of the whole.

Under no other conditions can we understand how these
parties can have held together, or how the families and house-
holds of individual bands of warriors could have joined them
in their inland settlements in various parts of Britain when
the fighting was over. That the Britons were driven away
by men hampered with wives and families is a supposition
that cannot be entertained for a moment.

This idea that the invasion of Britain came about by means
of the spontaneous action of individual chieftains, in inducing
their families or clans to take ship for some chance locality
on the shores of Britain, can hardly have arisen, and have
received such universal acceptance, without some reasons
for rendering it probable. The fact is that this idea is an
anachronism, and the principles upon which the Vikings
acted in the time of Harald Haarfager, namely at the latter
end of the ninth century, have been assumed to be the
principles of action adopted by the Anglo-Saxons in the
fifth century ; whereas the condition of affairs in the country
left in each case, and in the countries visited, differed alto-
gether, and it is impossible that the methods of the Anglo-
Saxons could have resembled those of the Vikings in the
slightest degree. The conditions which qualified the Scan-
dinavians to start on their wonderful cruises differed as much
from the conditions under which the English undertook the
invasion of Britain as the shores of Norway differ from the
sea coast near the mouth of the Elbe. The results also in
each case present as great a contrast. With the English the
magnificent result was the permanent foundation of a great
nation with its language, its laws, and customs intact and
uncontaminated by any foreign accretions; and this was
effected in spite of the strenuous opposition of a brave and
well organized nation who were driven relentlessly from their
fortified towns and rich lands across the sea to Brittany, and
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into the mountains of Wales. What have the Northmen or
Scandinavians or Vikings to show in comparison with this ?

The settlements of the Northmen were for the most part
on shores far away from centres of commerce and civilization,
for they knew full well that it was impossible for them to
effect permanent settlements, and at the same time preserve
their independence, under any other conditions. There is,
however one remarkable exception that led eventually to a
more remarkable achievement still on the part of the Northmen,
namely the Settlement of Normandy. There can be no doubt
that the original success of this settlement, and its permanence
afterwards, was secured by the fact that it was founded upon
a previous Anglo-Saxon settlement, as the place-names near
Bayeux effectually prove. The Northmen were probably
welcomed by these previous colonists of the same race as
themselves, and so a firm basis for their after campaigns in
France was easily secured.

This firm establishment of the Northmen in Normandy had
eventually a very remarkable result, in the final conquest of
England by the greatest leader of their race. The successful
incursion of a few men of the same race practically as the
English, who were by singular good fortune enabled to seize
the reins of government, and to keep them by the cleverness
and ability of their great leader, cannot be compared for a
moment with such a conquest as that of Britain by the English.
Moreover England did not become Norman, but the Normans
became English; just as in France the Northmen became
the Normans as we know them—that is to say, something quite
different from their original selves. In no instance either
with Danes or Northmen do we find such a complete sup-
planting of one nation by another, with such an absolute
change of language, customs, and laws. But enough has
been said to show that a conquest accompanied by coloniz-
ation, like that of Britain by the English, could not have
been effected by any haphazard methods of invasion such
as those by the Danes and the Northmen. Not only was
such a conquest as that of Britain by the English, involving
the complete expulsion of one nation and its simultaneous
replacement by another, quite impossible to have been effected
by invasions conducted on the bold but casual methods of
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the Vikings and Northmen, but the point which we would
specially urge is, that at the time of the invasion of Britain
by the English, there could have been no large portion of the
Angles, Jutes and Saxons with the necessary naval training
to be able to conquer and people Britain by their own unaided
attacks and chance landings on its shores.

The utmost numbers of a maritime population that could
have found accommodation and acquired seamanship on the
shores of Denmark and Northern Germany would not have
been nearly sufficient to both conquer and colonize Britain.
Such a conquest as that of Britain by the English could only
have been effected by enlisting the help of vast numbers of
men from the interior of the Continent. If this much be ad-
mitted, and it can hardly be gainsaid, then there must have
been combination and organization on a very large scale.



CHAPTER IV

THE FIRST CHAPTER OF THE HISTORY OF ENGLAND

No person ever can attempt any historical inquiry, who does not
bring some favourite dogma of his own to the task—some principle which
he wishes to support—some position which he is anxious to illustrate,
or defend, and it is quite useless to lament these tendencies to partiality,
since they are the very incitements to labour.

Francis Palgrave : History of the Anglo-Saxons.

N the year 449 A.D., or thereabouts, an armed force landed,
according to the Chronicle, on the shore which is called
Wippedsfleet, which is universally accepted as Ebbsfleet,
between the mainland and the island of Thanet. These
invaders were called by themselves Angles or Englishmen,
but by the defenders of Britain, whether Celts or Romans,
they were called Saxons.

Neither the invaders nor the invaded were very particular
in their nomenclature.

The former were all proud to class themselves as Angles
because most of them were so, and it was under the leadership
and organization of that nation that they acted, from what-
ever section of the race they came. The latter called all
those invaders “ Saxons’ who resembled in outward appear-
ance, language and customs, certain Saxon tribes that had
longest been in contact with the Roman Empire.

It has been commonly supposed that this landing near
Thanet was effected by the tribe of the Jutes only, because the
Jutes are said to have colonized Kent ; but there is no further
evidence to warrant such a conclusion, and the main facts
point quite the other way ; namely, not to an isolated action
on the part of the Jutes, but to the initial stage of an organized
invasion, directed by the Angles, and joined by the Jutes and
Saxons.

We must before all things realize that the seizure of Thanet

4
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was a challenge to the Roman province of Britain. Thanet
commanded the approaches to the estuary of the Thames.
The favourite course for ships passing to and fro between Lon-
don and the shores of Gaul was through the channel that at
that period made Thanet an island ; not only was this channel
closed by the hostile seizure of Thanet, but it also gained for
the invaders a convenient harbour, from whence a fleet debouch-
ing could intercept all the traffic up and down or across the
British Channel. Moreover, the position at Thanet threatened
the Roman road which led from Dover to London.

Thus the landing at Thanet satisfies the demands of the
highest strategy, and is an opening act well worthy of the
greatest conquest that the world has ever seen.

It has been stated that this expedition under Hengist and
Horsa was invited to Britain by the Britons, in order that it
should assist in expelling the Picts, and it seems to be implied
that in thus coming to Britain under the guise of friendship
an act of treachery was perpetrated by Hengist, which in
some degree accounts for and extenuates the poor defence
made by the Britons.

With such Celtic apologetics we have nothing to do, though
there can be no objection to pointing out that a far better
apology for the comparative weakness of the defence of Britain
lies in the nature and overwhelming strength of the attack,
than in any imputations of bad faith on the part of the English.
It may be freely admitted, however, that the invaders may
have masked their intentions as long as it was possible to do
so, and fair promises and foul treachery were weapons used
in those days by both sides as often as they were found con-
venient. If, indeed, the Britons invited Hengist and his fol-
lowers to occupy Thanet, the principal salient of their defence,
they deserved all the disasters that followed.

It is important that we should not allow ourselves to be too
much influenced by our knowledge of after events, but that
we should put ourselves in the position of the invaders. We
know that the Romans had left Britain never to return. The
invaders only knew that there was still a strong Roman party
in Britain, who, for all they could tell, might yet prevail upon
the Empire to send them succour.

Siagrius had not yet been defeated by the Franks in Gaul,
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and therefore it was still necessary for the invaders of Britain
to keep an eye on the Continent. So opportune was the
invasion of Gaul by the Franks about this time, that it is
quite impossible to believe that, if it was not indeed instigated
by the Angle leaders, and part of a deep laid scheme for simul-
taneous action on the part of the Angles and the Franks, it
resulted from the example of the Angles and the strong sym-
pathy between these Teutonic nations.

But to return to the question of the Jutish character of the
landing in Thanet and invasion of Kent. The facts were
that the Jutes were for the most part the seafaring portion
of the Gothic tribes of Scandinavia. They came from the
northern and eastern Shores of Skagerack, and the inhabitants
of the Frisian Islands were also called Eotans or Jutes at the
period when the epic poem Beowulf was written.

Doubtless there were many ships manned by Angles and
some by Saxons; but the Saxons were for the most part
landsmen, whereas the Angles and the Jutes were for the
most part sailors, or possessed between them a strong navy.

The English king-governed race knew that the conquest
of such a country as the island of Britain was no light under-
taking, and therefore it had been arranged that, whereas
the Angles, with contingents from the Saxons, should provide
the standing army, the Jutes should keep the sea with a per-
manent fleet, and provide means of transport for all who had
not ships of their own.

The Jutes by themselves were far too weak a tribe to attack
Britain at its strongest point, they were far too wise to place
their wives and families as hostages to fortune along a sea
coast, with the armies of Britain in their front, and the Roman
Empire, as yet unconquered by the Franks in Gaul, in their
rear. There is no evidence at all to force us to the conclusion
that they adopted such a reckless course of action.

All historians, when it has suited their theory of the invasion,
have admitted that there must have been a certain amount
of mutual support amongst the various tribes of the invaders.
If once such an admission is made, we are not entitled, in order
to bolster up some preconceived theory of the invasion, to
place any limit to the unity of action of the invaders ; unless
indeed we have some very strong evidence to support the

E
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view that the various tribes did act quite independently.

Henry of Huntingdon may be perfectly right in his state-
ment that, as late as the time of Cerdic, ““ large bodies of men
came successively from Germany and took possession of East
Anglia and Mercia ; they were not as yet reduced under the
government of one king, various chiefs contended for the occu-
pation of different districts, waging continual wars with each
other; but they were too numerous to have their names
preserved.”

Then, after some legends about Arthur, Henry of Hunting-
don continues—

‘““ At this period there were many wars, in which sometimes
the Saxons, sometimes the Britons were victors ; but the more
the Saxons were defeated, the more they recruited their forces
by invitations sent to the people of all the neighbouring coun-
tries.” (Henry of Huntingdon, Book 2.)

These general statements by Henry of Huntingdon are
probably true of the time and the region he alludes to, and
have probably been inserted to give a genuine ring to the
whole story, including as it does that hero of Celtic imagination
“King Arthur.” But it has too often been assumed that
this description of the landing of Angles and other chieftains
from Europe, during the last stage of the invasion, applies
also to the earlier stages ; and thus this idea of promiscuous
landing has given a colour to the whole invasion, conquest,
and colonization, from beginning to the end.

It must be admitted that the small numbers of ships men-
tioned as bringing the first parties of invaders to various
landing points seems to give corroboration to the above view,
though, as will be shown later on, this fact really supports the
opposite conclusion. It is manifest that three ships, or even
twenty ships, would not have been sufficient to bring the
fighting men only, for the purpose of a serious invasion that
was intended to hold the country, to conquer it in fact,
and to retain it permanently. The armies that fought such
pitched battles as those of Aylesford and Crayford, and reduced
such fortified places as Anderida, Clausentum, and Winchester,
must have required fleets to bring them, and to supply them
until they had become self-supporting. And when we consider
that behind these armies the country was steadily settled by
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the families of the warriors, we begin to- realize that the
accounts of the first landing, that appear to have made such
an enduring impression upon the chroniclers, must in so far
as they are true, relate to the first appearance of preparatory
and reconnoitring expeditions off the coast.

The first thing we must realize is that the landing at Thanet
was not, and could not possibly have been a mere landing
of Jutes prepared merely to fight for a district, whilst their
wives and families were awaiting the result in their unguarded
homes. We are not warranted in jumping at such an absurd
conclusion as this, merely because it is said that the Jutes
afterwards colonized this particular district.

Let us now return to the story, and since from the lack of
facts we are forced to proceed on certain assumptions, let
us at least base these assumptions on some general principles
of action such as would be likely to actuate reasonable men
in compassing such an arduous undertaking as the Conquest
of Britain.

The theory, for it is only a theory, of the independent action
of various tribes landing promiscuously at such points as
tempted them, and pressing forward without any definite
aims, as their powers or opportunities permitted them, has been
tried and found wanting. With at least as much warrant,
since the first campaign was led by Hengist, and one leader
Zlla is admitted to have had the * ducatus’ later on of
all the invaders, let us proceed on the opposite assumption,
namely, that of the united action of all the tribes in the first
stages of the invasion.

To begin with, wenotice that the landing at Thanet was undar
the leadership of two descendants of Woden, Hengist and
Horsa. It would not be wise to make very much of this fact,
since it must be admitted that a branch of the royal race may
have governed the Jutes. If, however, an organized invasion
did take place, it must have been initiated and directed by
the Angles, since all the tribes, whatever may have been
their previous designation, by acquiescing in calling their
new found country Anglaland, or England, bear witness
to the fact that if any tribe was in the ascendant it must
have been the Angles. This being the case, then it is at least
consistent with the dominance of the Angles to find two of



52 THE STORMING OF LONDON

the royal race from which they always selected their kings,
leading the expedition which began the invasion. The seizure
of Thanet bears every sign of having been, not the mere casual
venture of a band of marauders, but the deliberate opening
action of a well-considered scheme of invasion, with land forces
in readiness to carry on a campaign with the forces of Britain.

The seizure of Thanet by theinvaders doubtlessrang through
the island of Britain. It did not take the inhabitants, whether
Roman or Cymric, long to realize that their country was gripped
by the throat with a stifling grasp that was never to relax.
We may with confidence brush aside the legends that later
writers have woven round this striking act of war, as far as
real history is concerned ; though interesting in themselves
as instances of Celtic apologetics, they may as well follow
the Princess Rowena into limbo. It may be admitted, how-
ever, that they bear witness to one great truth, namely, that
the hostile seizure of Thanet meant war for supremacy, to be
fought out to the bitter end ; for the very legends that have
been spun round it show what a lasting impression the seizure
of Thanet made upon the Roman world.

All must have felt that unless help could be procured from
the Continent, it was only a question of time, and of the power
and vigour of the assailants, how soon the fleetless defenders
of Britain must succumb. The result shows to us what the
power and the vigour of the invaders must have been, it also
shows that it must have been accompanied by a relentless
ferocity as yet untempered by Christianity ; and above all
it proves that there must have been a uniformity of system
amongst all sections of the invaders; for in spite of all that
has occurred since in the way of later invasions of Danes,
Norsemen, and Normans, its character in the system of govern-
ment it established, and in the way of settlements and divisions
of territory, can never be erased from any region of Britain.
We can but believe that such uniformity of character on the
part of an invading nation must have been accompanied
by unity of action, at least in the first stages of the invasion.

We must, however, constantly bear in mind that what
we are able to gather from the result of the invasion was hidden
from the eyes of the defenders of Britain. Driven from one
district after another, at first by Hengist, and later on by
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the consummate strategy of the great Alla, they only felt
the blows that fell where they were least expected and least
desired, and they could never pierce the veil of outposts that,
as will be shown, was constantly screening the prepara-
tions of their ruthless foes. Hence it has come about that
since these deeds were done by a nearly illiterate people,
they have become buried in oblivion. Before, however, affairs
had become too complex to be capable of being handed down
by oral tradition, three great events had burnt themselves
into the memories of both nations, and they were :

1. The landing at Thanet.

2. The Battle of Aylesford.

3. The Battle of Crayford.

We may feel the utmost confidence in accepting as history
these three great events that mark the footsteps of the first
stage of the invasion.

It seems necessary at this point to sweep away the legendary
cobwebs that have been spun by an ignorant ecclesiastic, and
to say that the idea that Hengist was driven back into Thanet,
and “ prisoned in his island lair ”’ (as one historian has put it)
by the advance of Ambrosius Aurelianus, is not here accepted
as history. Whether there was ever any foundation of fact
for this statement of Gildas, in the shape of some slight reverse
to the arms of the Angles, we can never tell: Ambrosius
Aurelianus, lacking as he did a fleet, was far too good a general
to attempt to confine seamen having ships to an island, by
merely stationing on the opposite shore an army that, under
the conditions that prevailed, could only have been supplied
by long land communications liable to be cut at several points
by attacks from the sea.

It is really immaterial whether we accept this tradition of
a transient success on the part of Ambrosius as history or not,
for if indeed the Britens scored some minor victory at this
stage of the invasion, it could not have had the effect of con-
fining the invaders to Thanet, and it could have done but little
to impede their triumphant advance along the shore of Kent.
Every defensive position could be turned from the sea, and
the Angles could chose their own time to attack.

It is necessary to begin a history of the invasion of Britain
by the English with the landing at Thanet, because that was
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evidently the first overt act by which the organized inva-
sion began ; and hardly too much can be said to accentuate
the importance of this event. Before, however, we proceed
with the course of the invasion itself there is a great deal
to be considered.

Thanet would have been useless to invaders who had not
secured complete command of the sea, it would have been,
in fact, if not a death-trap to them, at any rate a serious source
of danger.

No little marauding tribe could have ventured upon such
a bold course as to seize a point which threatened all the
chief communications between Britain and Gaul; for they
did not know that a fleet could not be collected from one
or both countries to intercept and destroy the little garrison
on Thanet.

The Romans, we know, always kept a fleet, which though
it may not have had sufficient command of seamanship to go
far from land, yet was always ready to guard the channel.
It may be said that this Roman fleet had disappeared with
the Roman garrison from Britain. If indeed that was the
case, and all attempts to maintain a fleet capable of guarding
the narrow seas had long ago been given up, then how was it
that marauders had not seized Thanet, or some other station
or stations on the east or south coast of Britain, long before ?
During the forty years since the Romans had left, the Angles,
Jutes, and Saxons must have had many tempting opportunities
to do, what for centuries the Count of the Saxon Shore, with
the fleet and fortresses under his command, had hitherto
prevented them doing.

Surely it is a remarkable fact, for a fact it is that can hardly
be gainsaid, that these barbarian tribes from North Germany
and the Baltic abstained, during a period of thirty or forty
years, from any attempt at permanent conquest followed by
settlement, and then, ata given time, they began it by such a
blow as that of the seizure of Thanet ; and from that moment
carried it out persistently and unceasingly, until it had been
accomplished with a completeness such as the world has not
witnessed in any invasion before or since. We know that
there were numerous marauding expeditions, which, combined
with those of the Picts and Scots, led to that remarkable
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despatch to Aetius which is usually known as the “ Groans
of the Britons.”

If the ““ family party ”’ theory of the invasion of Britain
which has hitherto found favour with historians is to hold
good, we must suppose that a restless spirit must have sud-
denly seized the scattered tribes in Northern Europe and the
Baltic, somewhat similar to the migratory instinct which
at times sends an excess of such birds as woodcocks or quails
to our shores. There is no halting place between such a
fanciful idea as this and the theory of co-operation, that
must, at least in the initial stages, have amounted to
united action, involving long previous preparation and some
central authority. How otherwise than on one of these
two suppositions are we to account for mere pillaging expedi-
tions turning suddenly into an apparently systematic, strenu-
ous, and ceaseless invasion, accompanied by a colonization
that established everywhere the same system of local settle-
ment ?

It has seemed necessary to begin our account of the Conquest
of Britain with the landing in Thanet for several reasons, but
it is evident that however certain we may feel that this was
indeed the opening act of the final Conquest, yet there is very
much that must have occurred before, by way of preparation,
not only in a material sense, but also in a physical and moral
sense by training and organization. It is for this purpose
that an attempt has been made to write a history of the Angles
in their homes on the shores of the Baltic, sufficient to give a
reasonable account of the state of affairs which led up to the
invasion of Britain.

The following is a recapitulation of the reasons why the
landing at Thanet is so important, and why it seems necessary
to begin our history with that fact.

1. Thanet, under the conditions of navigation existing

at the time, was the strategic salient of Britain.

2. The seizure of Thanet by a force having command of
the sea was a menace to the province of Britain that
could not be ignored.

3. Although greater succeeding events, such as the taking
of London, have been buried in oblivion, the seizure
of Thanet so startled the defenders of Britain whilst
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they were still able to grasp the position of affairs,
that it has never been forgotten.

4. The seizure of Thanet implied that the invaders were
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